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PREFACE

Fort Benning’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) encompassing fiscal
years 2001-2005 was a historic document that compiled—for the first time—all of the plans and
information relating to natural resource management. It also importantly outlined a natural
resource management vision to guide future land use decisions.

The second iteration (2014-2018 of the Fort Benning INRMP translates that vision into a
comprehensive management approach that integrates natural resource conservation measures
and military activities on mission land and cantonment areas, consistent with federal
stewardship requirements. The present document represents a provisional draft of the 2006-
2011 INRMP, with several chapters clearly flagged as still under revision. Rapidly changing
mission requirements related to Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC), Army transformation,
and endangered species management made production of a cohesive five-year plan by
September 2006 impossible. As these new requirements are fully realized, this document will
be revised and formally reviewed in anticipation of its approval and acceptance as Fort
Benning’s natural resource management plan through 2011.

Integration is a key element of today’s natural resource management planning. Integration
ensures that all plans—including the Installation Master Plan, Range Training Land Plan, Pest
Management Plan, and many others—are mutually supportive and contain no conflicting
information or directives. Integration also ensures that all plans comply with applicable laws,
regulations, guidelines, directives, executive orders, and policies. Finally, integration serves to
align all aspects of the INRMP itself so that the parts coordinate and operate to achieve the
goals and objectives for meeting environmental stewardship responsibilities and ultimately the
desired future conditions while sustaining Fort Benning’s military training mission.

The 2006-2011 INRMP differs from its predecessor in several respects. Where the first
document became a repository of all available natural resource management information, this
plan focuses on fundamental planning processes, integrates key management and data
elements, and identifies implementation strategies that will bring the plan’s goals to fruition. This
INRMP also is designed to be user-friendly; it introduces many new graphics, photographs, and
illustrations; adopts a clear and improved organizational structure; and provides informational
links that will assist those managers charged with executing the INRMP. Finally, several topics
have been expanded and new topics are being introduced, such as the Army Compatible Use
Buffer program, sustainability, monitoring plans, Army transformation, BRAC, MCOoE,
management of unique ecological areas (UEA), and forest decline.

The size of this INRMP reflects the vastness and complexity of the systems it covers. Fort
Benning consists of 182,000 acres of which 145,000 acres are manageable forestland.
Wetlands constitute another 16,926 acres. There exist 19 UEAs, and more than 60 different
vegetation alliances are represented. Five federally protected species and 91 other species of
conservation concern also occupy the area. Fort Benning has been designated as one of 13
recovery populations for the federally endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides
borealis), and the relict trillium (Trillium reliquum), a federally endangered plant species,
depends on the continued viability of its populations at Fort Benning for its recovery.

Further, Fort Benning’s tripartite mission—to train Infantry and Armor soldiers, to serve as a
power projection platform, and to provide training to a diverse group of resident and visiting
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units—results in thousands of annual training events as well as extensive construction and
maintenance activities in support of those events. Fort Benning’s responsibility to sustain the
training environment requires managing and documenting environmental impacts from these
activities and places natural resource management at the forefront of its mission.

Fort Benning personnel were instrumental in developing this 2014-2018 INRMP. Their
participation has enhanced the credibility of the document and, most importantly, ensured that
the very individuals charged with implementing the plan understand it thoroughly and are
committed to its successful execution. These individuals are named in the Acknowledgements
section along with those of The Nature Conservancy and other partners, whose contributions
have ensured that the principles of ecosystem management and sustainability are incorporated
throughout the plan.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
PURPOSE

The primary purpose of Fort Benning’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
(INRMP) is to ensure that natural resource conservation measures and military activities on Fort
Benning mission land and cantonment areas are integrated and consistent with federal
stewardship requirements. As a result, the INRMP serves as the Installation Commander’s
comprehensive plan for purposefully managing natural resources to meet and maintain
stewardship requirements, while optimizing training activities on mission land by achieving no
net loss criteria and, where compatible, conducting secondary activities such as outdoor
recreation.

Mission land is defined as the area—typically unimproved acres outside the cantonment area—
where military operations are, or could be, conducted. The execution of mission operations
represents the primary activity and provides the justification for the Army having land at Fort
Benning, which is the Nation’s premier training facility for the U.S. Army Infantry and Armor. All
other activities that have the potential to compete with the primary activity, either by using
needed space or by the additional consumption of natural resources, represent secondary
activities (except when they directly contribute to the sustainable use of mission land by the
primary activity). Secondary activities can include forest management, fishing and hunting,
other forms of outdoor recreation, and so on.

Fort Benning’s first INRMP encompassing fiscal years 2001-2005 is a historic document that
compiled—for the first time—all of the plans and information relating to natural resource
management. It also importantly outlined a natural resource management vision to guide future
land use decisions. A second revision was partially completed in 2006, but due to the 2005
BRAC announcement that the Armor School from Ft. Knox was going to be moved to Ft.
Benning all work was stopped in order to be able to determine and assess construction and
training impacts. In this iteration (2014-2018) of the INRMP, goals, objectives, and
planned projects have been revisited in light of new units, inventory and monitoring data, natural
resource management as well as military activities, and Army-wide initiatives—consistent with
adaptive management principles.

AUTHORITY

The Sikes Act (Title 16, United States Code 670a et seq.), as amended through 2011, provides
the primary legal basis for the Secretary of Defense to carry out a program that provides for the
conservation and rehabilitation of natural resources on military installations. To facilitate such a
program, the Act requires the secretary of each military department to prepare and implement
an INRMP at appropriate military installations throughout the United States under their
respective jurisdictions. Moreover, such plans shall be prepared in cooperation with, and reflect
the mutual agreement of, the Secretary of the Interior (acting through the Director of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service) and the head of each appropriate state fish and wildlife agency for the
state(s) where the military installation concerned is located. Fort Benning occupies land in
Georgia and Alabama, and satellite areas are located in Georgia, Alabama, and Florida.

MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY

Fort Benning’s approach to natural resources management is embodied in its vision of the
relationship between the military mission and natural resources upon which that mission
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depends. The installation also has developed a natural resources management mission
statement for how Fort Benning will manage its lands.

Fort Benning’s Natural Resources Management Vision—Support the military
mission while promoting the ecological integrity of the Fort Benning landscape.

Fort Benning’s Natural Resource Management Mission—Through a
collaborative effort between natural resource professionals and military
personnel, Fort Benning will strive to promote the long-term ecological
sustainability of its lands for multiple-use opportunities. Fort Benning will apply
sound land management practices and adaptive management strategies that
conserve ecological integrity through the restoration, maintenance, and
preservation of natural biotic communities and otherwise promote the health of
installation ecosystems through rehabilitation and maintenance. This ecosystem
management approach will encompass stakeholder interests, regulatory
requirements, and fiscal constraints.

The underlying theme of this vision and mission statement is an ecosystem-based approach to
management. Ecosystem management represents a proactive approach for federal agencies
such as the Department of Defense (DoD) to make important contributions to sustaining healthy
ecosystems and conserving ecological integrity. Although military lands represent only about
three percent of the total federal land inventory (DoD manages about 25 million acres, and the
U.S. Army manages half of that total), they have disproportionate value with respect to
biodiversity. This is especially true in the southeastern United States where federal public lands
are otherwise relatively lacking. In addition, although some military land uses are intensive and
result in severely degraded landscapes, significant acreage often is used at low intensity or
serves as a buffer, and these latter land uses can be compatible with the maintenance of
ecological integrity. A critical assumption of the INRMP is that the availability of future training
lands at Fort Benning depends on a sustainable natural resource base and that sustainability is
achievable through ecosystem-based approaches.

SCOPE

The Fort Benning Army Installation is located in the southeastern United States. It lies south
and east of the cities of Columbus, Georgia, and Phenix City, Alabama. The installation
occupies 182,000 acres, approximately 170,000 acres of which are in Muscogee and
Chattahoochee Counties, Georgia. Another approximately 12,000 acres are in Russell County,
Alabama. The Chattahoochee River meanders through the western part of the installation and
separates the Georgia and Alabama portions.

Fort Benning’s geographic location contributes to its diverse plant and animal communities and
sets the ecological context for INRMP planning and management actions. Fort Benning is
located astride two ecologically different regions—the Piedmont and Coastal Plain. The
transition between these regions occurs along a fall line—a geological boundary that reflects
differences in the types of rock occurring in each region. Although the fall line transits in part
along the northern boundary of Fort Benning, the actual transition between these two regions
does not occur abruptly but rather is spread over a relatively large area of the installation. The
result is a mosaic of Piedmont- and Coastal Plain-influenced habitats and the occurrence of a
variety of ecotonal plant and animal communities. The effect of this transition between
ecological regions is not limited to terrestrial communities, but is reflected as well in the physical
features and biotic communities of the rivers and creeks within Fort Benning.
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Historically, the Coastal Plain was an area dominated by longleaf pine (Pinus palustris)
communities. Longleaf pine is the major component of once vast and diverse biotic
communities that dominated the southeastern Coastal Plain landscape. The longleaf pine
communities have been impacted adversely by fire suppression, conversion to non-longleaf
pine plantations and other land development activities, and fragmentation. Some of the best
remaining examples of these communities are located on Federal lands, including Fort Benning.
As a result, through the INRMP planning process Fort Benning has used knowledge of its
ecological context and an examination of pre-European vegetation patterns to set a direction for
natural resource conservation and rehabilitation that provides a realistic training environment
within a sustainable, natural (to the extent attainable), managed environment. As human
understanding of complex ecological processes increases, Fort Benning can improve its
understanding of the Installation’s ecological context and adapt its management direction
accordingly.

Although the management actions described in this plan are confined to those actions the Army
is authorized to undertake within the boundaries of Fort Benning, the contextual basis for those
actions considers the larger ecological regions of which the installation is a part. For example,
monitoring activities are not appropriately bounded by administrative boundaries. Fort Benning
also is threatened with loss of mission capability due to encroachment from surrounding lands
and limitations on full use of Installation lands for training activities and infrastructure. As a
result, the condition of natural resources and the presence of potential sources of disturbance
outside the boundaries of Fort Benning are considered when making natural resource
management decisions. In addition, actions by the Army’s conservation partners, such as The
Nature Conservancy, may affect land use and land ownership outside of Fort Benning’s
boundaries, in the interests of deflecting encroachment and expanding natural habitats.

This Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan is fully integrated with Fort Benning’s Real
Property Master Plan, including the Range Complex Master Plan component, overall aspects of
the installation’s training mission, and specific programmatic plans that may affect natural
resources (for example, the Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan and Pest
Management Plan). New and ongoing mission activities that may impact natural resources will
be coordinated with appropriate natural resource managers. Fort Benning’s Integrated Training
Area Management (ITAM) Program and its various components serve as an implementation
vehicle of the INRMP; as a result, ITAM provides the bridge between training requirements on
mission lands and natural resource management activities that promote the conservation and
sustainability of Fort Benning’s natural resources.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE MILITARY MISSION

Fort Benning’s primary military activities include: training entry-level soldiers, providing the
Nation’s primary facility for training the U.S. Army Infantry and Armor, conducting Airborne and
Ranger candidate training, hosting the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation
and the Army’s Noncommissioned Officer Academy, and providing a power projection platform
for rapid deployment. Besides its resident training units, Fort Benning also is home to a number
of tenant units that conduct much of their training at the installation. Tenant units include the
3rd Heavy Brigade Combat Team, 3rd Infantry Division (mechanized) and the 3rd Battalion 75th
Ranger Regiment, as well as the 75th Ranger regimental headquarters. Over 14,000 soldiers
call Fort Benning home.
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The types of training and the requirements of units present at the Installation affect the nature
and extent of natural resource impacts at Fort Benning. Impacts result from direct removal of or
damage to vegetation, digging activities, ground disturbance from vehicles, use of obscurant
smoke and teargas-like agents, and munitions detonation. The mechanized forces in particular,
which use vehicles that include the M1A1 Main Battle Tank and the M2A2 Bradley Fighting
Vehicle, can produce adverse direct and indirect impacts to natural resources. Often these
impacts are related to soil disturbance and movement that may result in soil erosion and stream
sedimentation. Fort Benning has numerous ranges, eight of which can accommodate fire from
mechanized vehicles, and ten impact areas that can accommodate a variety of munitions.
Cleared areas include bivouac sites, landing strips and pads for fixed-wing aircraft and
helicopters, and drop zones for airborne training. Projected training, proposed future range
improvements, and upkeep and maintenance of so many training assets necessitate a close
integration with the resource management strategies specified in this management plan to
ensure a sustainable training environment.

A realistic training environment is a prerequisite for effective training at Fort Benning. For
example, the presence of natural vegetation enables realistic training scenarios involving cover,
concealment, or line-of-sight firing constraints. To ensure that Fort Benning can meet its
mission needs now and in the future, the natural resources that provide the training context
must be managed such that they are sustainable over the long term. Plant and animal
communities that are locally adaptive are those that, once restored, can be sustained with a
minimum of management action. Because of past land management practices—conversion of
native plant communities to pine plantations, failure to adequately prevent and mitigate the
effects of soil erosion and the introduction of non-native species, fire suppression, and
inappropriate habitat removal—a portion of the present environment at Fort Benning is highly
altered and not presently sustainable. As a result, failure to conserve and rehabilitate the
natural communities of the Installation could impact future training missions at Fort Benning.
The INRMP builds on those important remnants of natural diversity that are present at Fort
Benning and provides an ecosystem-based approach for restoring or mimicking, where
appropriate, the native biota and ecological processes characteristic of the installation.

The federally endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) is a non-migratory bird
endemic to the pine forests of the southeastern United States. A primary reason for the decline
of red-cockaded woodpecker populations has been the loss of longleaf pine-dominated
communities, such as those present at Fort Benning. In September 1994, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) determined that military training and related activities at Fort Benning
were likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the red-cockaded woodpecker on Fort
Benning. As required by Army Regulation 200-1 (Environmental Protection and Enhancement,
13 December 2007), Fort Benning complied with the reasonable and prudent management
alternatives specified by the USFWS. These alternatives are those the USFWS believed, when
implemented, would avoid jeopardizing the continued existence of the Installation’s red-
cockaded woodpecker population. Implementation has resulted in some training restrictions
over a relatively small portion of the Installation, but these restrictions have not substantially
impacted overall training. Although other federally listed species also are present on Fort
Benning, no noteworthy conflicts have arisen between training activities and the persistence of
these species. In September 2002, the USFWS issued a Biological Opinion for Fort Benning’s
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Endangered Species Management Plan and no jeopardy was
found. The non-jeopardy opinion for Fort Benning was based on significant improvements in
land management, environmental compliance, and red-cockaded woodpecker recovery
progress. Additionally, Fort Benning is currently operating under 4 other Biological Opinions:
2004 Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex Biological Opinion, 2007 Transformation/BRAC
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Realignment and Closure Biological Opinion, 2009 Maneuver Center of Excellence Biological
Opinion, and 2013 Malone Complex Biological Opinion. More details for each biological opinion
can be found in the Red-cockaded Woodpecker Endangered Species Management Component
which is currently being revised in conjunction with this Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan. This new Endangered Species Management Component will be replace the
2002 Endangered Species Management Plan.

