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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FNSI) 
 
1.0 BACKGROUND 
 
In July 2010, the Army published the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Training 
Range and Garrison Support Facilities Construction and Operation, Fort Stewart, Georgia 
(hereafter, Fort Stewart EIS).  The Fort Stewart EIS analyzed the construction and operation of 
12 training range and Garrison support projects planned for Fort Stewart between FYs 11-14.  In 
September 2010, the Army published a Record of Decision (ROD), documenting the Army’s 
decision to proceed with its preferred alternative, to construct at the Alternative B locations for 
each project analyzed.     
 
One project analyzed in the Fort Stewart EIS was the Infantry Platoon Battle Course (IPBC), a 
small caliber range that supports infantry platoon live-fire, sub-caliber, and/or laser collective 
training of infantry platoons (mounted or dismounted) on tactical movement techniques. 
Following completion of the Fort Stewart EIS, a final design for the IPBC began based on the 
specific conditions associated the site ultimately selected in the ROD.  During this process, the 
Army realized that existing Tank Trail 70-B was not suitable for consistent access to and 
throughout the range.  Engineering analysis during the design process indicated that 
improvements to this trail are necessary to accommodate the increase in usage of the tank trail 
for access to the range by Soldiers in tactical vehicles, as well as for travel through the site for 
target maintenance  
 
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
The Army proposes to upgrade and improve Tank Trail 70-Bto accommodate its increased use 
by military and maintenance vehicles associated with IPBC training and maintenance.  This 
action includes clear-cutting vegetation on site, grubbing and grading the road surface until level, 
covering the road surface with gravel, and establishing a two-foot shoulder on each side of the 
road.  Two short segments of the tank trail (Areas A and B) are located outside the IPBC 
footprint previously analyzed in the EIS 
 
Alternative I: No Action/Status Quo- Under this alternative, the IPBC will be constructed but 
all of Tank Trail 70-B will remain “as is” and not receive any improvements, as shown on Figure 
2-1 of the EA.  This alternative was analyzed to establish a baseline from which other 
alternatives could be more thoughtfully analyzed and more informed decisions made. 
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Alternative II: Tank Trail 70-B Improvements (Preferred) 
Under this alternative, construction of the IPBC and improvements to all of Tank Trail 70-B will 
occur, including the two segments located outside of the IPBC footprint (Areas A and B), as 
discussed in Section 1.3 and shown on Figure 1-1 of the EA.  This alternative meets the purpose 
and need of the proposed action. 
 
3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
Analysis of this proposed action resulted in potential impacts to soils, water quality and 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, and safety only, as indicated below.  No other 
environmental or socioeconomic resources were potentially affected. 

 
Table 1: Summary of Environmental Effects. 

Type and Intensity of Impact 
 = negligible  = minor adverse  = moderate adverse  = meets significant adverse    

Type of Effect 
Alternative I 
(No Action) 

Alternative II 
(Preferred) 

Soils 

Direct / Indirect   
Cumulative  to   

Water Quality & Resources 

Direct / Indirect   
Cumulative   to  

Biological Resources 

Direct / Indirect   
Cumulative   

Cultural Resources 

Direct / Indirect   
Cumulative   

Safety 

Direct / Indirect  to   to  
Cumulative   
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4.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
The EA and Draft FNSI were available for public review April 6-May 5, 2011 at the local public 
libraries in Hinesville and Savannah and at the Post Library on Fort Stewart.  Fort Stewart also 
published Notices of the Availability of the Draft EA and 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 (Appendix E of the EA).  
 
Five comments were received from the regulatory community and are available for review in 
Appendix D of the Final EA. 

• the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GA DNR)-Coastal Resources Division 
concurred with Fort Stewart’s determination of no additional impacts to wetlands;  

• the GA DNR-Historic Preservation Division concurred with the determination of no 
effect to historic properties;  

• and the Coastal Regional Commission Clearinghouse Review of the Regional Plan for 
Coastal Georgia concurred with the determination of no additional effect to wetlands, 
floodplains, or other ecologically sensitive areas.   

• The GA DNR-Environmental Protection Division recommended inclusion of the IPBC 
project’s Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Avoidance Plan as an appendix to the Final EA, 
in addition to measures for ensuring contractor UXO Avoidance Plan awareness.  No 
contract award has occurred, so no UXO Avoidance Plan or contractor awareness 
statement has been developed; the Plan and statement, when written, will be incorporated 
as an appendix at that time.   