In summary, Fort Benning’s mission may be negatively impacted if natural resource
management activities are unable to provide a sustainable training environment. This INRMP
focuses management efforts on achieving a sustainable training environment across the
landscape by using an ecosystem-based approach that attempts to maintain overall ecosystem
integrity while also addressing the needs of listed species.

PARTNERSHIPS

The INRMP has been prepared in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, and the Georgia Department of
Natural Resources and in consultation with the 10 federally recognized Indian Tribes that have
an historical association with Fort Benning lands.

Because the Department of Defense has had an ongoing relationship of mutual cooperation on
biodiversity conservation and ecosystem management issues on military lands with The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) since 1988, Fort Benning enlisted the help of TNC to assist with
preparation and, in part, implementation of the INRMP. In addition, Fort Benning and TNC led
the formation of the Chattahoochee Fall Line Conservation Partnership (CFLCP), a partnership
of key organizations and individuals who have a stake in the conservation and restoration of the
longleaf pine ecosystem. The CFLCP is considered a “local implementation team” (LIT) for
achieving the conservation goals set forth in the America’s Longleaf Conservation Initiative. As
a result, Fort Benning has had access to the best scientific minds in the region during
preparation of the INRMP.

Partnerships within the Installation can be just as important as external partners when the goal
is effective implementation of natural resource management strategies. Military personnel from
Fort Benning’s Directorate of Plans, Training, Mobilization and Security (DPTMS) have worked
alongside resource managers and others to prepare this INRMP. Their participation has
ensured that the military perspective on training needs has been integrated fully with the natural
resource management strategies contained within this plan.

Fort Benning fully recognizes that a key component of the INRMP’s ecosystem-based approach
is a continued reliance on partners. Data sharing, regional conservation strategies and
monitoring activities are enhanced through the use of partners. Through INRMP
implementation, and to the extent that it is authorized by mission considerations and available
funding, Fort Benning will continue to work with its conservation partners.

PLANNED MAJOR INITIATIVES

To implement an ecosystem-based approach at Fort Benning through the INRMP, desired
future conditions are necessary to provide natural resource managers with target conditions and
long-term goals for ecosystem management. Ecosystem-level targets include the upland
longleaf pine ecosystem, slope hardwood ecosystem, seepage bogs, depressional wetlands,
and Fall Line streams and bottoms. Species-level targets include the red-cockaded
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woodpecker, gopher tortoise, and relict trillium. All programs within natural resources
management are aligned to attain the desired future conditions.

A key principle of this approach is that management must be adaptive; that is, the response of
natural systems to management actions must be monitored and subsequent management
actions modified accordingly. As a result, each management program initiative outlined below is
couched in terms of an adaptive management framework. Initiatives are not presented in any
order that indicates priority. The major program initiatives planned in the INRMP to be
implemented over the next five years are:

Watershed Management—The movement of water through an ecosystem establishes a spatial
relationship between biotic and abiotic components of terrestrial and aquatic resources. By
establishing an outlet (pour point), a watershed can be delineated where all rainfall within the
watershed boundary moves toward the pour point. Stream characteristics at the pour point
integrate the effects of both the natural resources and human land use. Monitoring at the pour
point provides an efficient assessment of conditions throughout the watershed.

The determination of the pour point locations is a management decision that considers
geological/hydrological homogeneity and Installation management objectives. Fort Benning has
established 28 Watershed Management Units (WMUs) on this basis, providing a practical
geographic and ecologically relevant context for management. The WMUs are not necessarily
limited to the various Installation administrative boundaries, providing for the consideration of
the impacts of off-Post land use on the internal surface water system. Specific water quality
concerns are addressed by determining appropriate pour points to create Sub-Watershed
Management Units.

Due to the efficiency and ecological validity of the Watershed Management approach, it has
been adopted by the Army as the preferred delineation of management areas of interest for all
land management planning and decisions. The Fort Benning Watershed Program was
established to implement this policy by integrating this approach into all management actions
and maintaining a knowledge base of techniques, research and monitoring data. The
Watershed Program’s primary mission is to support compliance with non-point source CWA
pollution regulations.

Forest Management Practices—To achieve the landscape vision described above, the INRMP
outlines several forest management practices. First, the Installation will implement an uneven-
aged management approach as part of its Forest Management Program. Uneven-aged
management results in a stand composition that more closely mimics the structure of a natural
forest.  Thinnings constitute the primary management prescriptions. Second, where
appropriate, Fort Benning will restore longleaf pine communities through planting or by
promoting natural regeneration. Planting opportunities generally arise as a result of trees dying
and/or logging operations that removes other pine species, such as loblolly (Pinus taeda) and
shortleaf (P. echinata), that are more pest- and disease-prone than longleaf. Historically, much
of the Installation’s upland forest was dominated by longleaf pine. Third, prescribed fire will be
used at the frequencies and intensities appropriate to maintain the longleaf pine communities
and overall plant community diversity at Fort Benning. Additionally, methods of site preparation
to accommodate plantings are adjusted based on the presence of species sensitive to ground
disturbance. Fourth, Fort Benning has an aggressive program to control the spread of, and for
some species to eradicate, undesirable non-native plant species as part of its overall Pest
Management Program.
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Fish and Wildlife Management—Five federally protected species and 91 other species of
conservation concern occupy Fort Benning. Recovery of red-cockaded woodpecker and relict
trillium populations on the installation have been deemed critical to the recovery of these
species. Management of the bald eagle primarily involves habitat protection and nest
monitoring. The American alligator is listed as threatened due to its similarity of appearance to
other crocodilians. From a range-wide perspective, the alligator is considered to be biologically
secure and is no longer protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Wood storks are a
transient species on Fort Benning, occurring during their post-breeding dispersal from Florida,
Georgia, Alabama, and South Carolina. State-listed species and species at risk are managed
through protection and management of the habitat in which they exist. Listing of any of these
species pursuant to the ESA could have a significant impact on the military mission of one or
many Army installations. Fort Benning will work with the USFWS on listed species to devise
management strategies that are consistent with maintaining the ecological integrity of an area
while still contributing to the population recovery or maintenance of the individual species of
management concern. Such an approach is consistent with trying to direct the majority of
management actions at an ecosystem level rather than focused on single species.

Although the USFWS’ September 2002 non-jeopardy opinion cited significant improvements in
land management, environmental compliance, and recovery progress, the red-cockaded
woodpecker continues to play a significant role in determining natural resource management
actions at Fort Benning. The Forest Management Program is actively restoring longleaf pine-
dominated communities for this species. Fort Benning also will seek opportunities to work with
conservation partners to develop regional strategies for conservation of the red-cockaded
woodpecker.

Fort Benning will continue to provide fish- and wildlife-related recreational opportunities to
include hunting, fishing and trapping consistent with training mission requirements, listed
species recovery, and the ecological integrity of the landscape. Game and sport fish species
include but are not limited to white-tailed deer, wild turkey, largemouth bass, and channel catfish
to name a few. Management of these species is important to meet user demands and includes
ensuring adequate enforcement of the hunting and fishing regulations, providing reasonable
opportunities to hunt and fish, manipulating habitat, conducting censuses and surveys of game
and sport fish populations, setting regulations, and controlling populations of selected species
when needed. In addition to providing outdoor recreational opportunities, these species also
are components of the native biodiversity of the area.

Although feral swine are considered a game species in some states, they are considered a
nuisance species at Fort Benning. Feral swine through soil disturbance and competition for
resources present a threat to many of the Installation’s native flora and fauna. Implementation
of the INRMP includes monitoring and controlling the exotic and invasive feral swine population
(to the extent feasible).

Gopher Tortoise Population Monitoring and Management— On 26 July 2011, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service released its determination regarding inclusion of gopher tortoises
on the endangered species list; with the finding that “listing is warranted, but precluded
by other, higher priorities”. The agency decided to classify the tortoise as one of nearly
250 "candidate" species, which federal officials can try to protect by encouraging
voluntary help from property owners. On 11 March 2008 the Army finalized its
“‘Management Guidelines For The Gopher Tortoise On Army Installations”. The purpose of the
guidelines is to establish baseline management standards Benning has implemented a new
population monitoring program for gopher tortoises. The installation has been divided into 4
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Habitat Management Units (HMU) for monitoring purposes. The installation will determine the
current gopher tortoise population levels and demographics by conducting line transect distance
burrow surveys using GIS land cover data and DISTANCE 6.0 software. Surveys using
consistent and systematic re-sampling will be repeated every 4 years to monitor long term
population trends. Initial survey of all HMU’s will be completed at time of publication of this
INRMP

Fort Benning will strive to establish management strategies that will maintain or increase
population numbers where compatible with the installations training needs. Fort Benning will
also work with adjacent landowners through education and outreach, cooperative management
efforts, and information sharing to help benefit the species on a regional level.

Native Vegetation Reestablishment and Management— As part of the ongoing restoration
efforts for the Longleaf Pine Forest Ecosystem Fort Benning will continue to develop methods
for the restoration of native ground cover. Due to past land management practices (farming,
livestock and fire suppression) much of the native ground layer vegetation has been altered or
extirpated from many areas on the installation. Fort Benning will foster projects and programs
that will help to re-establish the diverse native grasses and forbs that were once a part of the
natural community. This objective will be accomplished through forming partnerships with
NGOs and through internal efforts. Fort Benning personnel have identified areas on the
installation that have good native ground cover. These areas will be used as seed sources to
establish new production plots for seed that will then be harvested and used to establish native
grasses in areas that are being converted back to a long leaf overstory. Fort Benning will also
explore the possibility of working with private nurseries in an effort to establish regional seed
genotypes that can be used on the installation and surrounding areas to promote native grass
programs on a larger scale.

Sustainability Initiatives—A sustainable Army is one that simultaneously meets the mission
requirements worldwide, protects human health and safety, enhances quality of life, and
safeguards the natural environment. In response to the Army’s “Sustain the Mission, Secure
the Future” initiative, Fort Benning has undertaken a systematic approach to identify 25-year
sustainability goals, creating a foundation for a viable strategic plan that is supported with
realistic action plans, and most recently has implemented DOD’s new policy and guidance of
“Net Zero Installations — Energy, Water, and Waste.” Sustaining its resources will require a
long-term commitment to radically change the way Fort Benning designs, builds, transports, and
otherwise performs its mission, as it transforms its weapons systems, tactics, infrastructure, and
assets in the coming decades. Fort Benning also is developing and instituting a Sustainability
Management System that integrates environmental accountability in both daily and long-term
decision making. It provides an explicit structure to manage activities and processes and
decrease negative impacts to the environment. Associated goals, objectives, and targets are
reviewed annually.

For Army Installations to be sustainable, activities in the surrounding area must be taken into
consideration. Fort Benning is threatened with loss of mission capability due to encroachment
from surrounding lands and limitations on full use of Installation lands for training activities and
infrastructure. There are also opportunities for expanding natural habitat for threatened and
Endangered species in the vicinity of the installation. Therefore, an Army Compatible Use Buffer
(ACUB) proposal was developed in 2006 that outlines the rationale and approaches to establish
an ACUB around portions of Fort Benning, using a combination of no-development easements,
conservation easements, and conservation-focused land acquisitions. Fort Benning also is
participating in the Joint Land Use Study program. The objective of this program is twofold: (1)
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encourage cooperative land use planning between military installations and the surrounding
communities so that future community growth and development are compatible with the training
or operational missions of the installation; and (2) seek ways to reduce the operational impacts
on adjacent land. The Fort Benning study commenced in 2006 and considered a 10-mile radius
around the Installation, analyzing parameters such as regional growth, ecology, and the
environment.

Monitoring—Without monitoring, adaptive management and an ecosystem-based approach to
natural resource management in general are not achievable. Monitoring activities must be
appropriate to the management objectives they are designed to support, repeatable, statistically
analyzable, and scientifically rigorous. The results of monitoring must translate into information
resource managers can use to craft appropriate management responses to changing resource
conditions.

The Nature Conservancy developed the forest monitoring program in 2004 and has
implemented the program since that time providing annual reports and presentations to Fort
Benning personnel. In 2013 LMB began working with TNC to assist with monitoring data
collection data collection and data interpretation, with the intent to transition the monitoring
program to LMB in 2014. This allows LMB to actively take part in monitoring and see the effects
of forest management and military training on the Fort Benning landscape. This process will
allow forest management activities to appropriately adapt management activity to address
needs identified during the monitoring process.

There is, however, a need for continued integration among the various programs present at Fort
Benning and for implementation of adaptive management via infusion of monitoring and
research results into the management decision making process.

Environmental Awareness—Implementation of the INRMP is accomplished, in part, through
Fort Benning’s Environmental Awareness Program. Program elements instruct installation
military and civilian personnel on their responsibilities under the ESA to prevent impacts on
listed species as well as their responsibility to protect streams and soil, prevent wildfires,
chemical spills, and damage to cultural resources. Also included are lessons on legal
requirements, policy, safety, and documentation of environmental incidents. Environmental
awareness on the part of Fort Benning’s personnel involves senior as well as unit leadership
and responsible individuals. To that end, Fort Benning has established the following installation
policy—units that are responsible for unauthorized and avoidable resource impacts are held
accountable for their actions.

Environmental Compliance— The existence of an INRMP for Fort Benning does not by itself
achieve environmental compliance. It is by the effective implementation of the plan contained
herein that Fort Benning will ensure compliance with those environmental laws and regulations,
as well as federal Executive Orders that apply to natural resource management. For example,
the requirements of the Endangered Species Act (Title 16, US Code 1531-1543) provide a
primary legal emphasis for natural resource management actions at Fort Benning, especially as
those actions relate to the continued viability of the red-cockaded woodpecker. It is Army policy
that mission requirements do not justify actions that violate the Endangered Species Act (see
Army Regulation 200-1). As a result, the management actions contained in this management
plan will assist Fort Benning in meeting its compliance obligations as they relate to the recovery
of the red-cockaded woodpecker, as well as other listed species present at the Installation.
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A variety of other environmental laws provide a legal context for natural resources management
at Fort Benning. For example, because bald eagles, numerous migratory bird species, and
undesirable non-native plant species occur on Fort Benning, the installation must comply with
the appropriate provisions of the Bald Eagle Protection Act (Title 16, US Code 668), Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (Title 16, US Code 703), and Federal Noxious Weed Act (Title 7, US Code
2801), respectively. Implementation of the INRMP enables Fort Benning to comply with these
and other applicable environmental laws.

Compliance with the procedural requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (Title 42,
US Code 4321) are especially important in ensuring that federal actions avoid or minimize to the
extent practicable adverse effects to the environment. Because the INRMP serves to ensure
that Army activities on Fort Benning mission land are consistent with natural resource
conservation measures, implementation of the INRMP should result in a beneficial impact to the
environment. The direct and indirect environmental impacts that result from implementation of
the INRMP per se, the proposed action (as contrasted to possible alternative actions), are
evaluated in the Environmental Assessment that accompanies this plan.

BENEFITS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Over the course of its implementation, the INRMP:

e enables Fort Benning to make progress toward achieving a sustainable natural
resource base and a safe, realistic training environment in support of the military
mission;

e establishes appropriate stewardship policies that serve to protect both natural
and cultural resources;

o facilitates compliance with environmental laws;

e provides a continuity of direction and effort that can accommodate changes in
personnel and leadership;

e promotes cost-effectiveness through improved planning and coordination and by
adapting management actions to changes in resource condition;

e improves the quality of installation life by providing recreational opportunities
consistent with the military mission and natural resource management goals;

e promotes good public relations by demonstrating the installation’s commitment to
stewardship;

¢ accommodates multiple uses; and

e makes use of innovative strategies to accomplish specific management
objectives.

Fort Benning INRMP
Xviii



CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE, AUTHORITY, AND DIRECTION

The Fort Benning Army Installation is located in the southeastern United States (Figure 1.1). It
lies south and east of the cities of Columbus, Georgia and Phenix City, Alabama. The
Installation occupies approximately 182,000 acres, of which approximately 170,000 acres are in
Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties, Georgia with the remaining 12,000 acres lying in
Russell County, Alabama. The Chattahoochee River meanders through the western part of the
Installation and separates the Georgia and Alabama portions. Fort Benning is located within 100
miles of Albany, Atlanta, and Macon, Georgia, and Montgomery, Alabama.

The 2005 Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommended the relocation of
the Armor Center and School from Fort Knox, Kentucky, to Fort Benning, Georgia. This
supported the establishment of the Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCoE) at Fort Benning.
Fort Benning and The Maneuver Center provide “trained, adaptive, and ready Soldiers and
leaders for an Army at War, while developing future requirements for the individual Soldier and
the maneuver force, while providing a world class quality of life for Soldiers and Army Families.”

Fort Benning’s primary military activities include training entry-level Soldiers, providing the
Nation’s primary facility for training the Infantry and Armor, conducting Airborne and Ranger
candidate training, hosting the U.S. Army Western Hemisphere Institute for Security
Cooperation and the Army’s Noncommissioned Officer Academy, and providing a power
projection platform for rapid deployment. Besides its resident training units, Fort Benning also is
home to a number of tenant units that conduct much of their training on the Installation.

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The primary purpose of Fort Benning’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
(INRMP) is to ensure that natural resource conservation measures and military activities on
mission land are integrated and consistent with Federal stewardship requirements. As a result,
the INRMP serves as the Garrison Commander’s comprehensive plan for managing natural
resources to meet and maintain stewardship requirements while optimizing primary activities on
mission land and, where compatible, conducting secondary activities.

The execution of mission operations represents the primary activity and provides the justification
for the Army holding land at Fort Benning. All other activities that have the potential to compete
with the primary activity, either by using needed space or by the additional consumption of
natural resources, represent secondary activities (except when they directly contribute to the
sustainable use of mission land by the primary activity). Such activities can include forest
management, fishing and hunting, and other forms of outdoor recreation.

Although the focus of the INRMP is on natural resource management issues associated with
training lands, natural resource management activities that occur within the Installation’s
Cantonment areas also are addressed.
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Figure 1.1 Geographic Location and Major Features of the Fort Benning Army Installation
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1.2 AUTHORITY

The Sikes Act (Title 16, United States Code 670a et seq.), as amended, provides the primary
legal basis for the Secretary of Defense to carry out a program that provides for the
conservation and rehabilitation of natural resources on military installations. To facilitate such a
program, the Act requires the Secretary of each military department to prepare and implement
an INRMP at appropriate military installations throughout the United States under their
respective jurisdictions. Moreover, such plans shall be prepared in cooperation with, and reflect
the mutual agreement of, the Secretary of the Interior (acting through the Director of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]) and the head of each appropriate state fish and wildlife
agency for the state(s) where the military installation concerned is located. Because Fort
Benning occupies land in Georgia and Alabama, both the Georgia Department of Natural
Resources (GADNR) and the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
(ADCNR) have been involved in development of this plan.

Army Regulation (AR) 200-1 (Environmental Protection and Enhancement, 13 December
2007), the relevant implementing regulation, identifies general requirements for the contents of
installation INRMPs, as well as criteria for achieving integration with the installation’s mission
and other activities.

1.3 MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY

Fort Benning’s approach to natural resources management is embodied in the Installation’s
vision of the relationship between its military mission and the natural resources upon which that
mission depends. The Installation also has developed a natural resources management mission
statement (presented below) that provides an overarching premise for how Fort Benning will
manage its lands. Because Fort Benning’s natural resources management philosophy is based
on an ecosystem approach, this section also includes a brief overview of ecosystem
management policy, conservation concepts, and ecosystem management principles and
guidelines and their relation to the Installation’s management philosophy. The section concludes
with a discussion of the relationship between Fort Benning’s natural resources management
philosophy and the Installation’s military mission.

1.3.1 INRMP Vision and Mission Statements

Fort Benning’s Natural Resource Management Vision — Support the MCoE mission while
promoting the ecological integrity of the Fort Benning landscape.

Fort Benning’s Natural Resource Management Mission — Through a collaborative effort
between natural resource professionals and military personnel, Fort Benning will strive to
promote the long-term ecological sustainability of its lands for multiple-use opportunities. Fort
Benning will apply sound land management practices and adaptive management strategies that
conserve ecological integrity through the restoration, maintenance, and preservation of natural
biotic communities and otherwise promote the health of Installation ecosystems through
rehabilitation and maintenance. This ecosystem management approach will encompass
stakeholder interests, regulatory requirements, and fiscal constraints.

1.3.2 Ecosystem Management Approach

In its simplest form, ecosystem management represents a proactive approach to Federal
environmental policy. Due to vast land holdings and the nature of activities that have the
potential for adverse impacts on the environment, Federal agencies such as the Department of
the Defense (DoD) can make important contributions to sustaining healthy ecosystems and
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conserving ecological integrity using an ecosystem management approach (National
Performance Review 1993). Moreover, although military lands represent only about three
percent of the total Federal land inventory (DoD manages about 25 million acres, and the U.S.
Army manages half of that total), they have disproportionate value with respect to their
biodiversity (Leslie, et. al 1996). This is especially true in the southeastern United States where
Federal public lands are otherwise relatively lacking. Finally, although some land uses for
military training are intensive and may degrade landscapes if not properly managed, significant
acreage often is used at low intensity (e.g. land navigation), or could serve as a buffer. These
latter land uses could enhance ecological integrity across the Installation.

1.3.2.1 Policy Background

The DoD and Department of the Army (DA) have embraced the concept of ecosystem
management, and along with other Federal agencies are signatory to a Memorandum of
Understanding Between The U.S. Department of Defense and The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and The Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies for a Cooperative Integrated Natural
Resource Management Program on Military Installations, 29 July 2013. This Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) fosters and ecosystem approach to natural resource management, and
establishes the following policy:

“INRMPs provide for the management of natural resources, including fish and wildlife and their
habitats. To the maximum extent practicable, they incorporate ecosystem management
principles, and describe procedures and projects that manage and maintain the landscapes
necessary to sustain military-controlled lands for mission purposes. Effective communications
and coordination among the Parties, initiated early in the planning process at national, regional,
and the military installation levels, is essential to developing, reviewing, and implementing
comprehensive INRMPs.*

Even before the MOU was signed, the DoD already had made a strong policy commitment to
the implementation of ecosystem management across the Defense complex (Goodman 1994).
The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security) articulated an overall
ecosystem management goal, as well as principles and guidelines for an ecosystem
management approach that included a shift in focus from the protection of individual species to
management of ecosystems, formation of partnerships to achieve shared goals, public
participation, use of the best available science, and implementation of adaptive management
techniques.

1.3.2.2 Ecosystem Management Principles and Guidelines

The ecosystem management principles and guidelines articulated by the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security) provide a useful vehicle for outlining Fort
Benning’s ecosystem-based approach to natural resources management. The Secretary’s
principles and guidelines, in some cases restated to reflect changes in conservation concepts
discussed above, are provided below and discussed briefly with respect to their use at Fort
Benning.

Restore and maintain the ecological integrity of biotic communities; rehabilitate and
maintain the health of ecosystems. The distinction between biotic communities and
ecosystems and their respective management goals is critical to the application of ecosystem
management in contexts where both human exploitation of a particular environment and
conservation of biodiversity must be accommodated. Such is the situation at Fort Benning
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where the Installation must be able to accomplish its primary mission of military training and, at
the same time, must be a steward of the environment.

Administer with consideration of ecological units and timeframes. Ecosystem
management compels resource managers to look beyond present administrative boundaries to
consider spatial and temporal ecological scales that are relevant to natural systems and
processes. To effectively manage its natural resources, Fort Benning resource managers must
consider how the Installation’s biotic communities and their ecological integrity interact and are
affected by the biotic and human communities that exist outside the Installation’s boundaries.
Consideration of ecological time scales, and their variety, also is important, especially when
certain natural processes (e.g. fire) have been disrupted and now must be mimicked by human
managers in regard to their estimated intensity and frequency.

Support ecologically sustainable human activities. Continued military training at Fort
Benning ultimately depends on healthy ecosystems and maintaining ecological integrity at the
landscape scale. For a project or activity to be ecologically sustainable, it must not compromise
ecosystem health. In addition to training, construction activities have the potential to cause soil
erosion and sedimentation without implementation of erosion control measures and BMPs as
outlined in Federal and state laws, as well as Installation guidelines. Fort Benning and its
contractors must comply with Clean Water Act (CWA) and National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) regulations. Projects are reviewed through the Fort Benning
NEPA process with submittal of a Form FB 144-R (Request for Environmental Analysis) to
ensure CWA, NPDES, and Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements are in place prior to
any land disturbing activities. All required permits would be obtained and all appropriate site-
specific management practices and existing mitigation measures would be implemented to
offset potential impacts form land disturbing activities associated with construction. Land
disturbances and soil erosion will be monitored to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

Develop a vision of landscape ecological integrity. Because Fort Benning is critical to
regional biodiversity conservation, its conservation success at the landscape scale must be
measured in terms of ecological integrity. In conjunction with conservation partners, technical
experts, and stakeholders, Fort Benning will develop a vision of landscape ecological integrity
for the Installation. The Installation’s objective is to determine how the Fort Benning landscape
should appear and function as a sustainable, natural (to the extent achievable), managed forest
within a military training environment. In addition, there are legacy erosion from historical
agricultural land uses and forestry practices. This vision of landscape ecological integrity should
account for restoration of longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) communities to include conversion from
other forest vegetation types, and maintenance of the diversity of alliance vegetation types
appropriate to the physiognomic, soil, hydrologic, and microclimates present. This INRMP
incorporates this vision throughout the operational management plans.

Develop priorities and reconcile conflicts. Preparation of the INRMP relied in part on the
advice of technical experts who assisted Installation natural resource managers in identifying
management issues. These issues drove the development of natural resource management
goals, objectives, and guidelines as discussed in Chapter 4. Individual management programs
(see Chapter 5) used the preceding information to develop and prioritize their day-to-day and
long-term management actions. All program operational plans are fully integrated to avoid
potential conflicts in management direction.
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Develop coordinated approaches to ecological integrity and ecosystem health at the
appropriate geographic scales and locations. Successful restoration and maintenance of
designated areas at Fort Benning for their ecological integrity depends, at least in part, on
achieving the same goals in the human inhabited and developed areas of the Installation. In
turn, the ecosystem health of developed areas relies on proximate areas that have maintained
their ecological integrity. The latter serve both as reference sites for normal ecosystem function
(Leopold 1941) and as reservoirs of native species for recruitment (Naeem 1998, Callicott et. al.
1999). These benefits are reciprocal at the regional scale. In other words, the ecological
integrity of the Fort Benning landscape benefits the health of surrounding human-inhabited and
developed lands. Similarly, to whatever extent the lands surrounding Fort Benning can be
managed for ecological integrity either through the Army Compatible Use Buffer Program
(ACUB) or otherwise, chances improve for successfully managing for ecological integrity at Fort
Benning.

Coordination and collaboration must occur across ownership and political boundaries and with
diverse entities, including other Federal agencies, Tribal, state, and local governments, non-
governmental organizations, private landowners, and the public. Achievement of ecological
integrity and ecosystem health at regional scales requires active participation and a shared
vision. Ecosystem-based management goals and objectives need to be incorporated into
strategic, program, and budget designs.

Rely on the best science available. Fort Benning has several research projects in cooperation
with DoD and academic institutions to advance scientific knowledge. These research projects
are identified throughout this INRMP. Fort Benning personnel routinely coordinate with other
DoD organizations, the states, and local communities to identify the best scientific information
for resource management strategies. Additionally, Fort Benning personnel attend professional
training courses and workshops when funding is available.

Use benchmarks to monitor and evaluate outcomes. Benchmarks can be used to both
measure management success and to show accountability. The INRMP management objectives
and guidelines are presented in a manner that enables the results of management actions to be
determined, though in some cases these results may take several years to appear. For many of
the objectives and guidelines, success can be measured by use of ecological monitoring data.
Fort Benning uses several measures of accountability to ensure that planned management
initiatives will be implemented and their effectiveness (including cost-effectiveness) evaluated.
Examples include the Annual Army Environmental Database-Environmental Quality, the
Triennial Environmental Performance Assessment System, and the Quarterly Performance
Management Review (Common Levels of Service). Chapter 6 addresses additional means of
monitoring implementation of the INRMP.