• The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) submitted comments focused on 
minimizing erosion and sedimentation at the project site and affected wetlands, addressed 
in the Section 3.1.2, Soils, and Section 3.2.2, Wetlands, of the Final EA.  The EPA 
recommended the use of well-designed, construction-specific best management practices 
during the life of the project, as well as in the construction plans for the project.  The 
Installation will ensure appropriate measures are incorporated into these plans, which are 
reviewed from concept through 100% completion; in addition, the Installation assists 
with development of the Erosion Sedimentation and Pollution Control Plan, which 
includes the BMPs utilized at the project site. 

 
5.0 CONCLUSION 
This EA tiers off the 2010 Fort Stewart Environmental Impact Statement for Training Range and 
Garrison Support Facilities Construction and Operation, which originally analyzed the IPBC.  
Based on the analysis performed in this EA, implementation of the preferred Alternative 
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(Alternative II, Tank Trail 70-B Improvements) will not have a significant environmental impact, 
within the meaning of Section 102(2) (c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not required.  I have selected 
implementation of Alternative II as the recommended course of action, with the following 
stipulations: 

• The footprint for the Tank Trail 70-B improvements contains low-, medium-, and high-
risk areas of encountering unexploded ordnance (UXO), according to a walkover survey 
conducted by the Army.  UXO avoidance planning will be a requirement of the 
construction contractor even though live ordnance found during the walkover survey will 
be destroyed.  The plan may be stand-alone or be included as part of the construction 
contractor's health and safety plan.  However, the plan MUST sufficiently address the 
potential for encountering UXO and the response actions when encountered.  The 
contractor's UXO plan must be approved by the Installation's Safety Office prior to land 
disturbance and should be retained as part of the contract administrative record. 
 
All personnel working on site, to include construction contractors, must take a UXO 
Awareness training/safety briefing.  This requirement will be incorporated as part of the 
UXO Avoidance Plan.  The executing agency's Project Management team will be 
responsible for ensuring the briefing is completed prior to land disturbance.  A record of 
attendance will be furnished by the contractor to the Installation Project Manager (PM) 
and will become a part of the contract administrative records.  The PM should provide a 
copy to Installation Safety.  The contractor will be responsible for ensuring all on-site 
contract personnel and subcontracted personnel receive the required training.  Subsequent 
to project kickoff, for any new contract and subcontract personnel, the contractor will 
provide a certification statement attesting UXO training was completed signed by both 
the contractor and the individual personnel/trainee(s). 
 
Dependent upon the probability analysis, as determined by the site characterization and 
UXO assessment before land disturbance activities begin, UXO Standby Support may be 
required.  It should be understood that the probability level/characterization may change 
during the course of construction based on the number, frequency, type of items found.  
Provisions should be included in the contract to award an option to account for the 
potential change in conditions to add needed UXO standby support and/or UXO 
remediation. 
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1.0     INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
In July 2010, the Army published the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Training 
Range and Garrison Support Facilities Construction and Operation, Fort Stewart, Georgia 
(hereafter, Fort Stewart EIS).  The Fort Stewart EIS analyzed the construction and operation of 
12 training range and Garrison support projects planned for Fort Stewart between FYs 11-14.  In 
September 2010, the Army published a Record of Decision (ROD), documenting the Army’s 
decision to proceed with its preferred alternative, to construct at the Alternative B locations for 
each project analyzed.    In this EIS, the Army identified the need to build, operate, and maintain 
a specific set of training ranges to maintain the proficiency of Army Soldiers on a full spectrum 
of military operations.  Among these was the Infantry Platoon Battle Course (IPBC), a small 
caliber range that supports infantry platoon live-fire, sub-caliber, and/or laser collective training 
of infantry platoons (mounted or dismounted) on tactical movement techniques.  The Fort 
Stewart IPBC construction will occur in Training Area C-1, on top of an inactive aerial gunnery 
range.    
 