Use adaptive management. Biotic communities and ecosystems are complex dynamic
systems. The management objectives and guidelines in the INRMP are designed to
accommodate changes in the status of natural resources at Fort Benning as well as new
scientific understandings of how biotic communities and ecosystems function. A comprehensive
natural resources monitoring program is a vital component of effective adaptive management.

Implement through Installation plans and programs. The INRMP serves as a
comprehensive plan for managing natural resources to meet and maintain stewardship
requirements while optimizing the Installation’s ability to conduct primary activities on mission
land and, where compatible, to conduct secondary activities. Operational plans for individual
Installation programs that play a role in natural resource management on the Installation are
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included as part of the INRMP. The INRMP also is integrated with Fort Benning’'s Range
Complex Master Plan (1 July 2013), Range and Training Land Program Development Plan
(Nakata Planning Group 2006), Real Property Master Plan, and overall aspects of the
Installation’s training mission.

1.3.3 Relationship to the Military Mission

The types of training and units present at Fort Benning dictates the potential impacts to natural
resources from military activities at the Installation, as well as the requirements for a realistic
training environment. Impacts can result from direct removal of or damage to vegetation, digging
activities, ground disturbance from vehicles, use of obscurant smoke and teargas-like agents,
and munitions detonation. The mechanized forces in particular, which use vehicles such as the
M1A1 Main Battle Tank and the M2A2 Bradley Fighting Vehicle, can cause direct and indirect
impacts to natural resources. Often these impacts are related to soil compaction, land
disturbance, and movement that can result in soil erosion, and may contribute to sedimentation
of the Installation’s many creeks.

Fort Benning has numerous ranges that accommodate munition training and ordnance dud
areas, cleared areas, (e.g. areas cleared of vegetation other than low level ground cover),
include bivouac sites, landing strips for fixed-wing aircraft, helicopter pads, and drop zones for
airborne training. Proposals for construction projects to enhance or maintain military training
may cause environmental impacts. Examples of these construction projects may include new
ranges, permanent erosion control measures, administrative buildings, roads and trails, and a
variety of other support facilities. Potential natural resource impacts and mitigation are identified
through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process as described in Appendix C2.

A realistic training environment is a prerequisite for effective training at Fort Benning. For
example, the presence of natural vegetation enables realistic training scenarios involving cover,
concealment, or line-of-sight firing constraints. To ensure that Fort Benning can meet its mission
needs now and in the future, the natural resources that provide the training context must be
managed so that they are ecologically sustainable over the long term. The plant and animal
communities that are locally adaptive are those that can be sustained with a minimum of
management action. Because of past land management practices (e.g. failure to adequately
prevent and mitigate the effects of soil erosion, introduction of non-native species, fire
suppression, and habitat removal), portions of Fort Benning’s present environment is highly
altered. Failure to maintain, restore, or rehabilitate the natural communities and ecosystems of
the Installation could impact future training missions at Fort Benning. The current INRMP builds
on those important remnants of natural diversity that are present at Fort Benning and provides
an ecosystem-based vision and management strategy for restoring or rehabilitating (where
appropriate) the native biota and ecological processes characteristic of the geographic area.

In summary, the INRMP focuses management efforts on achieving an ecologically sustainable
environment across the Fort Benning landscape by using an ecosystem approach that
maintains landscape ecological integrity while at the same time addressing the needs of listed
species and promoting the ecosystem health of developed areas.

1.4 PLAN DEVELOPMENT

The INRMP has been prepared in cooperation with the USFWS, the ADCNR, the GADNR, and
in consultation with the Federally recognized Indian Tribes (Tribes) that have an historical
association with Fort Benning lands. This INRMP revision incorporates changes in management
strategies since the initial INRMP. Fort Benning intends to send the draft INRMP to state,
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USFWS, and Tribal representatives for their review and comments. As per Army NEPA
regulation, Fort Benning also intends to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) for general
public involvement. Any concerns received will be resolved before reaching a final INRMP and
EA.

Partnerships within the Installation can be just as important as external partners when the goal
is effective implementation of natural resource management strategies. The need for
partnerships does not end with the preparation of the INRMP. Fort Benning fully recognizes that
a key component of the INRMP’s ecosystem approach is a continued reliance on partners to
enhance data sharing, regional conservation strategies, and monitoring activities. Through
INRMP implementation and to the extent that it is authorized by mission considerations and
available budget, Fort Benning will continue to work with its conservation partners.

1.5 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER DOCUMENTS

The INRMP provides strategic as well as day-to-day guidance for all natural resource
management activities occurring at Fort Benning. It is the primary reference, guidance, and
policy document for all natural resource-related issues at the Installation. Implementation of and
adherence to the management directions specified in the INRMP ensure Fort Benning’s
compliance with applicable natural resource laws, regulations, and Executive Orders (EOSs).

At the Installation level, the INRMP is one component of Real Property Management that
assesses current operational and site conditions to guide development strategies for
sustainable infrastructure and to support mission requirements. In conjunction with the
Installation’s Long Range Component of the Real Property Master Plan (Parsons 2011) and the
Range Complex Master Plan (1 July 2013), the INRMP provides Fort Benning with background
information, guidance, policy, and procedures to manage its land assets now and into the future,
especially as such management affects the stewardship of natural resources and the military
mission’s reliance on an ecologically sustainable natural resource base. To accomplish effective
integration of land-use planning decisions, the INRMP relies in part on a fully funded and
functional Integrated Training Area Management Program (ITAM). ITAM's land management
objectives, in support of training missions, are incorporated into the INRMP as well, and can be
found as part the Land Management Plan found in the Red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW)
Endangered Species Management Component (ESMC)in Appendix E1.

At the major command and above levels, information contained in the INRMP can be used to
assist the development of decision documents for proposed projects or actions, including
stationing actions, weapon system deployment, construction projects, and funding distribution.
At regional scales, the INRMP can serve as a site conservation plan that represents a
component of an overall regional conservation plan.

1.6 PLAN ORGANIZATION AND USE

Fort Benning’s 2014-2018 INRMP is divided into an Executive Summary, six subject chapters,
and appendices. The six chapters highlight (1) the role of the INRMP; (2) baseline information
on the physical and biotic environment at Fort Benning; (3) the military mission and its potential
effects on natural resources; (4) the management intent for natural resources in terms of
desired future conditions and recommended goals and objectives by program area; (5)
operational plans describing the purpose, framework, activities, administrative needs, and
planned initiatives for ten program areas; and (6) personnel, funding and support as well as
long-term strategies required for implementation of the INRMP and its recommended projects.
The appendices include detailed information on the natural resources found at Fort Benning,
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management issues and guidelines by program area as well as program summaries, other
elements of an effective natural resource management program such as monitoring and
compliance, species lists, threatened and endangered species management components and
plans, unique ecological areas management plan, plans for land use in the area surrounding
Fort Benning, and the references, and acronyms and abbreviations. The appendices generally
will be of interest to those who require or desire access to detailed technical information or to
the specifics of management program planning, implementation, and budget forecasting.

1.7 PLAN REVIEW AND REVISION

In keeping with an adaptive management approach to natural resource management this
INRMP is intended to be updated on a frequent basis to incorporate changes in environmental
resources, management practices, regulatory requirements, or scientific research and
advancements. Based on DoD policy, the INRMP is required to be reviewed annually and
updated if necessary as mission or environmental changes warrant, and revised at least every
five years (DoD 2011). Each revised version of the INRMP must be approved by Headquarters,
Installation Management Command (IMCOM) before execution. Additionally, DoD Instruction
(DoDI) 4715.03 requires internal (Installation personnel) self-assessments of conservation
programs at least annually and external (designated DoD representative from outside the
Installation) assessments at least once every three years.
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CHAPTER 2 SYNOPSIS OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Fort Benning is in many ways a physical, ecological, and historical crossroads. Its natural
resources are shaped by intersections of geology, climate, ecology, and history. Detailed
descriptions of the Installation’s lands, waters, and natural resources can be found in Appendix
Al. This chapter provides a synopsis and synthesis of Fort Benning’s natural resource
elements, both their history and character, as a context for associated management planning.

2.1 SETTING

Fort Benning lies near the intersection of the Chattahoochee River and the Fall Line. The
Chattahoochee River originates in the Appalachian Mountains, flows through metropolitan
Atlanta, and joins the Flint River in southwestern Georgia to form the Appalachicola River before
its outfall into the Gulf of Mexico. The Fall Line is a feature that can be defined in the context of
physiography, geology, soils, or ecology, but it is perhaps best described as the ancient
Cretaceous shoreline left by the furthest inland advance of the Atlantic Ocean. Inland of the Fall
Line lies the Piedmont physiographic region, and coastward lies the Coastal Plain. Fort Benning
includes areas whose geology, hydrology, and ecology have characteristics of both
physiographies, as well as the Fall Line itself, which is often considered a physiography distinct
from both Piedmont and Coastal Plain.

Several tributaries of the Chattahoochee River originate from seeps, springs, and wetlands in
the dissected Fall Line landscape. Some of these “Fall Line streams” originate north, east, or
west of Fort Benning and flow through Installation lands, often supporting unigue communities
of aquatic flora and fauna. But, perhaps the most dramatic physical characteristic of the Fall
Line landscape are sand hills and ridges of the northeastern part of Fort Benning, with deep
sandy soils that are highly permeable, droughty, and low in organic matter. Several distinctive
plant and animal communities occur on these sites, often with longleaf pine as the dominant
canopy tree, with an associated ecology dependent on soil characteristics, fire return interval,
and land-use history. Finer textured soils and more mesic sites tend to occur south and west of
these Fall Line sand hills, but upland and riverine topography with fire-adapted plant and animal
communities also extend to parts of Fort Benning below the Fall Line and on both sides of the
Chattahoochee River floodplain.

2.2 LAND-USE HISTORY

The lands and waters of Fort Benning have been used and shaped by human inhabitants for at
least 10,000 years. Native American land use dominates this history, from approximately the
time of the most recent recession of glaciers from eastern North America to European
colonization in the 1800s. Native Americans relied heavily on the waters of the Chattahoochee
River and its tributary streams, both for navigation and sustenance. The floodplains, forests, and
grasslands in the surrounding hills also provided food and materials, both from
hunting/gathering and agriculture. Major Native American impacts on the landscape included
land clearing for villages and agriculture and expansion or modification of natural (lightning-
caused) fire occurrence.

European settlers substantially increased the clearing of land for agriculture and settlements in
the 1800s. Dramatic examples of soil erosion became evident regionally, and some examples of
unstable soils persist today both on and off the Installation. Burning of woods and fields, which
Native Americans had undertaken for millennia, was continued by the early European settlers,
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but the extent of forestland declined and the seasonal timing of fire was further altered.
Introduction of free-range livestock, especially hogs, began to impact forest regeneration
dynamics. Stream waters often were diverted or impounded to turn waterwheels and millstones,
and many streams were likely impacted by sedimentation and hydrologic shifts. Cotton fields
were the dominant land use on what is now Fort Benning in the late 1800s and early 1900s.
Throughout the southern United States, abandoned cotton fields grew up in pine trees in the
early to mid 1900s after the boll weevil decimated the cotton resource. Upland forests are
dominated by longleaf pine, loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), and shortleaf pine (Pinus echinata) often
originated from these abandoned agricultural fields and were far less likely to experience the
kind of fire regimes imposed by Native Americans or the earliest European settlers.

This conversion of forests to agriculture and back to forest again, combined with alteration or
cessation of fire occurrences, represented significant ecological “bottlenecks” common
throughout the Southeast. Loss of native groundcover, fire-adapted flora and fauna, and late-
successional habitat conditions represented the most critical losses to the native regional
ecology. The establishment of Fort Benning as an Infantry training facility removed land-
development pressures across large unpopulated or depopulated landscapes and created a
new source of fire (incidental to military training); it also provided an unintended but critical
refuge for flora and fauna that may otherwise have been lost.

Nevertheless, twentieth-century forest management practices favored loblolly pine over
longleaf, removed fire from the landscape, and created high stand densities and/or pine-
hardwood mixtures which collectively limited recovery of native habitat conditions over much of
Fort Benning. Establishment of loblolly pine plantations was standard practice following clearcut
harvests. Non-native species were sometimes established for reforestation (e.g., slash pine
[Pinus elliotti] and Virginia pine [Pinus virginiana]) or for soil stabilization or wildlife food.
Establishment of kudzu (Pueraria montana) may pre-date Army land management but it
certainly exists on the Installation, as do exotic species of Lespedeza and other problematic
plants. Fire prevention was emphasized more than broader fire management practices in the
mid-twentieth century. Flora and fauna associated with frequent fire, open mid-stories and
undisturbed ground cover often survived by chance rather than through intentional conservation
programs.

In the late 1980s and 1990s, Fort Benning’s forest management approach shifted significantly
from a timber production and fish-and-game management perspective to an ecosystem
management perspective. Recovery of the endangered RCW, restoration of longleaf pine
habitat, aggressive fire management, forest ecosystem management, and designation of unique
ecological areas became hallmarks of Fort Benning’s Land Management and Conservation
efforts. These objectives were initially documented in the installation’s first INRMP (USAIC
2001) and are updated in the current document.

2.3 CURRENT STATUS

Fort Benning’s land management approach has always recognized the importance of soil
conservation, forest management, water quality, forest health, wildfire prevention, and healthy
wildlife populations toward sustaining the training mission. Fort Benning’s land managers
consist of Army foresters/biologists, consultants, and academics that are focused on sustainable
forest management, erosion prevention, recovery of important game animals, and minimization
of losses from pests, disease, and fire.
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Today, Fort Benning’s natural resources are a diverse and dynamic assemblage of species and
ecosystems representing a broad range of vegetation types, land-use histories, and
management objectives. Timber harvesting, tree-planting and recreational hunting and fishing
continue to be important elements of Fort Benning’s land management approach. These
practices are compatible with (and often required by) the more recently emphasized goals of
ecological restoration, species recovery, and conservation of unique ecological areas. All such
management is conducted within the context of providing a sustainable military training

infrastructure, including lands and waters, a mission that is both paramount and continually
changing.
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CHAPTER 3 MCOE MissION AND NATURAL RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS

3.1 MILITARY MISSION OVERVIEW
3.1.1 Mission of MCoE and Fort Benning

The Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCoE) provides trained, agile, adaptive and ready
Soldiers and Leaders for an Army at war while developing capabilities for the Maneuver Force
and the individual Soldiers and providing a world-class quality of life for our Soldiers, Civilians
and Army families.

3.1.2 Fort Benning Population

Fort Benning supports a variety of schools and numerous tenant units. Fort Benning’s total
Installation daily population (including Active Army, civilians, Permanent Change of Station
students and trainees) is approximately 39,250 individuals (USAEC 2013); this does not include
military dependents. Fort Benning Soldiers and employee households include another estimated
40,200 Family members (spouses and dependent children). The total population of Fort
Benning’'s full-time Soldiers, civilians, trainees, and Family members is estimated to be
approximately 79,450 people. In addition, military personnel are supported by civilian
employees, (Department of the Army, Non-Appropriated Fund, Contract, Post Exchange, etc.).
Approximately 11,000 military retirees also use the facilities on Fort Benning (USACE 2011).

3.2 PRE-ARMY HISTORY OF THE FORT BENNING AREA

Before its use as a military installation, the lands that constitute Fort Benning today were used in
several capacities. At different times in history, American Indian villages and European settler
farms, mills, and cotton plantations once occupied the current site of Fort Benning. As a result,
the landscape has been influenced by previous inhabitants through such activities as
agriculture, timber harvest, use of fire (or lack thereof), and impoundment of water for mill
operations. Besides providing a land-use context insofar as that context affects the ecological
condition of Fort Benning’s natural resources today, a review of the historical record also
provides an indication of the cultural and historical importance of Fort Benning lands. Detailed
discussion of the cultural and land use history of the area can be found in Fort Benning’s
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP 2008).

3.3 HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF FORT BENNING

Dating back to the revolutionary war, it was evident that Infantry Soldiers were inadequately
trained in uniformity, organization, and teamwork. As training methods were improved with the
publication of a series of Infantry regulations and manuals in the 1860’s and 1870’s, the
adoption of uniform training methods and standard tactics contributed to the advancement of
Infantry training, however, at the onset of World War | an Infantry training center did not exist.

On 18 September 1918, the Adjutant General of the Infantry School directed that the Infantry
School of Arms with all its personnel, property, and equipment move from Fort Sill, Oklahoma,
to Columbus, Georgia, beginning 1 October 1918. The first troops arrived on 6 October 1918
and occupied a temporary camp three miles east of town on Macon Road. The next day the
camp was officially opened. At the request of the Columbus Rotary Club, the camp was named
in honor of a Civil War General, GEN Henry Lewis Benning, a Columbus native many thought
was the area's most prominent military officer.
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The search for a permanent location for the camp led to a plantation site south of Columbus
owned by Mr. Arthur Bussey. The Bussey land featured terrain considered ideal for training
Infantrymen. Once purchased by the government, the plantation would serve as the core of the
camp, and the large frame house, known as Riverside, would serve as quarters for a long line of
commanders. In February of 1920, the War Department officially assigned the title of “Infantry
School” to Camp Benning. Two years later, Camp Benning was designated a permanent military
Installation and named Fort Benning. From the 1920’s through 1940’s, the Installation increased
in size through a number of land purchases throughout the surrounding areas in Georgia and
Alabama, with a final “land swap” with the City of Columbus occurring in 2001.

After years of struggling for appropriations and attention from Army policy makers, Fort Benning
enjoyed a construction boom in the mid-1930s as a result of Federal work projects during the
Great Depression, and continued into the 1940s with the eruption of World War Il in Europe.
Troop strength swelled with the arrival of the 1st Infantry Division and the establishment of the
Officer Candidate School and airborne training. Ranger training began at Fort Benning in the
1950s, and the 1960’s saw the formation of the 11™ Air Assault Division to test air assault
concepts. By 1978, all US Infantry Soldiers were trained at Fort Benning as part of One Station
Unit Training.

In November 2005, the Army announced its intent to implement the Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) 2005 recommendation at Fort Benning, Georgia (GA). Under this
recommendation, the Armor Center and School would relocate from Fort Knox, Kentucky to Fort
Benning and eventually consolidate with the Infantry Center and School to form the Maneuver
Center of Excellence (MCoE) for maneuver forces training. This BRAC recommendation also
resulted in the construction and operation of numerous new ranges, training facilities, and
infrastructure upgrades to support the relocation of the Armor School and associated training
requirements. In September of 2011, the relocation of the Armor School to Fort Benning was
complete.

3.4 CURRENT TRAINING ON FORT BENNING

Fort Benning is the home of the United States Army MCoE and prides itself on being one of the
world’s premier warfighting centers and deployment platforms. Fort Benning is used for a variety
of military training, military administration, and management activities. Of the currently owned
property, approximately 141,500 acres are primarily designated for training and maneuver
areas. The MCoE trains over 50 percent of Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC)
institutional training requirements in 19 MCoE, 86 Infantry, and 53 Armor training programs that
occur 5-6 days per week for 50 weeks annually. Fort Benning has a robust and highly used
range infrastructure with several unique ranges supporting Special Operations Command units.
Overall, units training on Fort Benning conduct an average of 117 daily training missions. Fort
Benning has a total of 86 live-fire and 9 non-live-fire ranges with the surface danger zone
acreage of over 15,800 acres.

In peacetime, Fort Benning provides ranges and maneuver training areas principally designed
to support the TRADOC mission to conduct:

« Initial entry training for Armor and Infantry Soldiers and officers

 Professional Military Education for commisioned and noncommissioned officers
« Army Basic Airborne Training and Ranger School

» Functional Training for a variety of weapons and weapon systems
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» Continued study, testing, and development of future joint and combined Infantry doctrine;
weapon systems; and tactics, techniques, and procedures

Fort Benning also provides the home station training facilities for several Army Forces
Command (FORSCOM) and Special Operations Command (SOCOM) units, and is the home to
the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation (WHINSEC), which has the mission
to train cadets, noncommissioned officers, and officers from Latin American countries.

3.5 CATEGORIES OF LAND USE

Fort Benning’s non-cantonment lands are subdivided into military trainingcompartments which
are designated alphanumerically. Compartment designation facilitates the scheduling of
particular types of military land use (training) in a safe and orderly manner. It also can be used
to roughly assign the types of training that are authorized within any particular compartment.
Such designations provide a crucial first step in the management of training and its
environmental impacts. Training operations include a variety of weapons systems from small
arms to mounted maneuver, using wheeled and tracked vehicles, and mortar and field artillery
training (USACE 2007). Fort Benning training lands also include, drop zones, landing zones,
dudded and non-dudded impact areas, and live-fire ranges for small arms and mounted
maneuver systems. Land is coded for use as “light maneuver” for dismounted and wheel
mounted training and “heavy maneuver” for track mounted maneuver. The remainder of this
section briefly describes the types of land uses and designated military training areas on Fort
Benning.

3.5.1 Heavy Maneuver Training Areas

The training activities in these areas include maneuvering tracked vehicles primarily on tank
trailswith limited off-road, and cross-country training. Mechanized infantry and tank units are
limited to the areas where the terrain is suitable for heavy vehicle movement. The general
characteristics of a heavy training area are relatively flat and open terrain, with limited natural
obstacles (such as creeks and thickly forested areas). Land coded for heavy maneuver training
can be used by mounted and dismountedforces. The areas designated for heavy training are
illustrated in Figure 3.1.

3.5.2 Light Manuever Training Areas

Light training areas are used for several types of training that do not involve heavy mechanized
equipment. Most training activities at Fort Benning consist of personnel movement through
wooded and open areas, moving wheeled vehicles over dirt and gravel roads, and establishing
bivouac sites. Many courses involve Soldiers on foot for navigation, survival, observation,
offensive and defensive operations or similar training. Areas designated for light training are
illustrated in Figure 3.2.

3.5.3 Ranges

Fort Benning has ranges to accommodate small arms from .22 caliber to .50 caliber firearms.
Large caliber weapons are those above .50 caliber such as 120 mm tank rounds, 60 mm mortar
rounds, and 155 mm artillery rounds. Ranges on Fort Benning support basic and advanced
marksmanship, sniper, missile, mounted direct-fire gunnery, collective (two man to platoon) live-
fire, firing points for mortars and field artillery, shoot-houses for urban assault, and special live-
fire ranges for training with grenades or explosive ordnance. Figure 3.2 depicts all military
training areas on Fort Benning.
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Figure 3.1 Fort Benning Mechanized Training Land Use
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Figure 3.2 Fort Benning Training Land Use
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3.5.4 Drop Zones and Landing Zones

Fort Benning supports a wide range of training; for example, Airborne and air assault training
are conducted here. To support Airborne and air assault training operations, drop zones and
landing zones must be maintained to provide a place for parachutists and helicopters to land.
These zones are cleared of trees and other vertical hazards to allow for the safe landing of
troops and equipment.

3.5.5 Dudded and Non-Dudded Impact Areas

Fort Benning conducts extensive live-fire training activities. The two types of land use areas that
receive live-fire ordnance are dudded and non-dudded impact areas. At Fort Benning, dudded
and non-dudded impact areas are concentrated in three locations on the Installation: the Kilo
Range Complex in the northeast corner of the Installation in the vicinity of the K-15 impact area,
the Alpha Range Complex in the southern portion of the Installation in the vicinity of the A-20
impact area, and a smaller area in the Malone Range Complex in the western part of the
Installation (USACE 2007).

A dudded impact area is an area having designated boundaries within which all dud-producing
ordnance will detonate or impact (DA 2004). This area may include vehicle bodies that serve as
targets for artillery/mortar direct and indirect fire. Dudded impact areas containing unexploded
ordnance may not be used for maneuver. Access to dudded impact areas is restricted to
mission essential activities and coordinated with the controlling range office prior to entry.

Non-dudded impact areas are an area having designated boundaries within which ordnance
that does not produce duds will impact. This area is composed mostly of safety fans or SDZs for
small arms ranges. These impact areas may be used for maneuver when the small arms
complex is not being utilized (DA 2004).

3.5.6 Cantonment Areas

Lands that are not used for operational training at Fort Benning are used to support cantonment
functions. The cantonment areas at Fort Benning have been developed into a wide variety of
land uses that comprise the elements necessary for a complete urban-style community. There
are four cantonment areas within the Installation boundaries: Main Post, Sand Hill, Kelley Hill
and Harmony Church.

Main Post is the largest cantonment area, located adjacent to South Columbus, and is the
primary activity center for the Installation. The Main Post contains the Post Headquarters, the
Infantry School, the Airborne School, the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security
Cooperation, Cuartels barracks complex, and various military unit headquarters, warehouses,
general instruction buildings, training areas, and Lawson Army Airfield. Other support facilities
include the commissary, Post Exchange, Family housing, and Martin Army Community Hospital,
as well as an 860 room hotel.

The Sand Hill cantonment area supports the Basic Combat Training and One Station Unit
Training, as well as barracks, dining facilities, medical clinics, family housing, recreational areas,
classrooms, and several training areas including obstacle and bayonet courses.

The Kelley Hill cantonment area is the current home to the 3" Armored Brigade Combat Team
3 Infantry Division (3-3rd ABCT), with its’ associated barracks, training facilities, motor pools,
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as well as the Crescenz Consolidated Equipment Pool, and includes medical clinics and
recreational areas.

The Harmony Church Cantonment Area hosts the Ranger Training Brigade, the Armor Center
and School, Armor vehicle driving and recovery training courses, the Warrior Training Center,
two large simulation centers, the 81st Regional Readiness Command Equipment Concentration
Site, and includes various recreational areas, barracks, and medical facilities.

3.6 INTEGRATING ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP WITH THE MILITARY MISSION
3.6.1 Selected Legal Requirements

In addressing environmental considerations in relation to the military mission at Fort Benning,
there are a number of statutes, Acts, executive orders, and Army, Federal, and state regulations
that provide guidance on environmental and natural resource management. A detailed list,
(although not inclusive of all legal requirements), can be found in Appendix C2. Below is a
summation of some of the more significant legal drivers that Fort Benning complies with. Other
specific legal requirements and guidance are discussed in Chapter 5 per each natural resource
management program.

Sikes Act—The Sikes Act provides the primary legal driving force behind the development of
the INRMP. The Act authorizes wildlife and natural resource conservation programs that remain
"consistent with the use of military installations to ensure the preparedness of the Armed
Forces." The Act also mandates no net loss of the cability of the Installation lands to support the
military mission. First enacted in 1960, the Act was ammended in 2011 to include state owned
facilities that are used for national defense (e.g. National Guard), and is currently proposed to
be ammended to expand the cases in which Federal and state matching funds could be used
for conservation efforts.

Endangered Species Act. The Endangered Species Act (ESA) imposes five requirements on
the Army: (1) conserve listed species, (2) do not jeopardize listed species, (3) consult and
confer with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to taking any actions that may affect listed
species, (4) conduct biological assessments when necessary or required, and (5) do not “take”
listed fish and wildlife species or remove or destroy listed plant species without prior
authorization. Per Army regulation, Fort Benning prepares and implements an ESMP/C for each
species that is listed or proposed for listing on the ESA; Fort Benning consults with the USFWS
on each of these plans.

Biological Opinion of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), for the review of the
Endangered Species Management Plan (ESMP) for Fort Benning (2002) (a.k.a. RCW
ESMP BO of 2002). This biological opinion approved Fort Benning’s specific management plan
for RCWs and allowed Fort Benning to utilize the 1996 Army RCW Management Guidelines.

Biological Opinion of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), for the review of the
construction, operation, and maintenance of a proposed Digital Multi-Purpose Range
Complex (DMPRC) located in Chattahoochee and Muscogee Counties, Georgia and its
effects on the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW, Picoides borealis) (a.k.a. DMPRC BO of
2004). This biological opinion is based on the Army’s biological assessment and provides
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reasonable and prudent measures for endangered species management and the management
of their habitat in implementing the DMPRC.

Biological Opinion of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), for the review of the
construction, operation, and maintenance of proposed transformation actions, which
include Base Realignment and Closure, Global Defense Posture and Realignment, Army
Modular Force and other stationing actions, and the expected effects on the federally
endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW, Picoides borealis) and federally
endangered relict trillium (Trillium religuum) (a.k.a. BRAC BO of 2007). This biological
opinion is based on the Army’'s BRAC biological assessment and provides reasonable and
prudent measures for endangered species management and the management of their habitat
for implementation of BRAC actions on Fort Benning.