Following completion of the Fort Stewart EIS and signature on the ROD, design for the IPBC 
began.  During this process, the Installation realized that existing Tank Trail 70-B was not 
suitable for consistent access to and throughout the range.  Engineering analysis during the 
design process indicated that improvements to this trail are necessary to accommodate the 
increase in usage of the road for access to the range by Soldiers in tactical vehicles, as well as for 
travel through the site for target maintenance (Figure 1-1).   
 
1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The EIS did not analyze the tank trail improvements.  In addition, two short segment of the tank 
trail (Areas A and B) are located outside of the IPBC footprint analyzed in the EIS.  For these 
reasons, supplemental NEPA analysis is required. Area A is at the northern edge of the IPBC and 
consists of 4.2 acres; Area B is at the eastern edge of the IPBC and consists of 6.6 acres (Figure 
1-2).  The remainder of Tank Trail 70-B is within the existing IPBC footprint and comprises 35 
acres of the IPBC’s 1,000-acre total.  The purpose and need of the improvements is to 
accommodate increased vehicular traffic flow on the tank trail associated with the use and 
maintenance of the IPBC.  This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the potential impacts 
of these improvements. 
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Figure 1-1: Tank Trail 70-B Improvements 
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Figure 1-2: Area A (left) and Area B (right) Tank Trail 70-B, 
Improvements Outside of the IPBC Footprint Evaluated in the Fort Stewart EIS 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ITS 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 
The Army proposes to improve Tank Trail 70-B to accommodate increased vehicular traffic 
associated with the use and maintenance of the IPBC.  Work will include clear-cutting vegetation 
on site, grubbing and grading the road surface until level, covering the road surface with gravel, 
and establishing a two-foot shoulder on either side of the road. These actions are required to 
facilitate better access to/from the IPBC during operation and maintenance.  Two segments of 
Tank Trail 70-B are located outside the footprint of the IPBC.   These areas are denoted as Areas 
A and B.  Area A is at the northern edge of the IPBC and consists of 4.2 acres; Area B is at the 
eastern edge of the IPBC and consists of 6.6 acres, for a total footprint of 10.8 acres of 
disturbance not previously analyzed in the EIS.  The remainder of Tank Trail 70-B is within the 
IPBC footprint previously analyzed in the Fort Stewart EIS. 
 
2.2 ALTERNATIVES 
 
2.2.1 Alternative I: No Action/Status Quo (Figure 2-1) 
Under this alternative, construction of the FY11 IPBC will occur and Tank Trail 70-B will 
remain “as is” and not receive any improvements.  Although this alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need of the proposed action, it provides a baseline for analysis and is a requirement 
of the Council on Environmental Quality for decision-making. 
 
2.2.2 Alternative II: Tank Trail 70-B Improvements (Preferred) (Figure 1-1) 
Under this alternative, all of Tank Trail 70-B will receive improvements, consisting of the 
construction of a 12 foot graveled road, with two-foot shoulders on each side, including the two 
segments located outside of the IPBC footprint (Areas A and B), as discussed in Section 1.3 and 
as shown on Figure 1-1.  This alternative meets the purpose and need for the proposed action. 
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Figure 2-1: Alternative I: No Action/Status Quo
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
This Environmental Assessment is tiering off the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Training Ranges and Garrison Support Facilities Construction and Operation, Fort Stewart, 
Georgia and its Record of Decision (hereafter, Fort Stewart EIS and ROD); therefore, the 
majority of the information presented in this section is summarized.  For detailed affected 
environment and associated impact discussion, refer to Chapters 3 and 4 of the Fort Stewart 
EIS, a copy of which is at the following web address: 
http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp.   
 
Installation subject matter experts evaluated resources for potential impacts, and found potential 
effect to soils, water quality and resources, biological resources, cultural resources, and safety.  
These impacts are discussed in this chapter.  These discussions focus on the necessary 
improvements to Tank Trail 70-B.   For a detailed analysis of Infantry Platoon Battle Course 
(IPBC) construction impacts and/or mitigation, please refer to the Fort Stewart EIS and ROD at 
the above-mentioned website. 
 