Biological Opinion of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), for the construction,
operation and maintenance of proposed Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCoE) actions,
which include Base Realignment and Closure, Army Modular Force, Global Defense
Posture and Realignment, Grow the Army, Global War on Terrorism, and Army Power
Projection Platform and the expected effects on the federally-endangered red-cockaded
woodpecker (RCW, Picoides borealis) and federally-endangered relict trillium (Trillium
reliqguum) (a.k.a. MCoE BO of 2009). This biological opinion is based upon the Army’s Final
MCoE Biological Assessment, as well as Addendum 1 and Addendum 2 to the Final Biological
Assessment. The MCoE BO provides reasonable and prudent alternatives for endangered
species management and the management of their habitat for implementation of BRAC projects
and training because there were substantial changes from the analysis in the BRAC BO of
2007.

The 2003 RCW Recovery Plan. In the 2003 RCW Recovery Plan, the USFWS established
guidelines, protocols and policies for the management, monitoring and recovery of the RCW.
The Recovery Plan established a recovery goal and designated Fort Benning as a Primary Core
Recovery Population. Since approval of the Recovery Plan, the USFWS has issued additional
guidance on the determination of Incidental Take and the information required in Biological
Assessments. Additional guidance and clarifications distributed by USFWS since the Recovery
Plan address the use of the USFWS RCW Foraging Habitat Matrix software (Matrix) for foraging
habitat analyses (FHAs) (USFWS 2006a) and protocols for monitoring the effect of traffic on
nesting RCWs (USFWS 2006b).

Management Guidelines for the Red-cockaded Woodpecker on Army Installations (1 May
2007). The Army revised the guidelines is to provide updated, standard management guidance
to Army installations for developing endangered species management components (ESMCs) for
the RCW as part of an installation’s INRMP. Terminology was revised from endangered species
management “plans” to “components” to reflect that endangered species management on
installations is an integral component of natural resource management activities on Army
installations. These guidelines establish the baseline standards for Army installations in
managing the RCW and its habitat. Installation RCW ESMCs supplement these guidelines with
detailed measures to meet installation-specific RCW conservation needs and unique military
mission needs. Fort Benning’s 2013 RCW ESMC is intended to officially move from the 1996
Guidelines to the most current 2007 Guidelines.
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The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. NEPA established national policies and
goals for the protection of the environment. The essential purpose of NEPA is to ensure that
environmental factors are weighted equally when compared to other factors in the decision
making process undertaken by federal agencies. The act establishes the national environmental
policy, including a multidisciplinary approach to considering environmental effects in federal
government agency decision making.

Army Regulation 200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement (13 December 2007).
This regulation implements Federal, state, and local environmental laws and DoD policies for
the conservation, management, and restoration of land and natural resources. This regulation
should be used in conjunction with the Army NEPA Regulation at 32 Code of Federal
Regulation (CFR) Part 651 (32 CFR 651).

Department of Defense Instruction 4715.03 Natural Resources Conservation Program.
The purpose of DoDI 4715.03 is to provide procedures for DoD components and installations for
developing, implementing, and evaluating effective natural resources management programs.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This Act implements various treaties and conventions between the
US and Canada, Japan, Mexico, and former Soviet Union for the protection of migratory birds.
On July 31, 2006, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was finalized between DoD and
USFWS identifying measures to enhance migratory bird conservation on US military
installations. Consistent with this MOU, Fort Benning manages and conserves migratory bird
species through its INRMP and considers effects to migratory birds in any proposed action via
the Fort Benning Form FB 144-R NEPA process.

Clean Water Act. The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes the basic structure for regulating
discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and regulating quality standards for
surface waters. Under the CWA, it is unlawful to discharge any pollutant from a point source into
navigable waters without a permit as administered by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) discharge control program known as the National Pollutant Elimination
System (NPDES). The CWA also has regulatory requirements for the protection of wetlands,
treatment of wastewater, municipal and industrial stormwater, and identifying impaired surface
waters from non-point sources of pollutants (e.g. sedimentation, runoff, etc.), through the Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) program.

3.6.2 Potential Impacts of Military Use of Training Lands

The potential impact of training on Fort Benning is considerable. Heavy vehicle traffic can
drastically change the face of a landscape. Vehicles disturb the land by ripping up soil and
contributing to erosion that further destroys the training areas. If the training lands are not
maintained where heavy forces train, the end result will be barren areas that will poorly support
meaningful training. In comparison, the other forms of training on the Installation have little
effect on training lands; however, if drop zones and landing zones (among other training areas)
do not have their vegetative covers maintained, over time the effectiveness of these areas for
training will also degrade.

3.6.3 Impact of Environmental Compliance on Military Use of Training Lands

Environmental compliance requirements can impact military training to include endangered
species, noise, surface waters, cultural, and other resources. The overall impact of compliance
on vehicle training is substantial. For example, the forest is frequently too dense to permit off-
road travel. As a result, the use of mission lands by vehicle training is affected greatly by
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compliance requirements. Conversely, environmental compliance has less impact on
dismounted training.

3.6.4 Fort Benning’s Mission and Maintenance of the Longleaf Ecosystem

Proper management of the longleaf ecosystem is very beneficial to military training, both
mounted and dismounted. A forest managed for old growth characteristics will have an open,
park-like setting which allows vehicles adequate room to maneuver between them. Because it
is a constantly evolving arrangement of different stages of development, the landscape changes
over time and forces changes in where the vehicles actually drive, thus spreading out the
impacts to the land.

3.6.5 Role of the Integrated Training Area Management Program

Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM) program sustains the Army’s field maneuver
training areas by integrating Senior Commander (SC) training needs and Army Force
Generation requirements for operational tenant units by conducting terrain capability
assessments following intense training events (such as platoon level operations). ITAM is based
on the integration of training requirements, land conditions, training and testing facilities, and
environmental management requirements for the installation's tenant and transient units and
activities. ITAM ensures the home station training environment supports Unified Land
Operations by repairing maneuver damage and creating a realistic training land base (Land
Rehabilitation and Maintenance). The ITAM manager monitors maneuver training load
requirements and land carrying capacity. This results in proactive land management that avoids
non-compliance with environmental law that can stop training (Training Requirements
Integration and Geographic Information System). The program provides capability to monitor
and assess maneuver impact and increase training load capacity under normal and surge
conditions (Range and Training Land Assessment). Additionally, it provides Soldier awareness
that reinforces techniques to avoid damage (Sustainable Range Awareness).

The purpose of the ITAM plan is to identify the scope and requirements of the Fort Benning
ITAM program in support of the Fort Benning prioritized SC training needs. This plan is required
by AR 350-19, and is used by the Fort Benning ITAM staff to plan and monitor execution of
ITAM actions. The plan will demonstrate how these actions actively support SC training needs.
The plan drives the installation annual requirements submittal, and will be updated annually. An
annual report on the execution of this plan will be prepared to identify specific actions and
resource obligations. The goals and objectives of the ITAM plan are implemented by an Annual
Workplan, which is included in this INRMP as part the Land Management Plan found in the
RCW ESMC.

3.6.6 Impacts of Construction Activities

In addition to training, construction activities have the potential to cause soil erosion and
sedimentation without implementation of erosion control measures and BMPs as outlined in
Federal and state laws, as well as Installation guidelines. Land disturbing activities can
accelerate natural erosion processes by exposing erodible soils to precipitation and surface
runoff. Fort Benning and its contractors must comply with Clean Water Act (CWA) and National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations for all construction activities.
Projects are reviewed through the Fort Benning NEPA process with submittal of a Form FB 144-
R (Request for Environmental Analysis) to ensure CWA, NPDES, and Endangered Species Act
(ESA) requirements are in place prior to any land disturbing activities. All required permits would
be obtained and all appropriate site-specific management practices and existing mitigation
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measures would be implemented to offset potential impacts form land disturbing activities
associated with construction. Land disturbances and soil erosion will be monitored to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations.

3.6.7 ACHIEVING NO NET Loss

Section 670a(b)(1)(I) of The Sikes Act states “Consistent with the use of military installations to
ensure the preparedness of the Armed Forces, each integrated natural resources management
plan prepared where appropriate and applicable, provide for no net loss in the capability of
military installation lands to support the military mission of the installation”. It is incumbent on
Fort Benning’s Environmental Management Division (EMD), especially Conservation Branch
(CB) and Land Management Branch (LMB), to make every effort to support the training mission,
minimizes adverse impacts on mission readiness and documents this approach in the INRMP
and Red-cockaded Woodpecker Endangered Species Management Component (RCW ESMC).

Fort Benning environmental staff adheres to laws and regulations to ensure compliance and
avoid regulator actions that could stop or delay training or military construction. Ensuring
compliance also protects Fort Benning staff from legal actions including civil and criminal
charges. Fort Benning currently provides several 3" parties a quarterly report of Armor School
training activities regarding the Army Reconnaissance Course (ARC) migration to a new
location without RCWs. This was part of an agreement to keep them informed and prevent a law
suit that could have stopped MCoE construction and still has potential to impact training if these
third parties decide to file a law suit.

Fort Benning’s goal is to ensure our management and monitoring activities do not interfere with
training. Staff works flexible schedules, weekends, and even holidays to work around training
activities. For example, wildlife technicians enter the Malone and Oscar Range Complexes at
first light to monitor RCWs, but must be out before 0800 from 1 May — 30 September and before
0900 from 1 October — 30 April. These times have been coordinated with Range Division. EMD
staff constantly coordinates with RD to schedule or adjust monitoring and management activities
to work around training as best we can and which also minimizes any unauthorized entry which
could cause a safety violation and could stop training on up to 15 ranges. An access plan has
been developed to streamline and document access protocols. This access plan is included as
an attachment to the RCW ESMC in Appendix E.

A key factor in achieving no net loss is to implement an ecosystem management approach. The
goal is to maintain biodiversity and ensure long term sustainability of the natural resources on
the landscape so they will be available for future training needs. Reestablishing the long leaf
pine ecosystem is at the heart of Benning’s natural resources management program. Long leaf
pines can live for hundreds of years, have a deep tap root which protects them from drought,
wind throw, and root damage from off road vehicle maneuvering. Long leaf pines are also
capable of growing in poor soils and are well adapted to an environment with frequent wildfires.
The long leaf pine ecosystem is a key factor in maintaining a realistic training environment.

The soil conservation program has coordinated hundreds of soil erosion projects over
thousands of acres during the last 15 years with the goal to prevent, control, and rehabilitate
eroded areas. Fort Benning’s highly erodible soils are prone to gully and ravine formation, some
approaching up to 40 feet in depth. Severe erosion not only prevents or impedes vehicle
maneuvering across the Installation, but also present a significant safety hazard to personnel.
The Soil Conservation Program, in concert with Range Division’s ITAM Program, are both
essential in sustaining the training base acreage.
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In keeping with the US Government’s goal of no net loss of wetlands and to adhere to the CWA,
Fort Benning conducts delineations of wetlands and streams before construction projects begin
to determine impacts and compensatory mitigation requirements. Wetland and stream credits
are purchased from local mitigation banks. Projects are completed under the nationwide
Permits, Regional Permits, and Individual Permits issued by the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE). Completing these activities helps to prevent delays or stoppage of construction.

Proactive management of threatened and endangered species and species at risk by EMD will
likely prevent additional training restrictions in the future. Currently Fort Benning is under the
1996 Management Guidelines for the RCW on Army Installations. When the INRMP and RCW
ESMC are approved, Benning will be able to use the 2007 Management Guidelines which will
allow a reduction in training restrictions in some RCW clusters. The number of RCW clusters
identified for reduction in training restrictions will be dependent upon the criteria included in the
2007 RCW Management guidelines, such as the number of potential breeding groups on the
Installation and the overall growth of the RCW population (DA 2007b).

In addition, Fort Benning is requesting a reduction in the RCW population goal from 421 to 382
clusters. Conservation Branch staff is working closely with USFWS to get relief of the 88 taken
clusters due to RCW habitat loss and harassment as a result of BRAC/MCoE construction and
training activities. It is anticipated that most of these taken clusters will be able to count towards
Benning’s recovery goal when consultation with USFWS is complete. All of these actions will
increase training flexibility and speed recovery of the RCW.

The RCW ESMC contains language to allow for programmatic incidental takes (IT) of cavity
trees, RCWSs, and/or clusters in certain situations. These ITs include IT for up to 4 RCW groups
within the K15 Impact Area; IT for 8 RCW groups within the A20 Impact Area due to hazardous
conditions; IT for up to 5 RCW cluster cavity trees and 3 RCWs per year resulting from training
wildfires and prescribed fire management activities; IT for up to 3 RCW clusters that may bud or
pioneer new territories into habitat downrange of live fire where IT has potential to occur; and IT
for 15 RCW groups that are currently designated as Supplemental Recruitment Sites which will
be converted to Unprotected Clusters. This programmatic IT action would streamline
consultation with USFWS if an adverse impact occurred and would greatly lessen the likelihood
of stoppage of training or construction.

All these measures described above will help support the no net loss of training land capability
requirement and ensure mission readiness.

3.7 PROPOSED FUTURE TRAINING AT FORT BENNING

Currently, the Army is determining how to best reach Army Force Realignment by the year
2017. Announced decisions may result in the restructuring of the 3-3 ABCT from an Armored
Brigade to an Infantry Brigade Combat Team (IBCT). Should such action occur, impacts to
training lands would be re-evaluated as there are many differences in equipment and training
missions between an ABCT and an IBCT. The transition from an ABCT to an IBCT would
greatly reduce the use of heavy mechanized and tracked vehicles for maneuver, in exchange
for lighter wheeled vehicles that would be used for logistical support of Infantry units. This
transition would also result in an increase in dismounted and light maneuver training, as well as
an increase in the use of small arms ranges.

Any major changes to the training environment in the future that may affect implementation of
the operational plans for natural resources management on Fort Benning would require this
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INRMP to be revised in accordance with DoD Instruction 4715.03, Natural Resources
Conservation Program.

CHAPTER 4 MANAGEMENT INTENT

This chapter identifies desired future conditions (DFC) for Fort Benning’s conservation targets
and broadly discusses management programs to support DFC attainment. The DFCs presented
here are intended to serve as benchmarks for assessing progress toward accomplishing
specific goals and objectives identified in Chapter 5.

4.1 DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS

DFCs are necessary to natural resources management because they provide resource
managers with target conditions and long-term goals for ecosystem management. DFCs
attempt to “envision all aspects of an ecosystem in the future, including human organizations
and needs, in measurable terms” (Leslie et al. 1996). They can be formulated for ecosystems,
communities, or populations (typically of conservation interest), and they describe natural or
attainable ranges of variation in abundance, structure, composition, function, and heterogeneity
(Sutter et al. 2001). DFCs should have a spatial setting or landscape context, meaning that they
should be identifiable on the ground with an associated size and configuration. Perhaps most
importantly, they should be achievable in the context of human land use. On Fort Benning,
DFCs should be developed at a minimum to be compatible with the MCoE mission, natural
resourse management needs and environmental compliance requirements. Ultimately, when
DFCs are achieved and maintained, they should advance and promote the MCoE mission by
alleviating environmental compliance issues.

Fort Benning’s 2001-2005 INRMP expressed the need to organize DFCs around a central
theme and cited Installation ecological integrity as that theme. Ecological integrity continues to
be the overarching organizational theme, and Installation-scale DFCs remain relevant. These
include such things as: (1) native species richness and biodiversity across the Installation are
maintained over time; (2) viability of all threatened and endangered species and species of
conservation concern is assured; (3) upland areas are dominated by high-quality longleaf pine
communities that grade downslope into rich hardwood slope and bottomland communities; (4)
riparian areas, wetlands, ephemeral ponds, and streams are characterized by intact ecological
processes and hydrologic function; (5) point and non-point source pollution is minimal or absent;
and (6) invasive species and disturbance impacts do not pose a threat to ecological integrity.

While it is important to retain broad-scale DFCs such as these for the Installation as a whole, it
is useful for management purposes to describe long-term goals in the context of individual
conservation targets. Conservation targets should represent a subset of terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems, communities and species that, if preserved, will maintain a large portion of overall
biodiversity and conservation value of a given area (The Nature Conservancy 2003).
Conservation targets provide an organizational framework for planning and developing long-
term management goals and strategies. Furthermore, through monitoring, they enable an
efficient means of tracking progress toward desired future conditions.

Presented here are DFCs for selected Fort Benning conservation targets. The longleaf pine
conservation target serves as an anchor, since much of the biodiversity on Fort Benning is
associated with the longleaf system and because land management efforts to promote
protected species are focused here. Unlike many other communities and habitats associated
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with the southeastern Fall Line and Coastal Plain, the longleaf pine ecosystem creates a
keystone condition that influences the processes and development associated with other
adjacent habitats on the landscape. Namely, the propensity for fire, and the fire prone condition,
within the ecosystem is extended into other habitats. This has led to the consideration that the
longleaf pine ecosystem defines the landscape matrix, and collectively includes small inclusions
of other habitat types (e.g. post oak-blackjack oak woodland). Natural boundaries of other
habitats with the longleaf pine ecosystem tend to be defined by an amalgamated relationship
between inherent species resource requirements with changes in fuel characteristics. Typically,
fire movement at the xeric transition becomes influenced by limited fuel amounts and patchy
distribution patterns, while fire movement into hydric areas becomes influenced by soil and fuel
moisture and differences in flammability constants of the fuel types. The end result is that fuels
accumulate at both ends of the longleaf pine matrix and result in less frequent, but more
destructive fires in these other habitats.

The above description is meant to provide landscape context for the DFCs presented below. In
addition to upland longleaf and associated communities, this section also presents DFCs for
slope and bottomland communities, as well as stream and riverine communities. Individual
species of management interest also are highlighted. Currently, DFCs for all conservation
targets are stated largely in qualitative terms because reference conditions or conditions for
continued viability for many conservation targets are not always known. Empirical data for
reference conditions may become available through monitoring; future work should use this data
to develop more quantitative DFCs. Desired future conditions for conservation targets are as
follows.

4.1.1 System-Level ConservationTargets
4.1.1.1 Longleaf Pine Uplands

Current Ecological Groups: Longleaf Pine Loamhills, Longleaf Pine Sandhills, Plantations,
Successional Upland Deciduous or Mixed Forest.

Desired Future Condition: Longleaf pine is the dominant upland pine species and is found
across a range of upland soil and topographic conditions. Longleaf pine stands have an open
architecture and multi-aged distribution, with many trees 200 plus years old, a few shrubs, a
sparse midstory of mixed hardwoods, a sparse to abundant understory dominated by mixed
grasses and forbs (the composition and relative abundance of which reflect variation in soils and
topography), and a few standing dead trees (snags). Longleaf pine stands are regenerated
naturally and are manipulated by using uneven-aged silvicultural system with single-tree
selection prescriptions. Landscape-level native species richness and evenness are maintained
over time, and invasive species, disease, and disturbance impacts are minimal. All documented
plant associations of conservation concern (The Nature Conservancy and NatureServe 2003a)
are present and are assured continued viability. Species currently of conservation concern such
as the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW; Picoides borealis), gopher tortoise (Gopherus
polyphemus), Bachman’s sparrow (Aimophila aestivalis), eastern diamondback rattlesnake
(Crotalus adamanteus), southern fox squirrel (Sciurus niger niger), and gopher frog (Rana
capito) are found where habitat is suitable. Population sizes and age structures are such that
population viability is assured and populations are not declining on a consistent basis.

In total, longleaf pine is present in forests that occupy 51,477 upland acres (based on the 2013
forest inventory database), and grade downslope into mixed hardwood-pine communities.
Upland-slope ecotones are dynamic and are determined by fire frequency and edaphic
conditions rather than anthropogenic disturbance. Upland fire regime is variable in return
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interval (1-3 years), intensity, season of burn, and ignition pattern. Fire and forest management
are practiced with the goal of maintaining healthy, uneven-aged longleaf pine stands. Stands
exhibit compositional variation, stability, and resilience to light anthropogenic or natural
disturbance, and they provide sustainable settings for military training.

4.1.1.2 Sandhill Barrens

Current Ecological Group: Extreme xeric sites within the Longleaf Pine Sandhills.

Desired Future Condition: Sandhill barren communities occur in ecologically appropriate areas,
namely on ridges and hilltops with deep, unconsolidated sands (A-horizons in excess of 80 cm).
Ecological processes such as nutrient cycling and decomposition are slow and seasonally
variable. Plant community composition is dominated by fire-tolerant species that are adapted to
prolonged drought. The canopy and sub-canopy consists of scattered occurrences of longleaf
pine and a broken sub-canopy dominated by what are collectively known as scrub oaks
(primarily turkey oak and bluejack oak). Mature, flat-topped longleaf pine trees can be present.
Between patches of scrub oaks, ground-layer vegetation consists primarily of patchy
herbaceous cover intermixed with low shrubs such as blueberry (Vaccinium spp.). Bare ground
is also present. Woody soft and hard mast species are present to support wildlife populations,
as is a diverse assemblage of insect communities. Associated species of conservation concern
are present, including gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), woody goldenrod (Chrysoma
pauciflosculosa), pickering’s dawnflower/morning glory (Stylisma pickeringii), and sandhill bean
(Phaseolus polystachios var. sinuatus).

4.1.1.3 Seepage Bogs and Depressional Wetlands

Current _Ecological Groups: Herbaceous and Shrub Bogs, Gum/Oak Ponds, Seasonal
Depression Ponds

Desired Future Condition: Seepage bogs are usually relatively small areas that are located
within other more broad ecological group(s), (i.e. longleaf pine uplands, hardwood uplands,
hardwood bottomlands, etc.), where groundwater seeps to the surface. Vegetation structure and
composition reflect local edaphic and topographic characteristics and fire regime, but bogs are
generally open with a sparse shrub component. Soils are either continually saturated or near-
saturated throughout the year. Species richness is high and several rare species or species of
conservation concern are present, including the sweet pitcherplant (Sarracenia rubra), Southern
butterwort (Pinguicula primuliflora), and shortleaf sneezeweed (Helenium brevifolium). Plant
associations unigue to this system also are present. The Arundinaria gigantea ssp. tecta
shrubland association, which is globally ranked as critically imperiled (G1), occurs in good
condition on at least three sites on the Installation. Hydrologic function is intact; bogs are also
surrounded and buffered by intact communities. Upslope soil disturbance is not present or is
managed so that bog sedimentation is minimal and does not threaten bog viability. Invasive
plant species and exotic animals are controlled so that their ecological impact is negligible.

In addition to seepage bogs, depressional wetlands also are present within the upland
landscape where landscape features and edaphic conditions allow for the collection of rainwater
on a seasonal basis. These areas differ from seepage bogs in that they are isolated from
groundwater influences. Both wooded and herbaceous ponds are present. Wooded ponds hold
water for many months of the year and therefore experience fire infrequently; herbaceous
ponds, on the other hand, are maintained by frequent fire in the surrounding uplands. Woody
plant encroachment does not threaten the viability of herbaceous ponds. Site hydrology is intact
and not altered by anthropogenic drainage features. Ponds are buffered by surrounding intact
systems, and ecotones are determined by fire frequency and edaphic factors, rather than by
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firebreaks or roads. Ponds provide ample breeding area for amphibians. Barriers to travel do not
inhibit the use of ponds by amphibians and other animals whose habitat also includes adjacent
uplands. Sedimentation, invasive plant species, and disturbance from feral hogs do not
represent significant viability threats.

4.1.1.4 Upland and Slope Hardwoods

Current Ecological Groups: Dry-Mesic Hardwood and Mixed Hardwood-Pine Forests, Mesic
Hardwood Forests.

Desired Future Condition: Hardwood and mixed hardwood-pine communities are found on side-
slopes and steep ravines that grade upslope into upland longleaf pine forests and downslope
into mesic hardwood bottoms. They also may extend into upland areas, where natural features
of the upland landscape create fire shelters. Local species composition reflects edaphic
characteristics and topographic position (slope and aspect). Species present are generally late-
successional; several high-quality oak-hickory communities are present. Sufficient mast is
present for wildlife, including game populations. Rare understory plant species such as relict
trillium (Trillium religuum), croomia (Croomia pauciflora), Flyr's nemesis (Brickellia cordifolia),
and bottlebrush buckeye (Aesculus parviflora) are present. Fire return interval has a stochastic
component introduced by varying prescribed burning conditions and timing in adjacent uplands.
Forests are uneven-aged; harvesting is not normally practiced or harvesting practices are
designed to mimic natural disturbance features of these forests and done to promote desirable
species. Viability threats such as soil erosion, invasive species, disease, and habitat
disturbance are either not present or are at least manageable so that ecosystem integrity is not
compromised.

4.1.1.5 Fall Line Streams and Bottoms

Current Ecological Groups: Flowing Water, Small Stream Swamps and Wooded Seepage Bogs,
Stream Floodplains.

Desired Future Condition: Riparian communities are intact and composed of diverse, high
quality hardwood and hardwood-pine vegetation associations containing the full historic
complement of native species. All documented plant associations of conservation concern
within the above ecological groups are represented (The Nature Conservancy and NatureServe
2003a). Hydrologic function and processes are preserved. Riparian areas provide a buffer from
upslope disturbances and restrict or reduce movement of soil and water-soluble chemical
compounds into aquatic systems. They also provide connectivity with adjacent habitat types for
movement of wildlife along drainage corridors. Stream banks are stabilized, and fluctuation in
stream morphology reflects natural changes rather than anthropogenic disturbance. Rates of
sedimentation are similar to that currently documented for reference streams. Riparian areas
experience periodic flooding; they also experience fire, but only rarely. Military training in stream
bottoms is light. Stream crossings for roads and vehicle trails are hardened and do not
contribute to stream sedimentation. Water quality is not impaired by non-point source or point
source pollution. Native in-stream animal and plant populations reflect reference or non-
impaired conditions. Several rare fish, mussels, and reptiles are present, including bluestripe
shiner (Cyprinella callitaenia), Barbour's map turtle (Graptymys barbouri), and Alligator
shapping turtle (Macroclemys temminckii). Biodiversity and character associated with Piedmont,
Coastal Plain and intermediate streams are all present. Exotic and invasive species are
controlled to the extent that their ecological impact is negligible.
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4.1.1.6 River Floodplain and Backwaters

Current Ecological Group: River Floodplains and Cypress-Tupelo Swamps.

Desired Future Condition: DFCs for floodplain forests and backwater and swamp habitat along
the Chattahoochee River are very similar to that described above for Fall Line streams and
bottoms. River sloughs and backwater areas provide habitat for important wildlife species,
including the wood stork (Mycteria americana). Other species of conservation concern are
present, including bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), American
alligator (Alligator mississippiensis), and Georgia rockcress (Arabis georgiana). All vegetation
associations of conservation concern documented within this area are present. Exotic and
invasive species, particularly feral hog (Sus scrofa), are controlled to the extent that their
ecological impact is negligible. Populations of giant cutgrass (Zizaniopsis miliacea), a native but
somewhat invasive species, are controlled to provide open water habitat for wood stork and
other water fowl. All other disturbance and pollution are controlled so as not to compromise
hydrologic function or water quality.

4.1.2 Species-Level Conservation Targets

Based on Federal and Army specific requirements the species’ listed below require active
management to reach a DFC. Working towards and achieving the specific DFC for these
species is fundamental to ensuring no net loss of current or future military operations.
Management of other protected species on the Installation is strictly limited to monitoring and
protection. Currently there are no Federal or Army requirements to manage towards a DFC for
the American alligator, Bald Eagle, or wood stork. Management of the Georgia Rockcress
currently consists of population monitoring and protection of habitat, but may require more
intensive efforts dependant upon its Federal listing and/or Army requirements in the future, and
will be included in future updates to Fort Benning’s INRMP as needed.

4.1.2.1 Red-Cockaded Woodpecker

Desired Future Condition: The Fort Benning recovery goal of at least 351 RCW breeding groups
has been met and the population is recovered. The population on Fort Benning is genetically
diverse and evenly distributed across the landscape. Potential breeding groups are also present
on lands adjacent to or in the vicinity of Fort Benning, and genetic exchange occurs across the
Installation boundary. Local extirpations are buffered by recolonization from nearby populations.
Most or all suitable upland longleaf pine habitat on Fort Benning is occupied by RCWs at a level
that fluctuates naturally around the carrying capacity of the habitat. Management for continued
maintenance of the RCW population does not impact military training activities.

4.1.2.2 Gopher Tortoise

Desired Future Condition: Gopher tortoise populations on Fort Benning are stable and at or near
carrying capacity for the habitat in which they are found. Populations are healthy, not declining,
and are not threatened by disease or parasites. Active burrows are well distributed across
suitable soils; tortoise densities equal to or greater than 0.4 tortoises per hectare. Current on-
post burrow density by soil type is currently being evaluated. Some burrows occur near isolated
ephemeral, upland ponds and provide refugia for commensal species such as gopher frogs.
Management for continued viability of the gopher tortoise population does not impact military
training activities. Numerous populations in the vicinity of Fort Benning are present and their
viability and protection are assured via off-Post conservation efforts.
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4.1.2.3 Relict Trillium

Desired Future Condition: The relict trillium has reached range-wide recovery status and is
delisted by the USFWS. Fort Benning populations are large and spatially distributed in a way
that ensures their continued viability and resilience to moderate disturbance. Invasive plant
species are absent or not present in sufficient numbers to negatively affect trillium population
size or health. Exotic animals (primarily feral hogs) and native herbivorous animal populations
likewise do not pose a threat to continued trillium viability. Several populations off-post are
under conservation protection.