3.1 SOILS 
 
3.1.1 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I: No Action/Status Quo 
Under this alternative, minor effects to Soils are expected.  Construction of the IPBC (and its 
associated impacts) will occur within the established footprint and will adhere to existing Clean 
Water Act permits, BMPs, and mitigation measures (if required), as discussed in the Fort Stewart 
EIS and ROD.  Tank Trail 70-B, which traverses the IPBC, will not receive any improvements, 
but remain “as is.”  Once construction of the IPBC is complete, use of Tank Trail 70-B by 
military vehicles will increase, and, in its existing condition (“as is”), result in eventual 
degradation/erosion of the tank trail surface.  Adherence to existing Installation BMPs and 
utilization of training land rehabilitation programs will minimize potential effects. 
 
3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative II: Tank Trail 70-B Improvements 
(Preferred) 
Overall, this alternative will have moderate adverse effects to Soils arising from the construction 
of the IPBC and the improvements to Tank Trail 70-B.  In this alternative, the Tank Trail will 
have disturbance to soils within and outside the footprint of the IPBC (Areas A and B).  
Construction (and any other disturbance greater than 0.75 acres) requires implementation of an 
Erosion and Sedimentation Pollution Control Plan (ESPCP), payment of associated fees per 
disturbed acre to the GA Department of Natural Resources (DNR), a Notice of Intent (NOI), and 

http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp�
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obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.  The construction 
contractor will be required to follow all applicable BMPs throughout the entirety of this action, 
and design and implement all erosion and sediment control measures in accordance with the 
Georgia Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control (2002) and the Official Code of Georgia 12-
7-6 (2009).  
 
The proponent must clearly delineate trees for removal versus trees to remain on site.  Timber 
harvest begins only after the 14-day waiting period required for GA DNR submittal of the 
NPDES Permit and NOI.  The timber harvest contractor must adhere to all Timber Harvest 
BMPs, while the construction contractor must remove remaining harvest-related debris, stumps, 
logging slash, and non-merchantable timber.   
 
3.2 WATER QUALITY AND RESOURCES 
 
3.2.1 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I: No Action/Status Quo 
Overall, this alternative has minor effects to Water Quality and Resources. Under this alternative, 
construction of the IPBC will occur and affect 3.92 acres of wetlands (Figure 3-1) and 6.91 acres 
of floodplains (Figure 3-2).  Tank Trail 70-B, which traverses the IPBC, will not receive any 
improvements, but remain “as is.”  Due to the low elevations on most of Fort Stewart, wetlands 
comprise approximately one-third of the Installation, leaving few non-wetland and/or non-
floodplain land on which to construct buildings, facilities, and ranges.  Minimization of adverse 
impacts to wetlands and floodplains during construction will occur through adherence to 
obtained permits (such as a Section 404 for wetlands), and floodplain-specific BMPs (such as 
elevating facility construction above floodplain levels).  The IPBC also has specific mitigation 
measures agreed to in the Fort Stewart ROD.    Utilized together, these measures keep impacts to 
a minimum. 
 
3.2.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative II: Tank Trail 70-B Improvements 
(Preferred) 
Overall, this alternative will result in minor adverse effects to Water Quality and Resources.  
Under this alternative, both the construction of the IPBC and the improvements to Tank Trail 70-
B will occur.  As discussed under Alternative I, there is a lack of non-wetland and non-floodplain 
locations on Fort Stewart, and wetlands are present in both Area A of Tank Trail 70-B (the 
Northern leg, Area A) and within the overall footprint of the IPBC.   
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Wetland impacts from the IPBC construction and Area A were included in the § 404 permit 
application reviewed by the Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Regulatory Division and the § 
401 water certification review by GA Environmental Protection Division (see Appendix A for a 
copy of the permit).   Area A also contains 2.41 acres of floodplains and the IPBC contains 6.91 
acres of floodplains, creating a total of 9.32 acres of floodplains affected.  Minimization of 
impacts will occur as discussed under Alternative I.  A survey of Area B of Tank Trail 70-B (the 
Eastern Leg) in January 2011 determined no impacts to wetlands or floodplains. 
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Figure 3-1: Wetland Impacts for the IPBC 
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Figure 3-2: Floodplain Impacts for the IPBC 
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3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 
3.3.1 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I: No Action/Status Quo 
This alternative will have minor effects to biological resources. The construction of the IPBC 
will occur, but no additional disturbance to vegetation, wildlife, or protected species will occur.  
Tank Trail 70-B will not receive improvements and will remain “as is” within the footprint of the 
IPBC.  As discussed in Section 3.1.1, Soils, once the IPBC becomes operational, Tank Trail 70-
B will experience an increase in military vehicle use, resulting in erosion.  No adverse effects to 
Biological Resources will occur if adherence to existing Installation BMPs and training land 
rehabilitation programs continue. Construction will adhere to existing reasonable and prudent 
measures identified in the 2010 Biological Opinion (BO) issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) for the 12 FY11-14 projects addressed in the Fort Stewart EIS.    
 
3.3.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative II: Tank Trail 70-B Improvements 
(Preferred) 
This alternative will have minor adverse effects to biological resources.  Under this alternative, 
both the construction of the IPBC and the improvements to Tank Trail 70-B will occur.  Wildlife 
may temporarily flush from the site due to tree clearing, ground disturbance, and construction, 
but will return once these actions cease and routine operations and maintenance activities begin.   
 
The Installation prepared a modification to the original 2010 Fort Stewart EIS Biological 
Assessment (BA) for this action to assess potential impacts to protected species from Area A of 
Tank Trail 70-B.  Area B, at the eastern edge of the IPBC, is located within a buffer of the IPBC 
footprint originally analyzed in the Fort Stewart EIS BA and did not require an additional 
analysis.  The information in the rest of this section of the EA is from the modified BA, also 
available for review in Appendix B. 
 
An additional 2.7 acres of clear-cutting, grubbing, grading, and future maintenance will occur 
outside of the buffer included in the original 2010 Fort Stewart EIS BA, impacting 1.3 acres of 
RCW Habitat Management Units and the foraging partition of RCW Cluster #70.   A portion of 
the modified footprint will also impact the foraging partition of RCW Cluster #256, but the 2010 
Fort Stewart EIS BA accounted for this partition, for which an incidental take was granted in the 
Fort Stewart EIS BO from the USFWS (see figures in BA, Appendix B).   
 



Final EA for Tank Trail 70-B Improvements at IPBC 

20 
 

The effects to these RCW clusters will not impede the Installation reaching its RCW Recovery 
Goal in 2013, an opinion with which the USFWS agreed in its March 18, 2011 concurrence letter 
to the BA (Appendix B).  The proposed action may affect, but is unlikely to adversely affect, the 
RCW or other protected species on Fort Stewart, and no effects to critical habitat occur from this 
action.  As indicated under Alternative I, during construction, contractors must adhere to all 
reasonable and prudent measures outlined in the USFWS’ BO during construction of the IPBC 
and associated tank trail improvements. 
 
3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES  
Fort Stewart completed consultation with the Georgia State Historic Preservation Office (GA 
SHPO) on this overall action (Alternatives I and II).  A copy of this consultation effort is in 
Appendix C of this EA.  
 
3.4.1 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I (No Action/Status Quo)  
This alternative will have negligible potential effects to cultural resources.  Only the construction 
of the IPBC will occur, with Tank Trail 70-B remaining “as is” and receiving no improvements.  
Some portions of the IPBC footprint were off-limits to cultural resources survey due to safety 
risks associated with unexploded ordnance (UXO), in accordance with the Programmatic 
Agreement between Fort Stewart and the GA SHPO.  Within the areas open for survey, one 
potentially eligible site was identified and determined ineligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP).   The IPBC was determined to not adversely affect historic properties, a 
determination with which the GA SHPO concurred. This consultation record is part of the Fort 
Stewart EIS.   
 
3.4.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative II: Tank Trail 70-B Improvements 
(Preferred) 
This alternative will have negligible potential effects to cultural resources.  Both the construction 
of the IPBC and the Tank Trail 70-B improvements will occur under this alternative.  Portions of 
Tank Trail 70-B within the IPBC footprint and Areas A and B were off-limits to cultural 
resources survey due to safety risks associated with unexploded ordnance (UXO), in accordance 
with the Programmatic Agreement between Fort Stewart and the GA SHPO.  
 
3.5 SAFETY 
Fort Stewart complies with AR 385-64, “Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards,” which 
sets the safety zone criteria on Army Installations.  The Installation’s range safety program 
prohibits the unapproved picking up, tampering with, or removal of UXO by unauthorized 
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personnel.  The explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) personnel are the only personnel permitted 
involvement in UXO clearance operations.  
 
3.5.1 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I (No Action/Status Quo) 
Overall, this alternative will result in a moderate, short-term adverse impact to safety from 
timber removal and construction due to the potential to unearth previously unknown UXO.  The 
IPBC footprint contains low, medium, and high-risk areas of encountering UXO according to a 
walkover survey conducted by the Army.  Planned grubbing and grading areas in the medium 
and high-risk areas have received surface UXO removal.  The Installation will conduct tree-
thinning operations in the areas of the IPBC footprint identified as “low risk” for UXO (Figure 3-
3).  If any inadvertent UXO are found during timber thinning or construction, all work must 
cease immediately and established procedures to address the situation must be followed in 
accordance with AR 385-64, the Installation’s range safety program, and with the contractor’s 
UXO Avoidance Plan.  EOD personnel will make determinations if emergency treatment of 
munitions is required and recover, destruct, or otherwise manage waste munitions as necessary to 
protect human health, safety, and the environment.  If these procedures are followed, then only 
minor impacts are anticipated since the UXO presence would be eliminated.   
 
3.5.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative II: Tank Trail 70-B Improvements 
(Preferred) 
Overall, this alternative will result in a moderate, short-term adverse impact to safety from 
timber removal and construction due to the potential to unearth previously unknown UXO.  
Construction of the IPBC and improvements to Tank Trail 70-B will occur.  Both Areas A and B 
of the Tank Trail lie outside of the IPBC footprint, with Area A lying adjacent to a low 
probability UXO area and Area B lying adjacent to a high probability UXO area (Figure 3-3).  
For this reason, it is likely the Installation will conduct timber removal operations in Area A.  
Timber removal of Area B will only occur by the Installation if UXO is removed from the 
surface, and the probability of encountering UXO is reduced to a low potential.  Construction 
activities must comply with the IPBC UXO Avoidance Plan and contractors must utilize the 
expertise of the EOD for UXO clearing activities, as discussed under Alternative I.   If these 
procedures are followed, then only minor impacts are anticipated since the UXO presence would 
be eliminated.   
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Figure 3-3: UXO Risk Map for the IPBC 
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4.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
Incremental, or cumulative, effects 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.  Actions geographically close to one another have more potential for cumulative 
effects than those farther away.  Likewise, actions occurring at or near the same time may also 
affect one another and the area in which they occur.  Fort Stewart’s past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions (PPRFFAs) discussed in the EIS have not changed.  Moreover, the 
majority of Tank Trail 70-B improvements will occur within the preferred IPBC footprint.  As 
such the cumulative effects remain the same as discussed in Chapter 5 of the EIS (to review 
cumulative effects to environmental resources, the Fort Stewart EIS is at the following 
worldwide web site: http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp.   
 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS 

This Environmental Assessment analyzed the potential impacts of proposed improvements to 
Tank Trail 70-B at the FY11 Infantry Platoon Battle Course (IPBC), Fort Stewart, GA, and is 
tiered off the 2010 Fort Stewart Environmental Impact Statement for Training Range and 
Garrison Support Facilities Construction and Operation, which originally analyzed the IPBC.  
Following an analysis and comparison of impacts of the No Action and Action Alternatives, it 
was determined that neither 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. 
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Wetlands Permit 
 
Infantry Platoon Battle Course, Fort Stewart, GA 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Biological Assessment and USFWS Concurrence Letter 
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Georgia State Historic Preservation Office  
 
Consultation Record 
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Note: enclosure is not included in order to comply with Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
and National Historic Preservation Act, in order to ensure protection of cultural resources sites.  
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Other Regulatory Coordination 
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- from Georgia Department of Natural 
Resources – Coastal Resources Division 
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	Wetland impacts from the IPBC construction and Area A were included in the § 404 permit application reviewed by the Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Regulatory Division and the § 401 water certification review by GA Environmental Protection Division (see Appendix A for a copy of the permit).   Area A also contains 2.41 acres of floodplains and the IPBC contains 6.91 acres of floodplains, creating a total of 9.32 acres of floodplains affected.  Minimization of impacts will occur as discussed under Alternative I.  A survey of Area B of Tank Trail 70-B (the Eastern Leg) in January 2011 determined no impacts to wetlands or floodplains.
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