4.1.3 Activities to Support Attainment of Desired Future Conditions

All programs within natural resources management will be aligned to attain the DFCfor
conservation targets. On Fort Benning, this means aligning management strategies and
activities across Branches within EMD, and with military training needs and objectives. Forest
management, prescribed fire, soil conservation, control of invasive species, ecological
monitoring, and off-Post conservation efforts all will be directed at achieving DFCs. Some
specifics include:

o Forest management in upland longleaf stands will use Stoddard-Neel techniques to create
and maintain uneven-aged stand structures (Neel et. al. 2010). The Stoddard-Neel
techniques will be modified when necessary to comply with management requirements for
the RCW, (i.e. RCW matrix requirements for basal area of 10 inch stems present.) Least
destructive harvesting methods will be used whenever possible.

o Prescribed fire will be used to improve upland longleaf pine habitat condition, reduce the
establishment of invasive species, and reduce forest pests. Wildfire risk will be reduced, and
visibility for military ground maneuvers will be improved.

o Natural erosion processes will be monitored and Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be
implemented as appropriate. Soil erosion associated with unimproved roads will be
managed through physical road restructuring, contouring, and vegetation management.
Erosion associated with improved roads will be reduced through the establishment of proper
erosion control structures and direct seeding of exposed soil along road cuts and drainage
ditches. Heavily disturbed areas will be periodically seeded to maintain vegetation cover.
Where possible, a native species mix will be used with the goal of establishing a complex
root profile to increase resistance to soil movement. Silt fencing and other NPDES BMPs will
be employed at construction sites to eliminate or reduce sedimentation.

¢ Invasive species will be discouraged and/or eliminated through direct removal and reduced
opportunities for establishment and expansion. In upland areas, spot treatment with
approved herbicides will be used to control invasives. Mechanical treatments and wetland-
approved herbicides will be used to control aquatic invasive species. Mechanical removal is
preferred in areas with excessive amounts of biomass to avoid excessive biological oxygen
demands that can starve aquatic organisms of oxygen.

e Wildlife management areas—food plots, dove fields, etc.—will continue to be managed to
provide food and cover for desired game and non-game species. A network of mature
bottomland-slope-upland hardwood and mixed hardwood-pine forests will be maintained to
provide corridors for wildlife movement and diverse sources of soft and hard mast. Some
early successional habitat types will also be maintained to promote habitat diversity for
wildlife and as insurance against mature forest catastrophe, such as broad-scale natural
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disturbance or disease. Interconnectivity among wildlife habitat will be maintained to
improve plant seed dispersion and gene flow.

e Fort Benning’s CB annually monitors fish and game population size and health. Healthy
game species populations are necessary for ecosystem and recreational needs. Monitoring
information will be used for harvest planning, maximizing recreational use and reducing
safety risk associated with animal-vehicle collisions.

e Stream habitat and water quality are determined by land use. The Watershed Program
provides for the science-based consideration of the effects of land use descisions on the
surface water system. The Program maintains the expertise and documentation necessary
to asses and minimize impacts to stream hydrology and biota in order to achieve the most
stable and productive conditions possible. The long-term goal is to mimic pre-development
hydrology so that the stream channels attain a natural morphometry with sufficient base flow
to support the biological community.

e An integrated monitoring program will directly assess progress toward DFCs. Such a
monitoring program will be cost-effective, efficient, robust, flexible, compliant with regulatory
concerns, and relevant to training and land management actions. These monitoring activities
will be based on accepted ecological monitoring standards and relevant research.

e Systematic tracking of conditions will be conducted through the use of geographic
information systems (GIS). Integrated, ecology-based models will be used to assess
condition in areas with little or no available baseline information. Under a common platform,
these models will focus on watershed dynamics, forest dynamics that accommodate
harvesting, and scale-dependent habitat suitability for various species.

o Off-Post conservation efforts will be guided to support attainment of DFCs on-Post and also
to advance regional conservation efforts. Off-Post conservation strategies will identify
opportunities for creating conservation corridors to link Fort Benning protected species
populations (such as RCW) with other regional populations.

4.2 MANAGEMENT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The management goals and objectives identified in Chapter 5 define the broad, overall natural
and cultural resources management direction for Fort Benning. In the context of this plan, goals
are defined as the general target or end result desired through integrated resource
management. Objectives are the steps required to accomplish or work toward achieving desired
goals. Some objectives have quantifiable outcomes, but in all instances, implementing
objectives contributes to the accomplishment of management goals. Together, management
goals and objectives provide management direction and the basis for deriving specific
management guidelines. As new management issues arise, goals and objectives will need to be
reevaluated as part of an adaptive management approach where new information leads to
appropriate changes in management direction.

Management goals can be achieved by identifying objectives and tasks that are most pertinent
to each program area. Some of these tasks will become projects, which can be defined as an
activity that has a definable product, a time line, and a cost associated with it and, that when
completed, will assist in meeting a management task or objective. A consolidated list of projects
is contained in Chapter 6 Table 6.1. However, accomplishment of a particular objective often will
lead to the accomplishment of multiple goals.
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CHAPTER 5 OPERATIONAL PLANS BY PROGRAM AREA

5.1 SoiL CONSERVATION PROGRAM

Reduction of erosion and sedimentation through soil conservation is necessary to
improve the productivity of the land for endangered species and to maintain sustainable
training lands.

5.1.1 Goal and Plan Purpose for Soil Conservation

Fort Benning’s goal is to maintain compliance with all applicable state and Federal laws
and Biological Opinions that have erosion control requirements and water quality
standards as well as maintaining compliance with the Georgia Erosion and
Sedimentation Act of 1975 (GESA).

There are multiple tasks which must be accomplished to meet the overall objective of
the Soil Conservation Program (SCP). The overall objective is to reduce and mitigate
erosion and sedimentation on Fort Benning. This can be accomplished by rehabilitating
eroded areas with in-house manpower and equipment or via external contracts. Every
effort should be made to use native plant species when establishing permanent
vegetation on the sites. Annuals can be used for initial stabilization.

5.1.2 Policy and Guidance for Soil Conservation

In addition to the various DoD, Army, Federal regulations, and USFWS issued BOs
discussed in section 3.5.1, the Fort Benning soil conservation program also adheres to
the following policy and guidance documents:

Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Act of 1975 (amended 2007). This Georgia law
regulates land-disturbing activity, which is defined as "any activity which may result in
soil erosion from water or wind and the movement of sediments into state water or onto
lands within the state, including, but not limited to, clearing, dredging, grading,
excavating, transporting, and filling of land”. Applicants for land disturbing permits must
demonstrate that they have Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plans (ESPCP) that
meet BMPs for the particular application. The law also mandates stream buffer
protection; for most streams, a 25 foot buffer is required.

Georgia Water Quality Control Act. The Georgia Water Quality Control Act works in
conjunction with the CWA to deal with waste water discharge, site selection, and
wetlands mitigation requirements. In Georgia, stormwater discharges associated with
such construction activities are regulated by a general permit. The General Permit also
specifies that BMPs to prevent or reduce pollution, must be properly implemented for all
construction activities. In addition, the General Permit specifies that discharges shall not
cause violations of water quality standards.

Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control in Georgia. Prepared by the Georgia Soil
and Water Conservation Commission (GSWCC), the purpose of this manual is to
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improve and protect Georgia's urban soil and water resources by reducing the amount
of erosion from urban development sites.

Alabama Water Pollution Control Act. The purpose of the act is to protect and
conserve the waters of the state against water pollution. It is the duty of Alabama
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources to control pollution in the waters of
the state, and it has the power to investigate, perform studies, and propose remedial
measures for abatement of pollution.

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System. As authorized by the Clean Water
Act, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program
controls water pollution by regulating point sources that discharge pollutants into waters
of the United States. NPDES requirements for Georgia and Alabama are discussed in
Sections 5.1.3.1.2 and 5.1.3.1.3 respectively.

5.1.3 Program Activities for Soil Conservation

Conservation planning assistance for Units and other organizations can be initiated through the
Fort Benning NEPA process with submittal of a Form FB 144-R (Request for Environmental
Analysis). Projects are reviewed to ensure CWA, NPDES, and ESA requirements are in place
prior to any land disturbing activities. If the action qualifies for a Categorical Exclusion (CAT-X)
per the screening criteria in the Army NEPA Regulation, then a Record of Environmental
Consideration (REC) is prepared and the project can proceed. If not, further study of the
proposal is required by preparation of an environmental assessment or an environmental impact
statement. In any case, the NEPA program is the vehicle for the EMD to assist requestors in
compliance with soil conservation compliance and to provide other advice specific to the
proposal.

Historically, McKenna Drop Zone has been one of the largest areas of erosion and
sedimentation on Fort Benning. Although the site is largely stabilized, monitoring will
continue on this site. The erosion issues with McKenna DZ and their impact to RCW’s
were one of the primary concerns USFWS addressed in issuing the 1994 JBO. The
2002 ESMP BO included a Reasonable and Prudent Measure to “Repair existing and
prevent future soil erosion that threatens individual cavity trees and the integrity of the
cluster’. The 2007 BRAC BO and 2009 MCoE BO reinforced this continued
requirement. As a result, erosion control in RCW habitat has been, and continues to be
a priority for Fort Benning. Fort Benning’s Conservation Branch (CB) has primary
responsibility for erosion control in these areas.

Borrow areas on Post generate another sediment source which requires installation of
BMP’s to control erosion on Fort Benning. Any time an existing borrow is utilized,
contractors must install temporary BMP’s and once all required material has been
excavated they are required to stabilize the site. When no longer required or viable,
borrow areas will be closed by constructing rock dams at the surface water outlets and
establishing permanent vegetation.

Military training also has the potential to create erosion issues. Typically these issues
are a result of maneuver training however that is not the only possible source. ITAM
has primary responsibility for monitoring, reporting, and rehabilitating erosion resulting
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from military training. The CB works collaboratively with ITAM to address erosion
issues in RCW habitat that result from military training.

In addition to training, construction activities have the potential to cause soil erosion and
sedimentation without implementation of erosion control measures and BMPs as
outlined in Federal and state laws, as well as Installation guidelines. Land disturbing
activities can accelerate natural erosion processes by exposing erodible soils to
precipitation and surface runoff. Fort Benning and its contractors must comply with the
CWA and NPDES regulations for construction activities involving land disturbances.
Land disturbances and soil erosion will be monitored to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.

Road and trail maintenance can result in erosion issues as well. Responsibility for
maintenance of existing roads trails lies with LMB, ITAM, and the BASOPS contractor
for DPW. Specific requirements are included in the Land Management Plan as an
attachment to the RCW ESMC in Appendix E1.

In 2012 an erosion inventory was completed which identified existing eroded areas
throughout the Installation. Individual erosion sites were scored and ranked based on
severity and location. A cumulative score was then calculated for each of the 28
watershed management units encompassed within the boundaries of Fort Benning.
Primary focus of erosion control efforts will center on rehabilitating the most severely
eroded sites in the highest ranking WMU’s. However, work may also be conducted in
other areas where erosion and sedimentation problems are identified.

The CB will also coordinate projects of mutual benefit with the ITAM program
Coordinator. One recently completed project focused on the installation of Seibert
Stakes to delineate buffer boundaries in the Good Hope Maneuver Training Area
(GHMTA) to mark areas as off limits for off road maneuver training. These boundaries
are a proactive approach intended to mitigate potential erosion and sedimentation
issues.

Engineers, inspectors and project managers at Fort Benning should take advantage of
opportunities for training from the GSWCC and other organizations. BMPs should
conform to engineering standards and specifications. Currently 25% of previously
constructed permanent practices are inspected each year by Conservation Branch to
identify any required maintenance.

5131 Compliance-Related Activities for Soil Conservation
51311 Clean Water Act

Sediment due to construction is regulated by the CWA but implemented by the states,
as discussed in the following sections. Wetlands are Federally regulated and have
separate requirements, although some may overlap NPDES requirements. Under the
Clean Water Act, Section 404, a wetlands permit will be required when soil disturbing
activities like construction occur in a jurisdictional wetland or streambank. A delineation
of the wetland and streams is required for the permit. The impacts to wetlands and
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streams must be assessed and worksheets completed to determine the number of
wetland and stream credits required or other mitigation requirements. The Soll
Conservationist submits the wetland permit application to USACE Regulatory Division
for coverage under a Nationwide, Regional or Individual Permit. Currently the preferred
method of mitigation according to USACE is to purchase mitigation credits from an
approved mitigation bank. There are a couple of mitigation banks in the local service
area.

51.3.1.2 The Clean Water Act Process in Georgia

The Federal Clean Water Act, the Georgia Water Quality Control Act and GESA
regulate the discharge of pollutants, including sediment, into surface waters. For
construction projects, the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) primarily
administers these laws through NPDES General Permits GAR100001-3. The Army
provides oversight and monitoring to assure that the requirements of these laws and
permits are met by contractors or tenants on Post. The NRCS must also get a NPDES
permit to conduct rehabilitation projects.

If a proposed construction project will be covered under a NPDES General Permit, the
construction proponent or contractor Permitee will have a design professional produce
an Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan (ESPCP). The ESPCP describes
the measures to be taken during construction to  minimize erosion and contain
sediments within the Ilimits of the construction through the implementation of
NPDES BMPs. EMD provides a GGSWCC Level Il Certified Plan Reviewer to review
the ESPCP prior to submittal to EPD.

Typically, the Permitee applies to EPD for coverage under the General Permit by
submittal of a NOI and then becomes responsible for compliance with the conditions of
the permit. The permit conditions require the Permitee to implement the ESPCP and
monitor the BMPs for proper installation, maintenance and performance. Fort Benning
EMD provides GSWCC certified Level 1B Inspectors to assure conformity with the
ESPCP and to monitor the effectiveness of the BMPs.

Regulators can inspect any project covered under permit to verify that the permit
conditions and documentation requirements are met. The permit requires that Army
(usually Fort Benning EMD) notifies the permit grantor of any failures to meet permit
requirements, such as failures of BMPs to stop soil movement. Serious failures to meet
requirements or substantial movement of sediment beyond the construction limits may
result in compliance actions, such as a stop work order on construction projects or other
than corrective actions.

When construction is completed, the temporary NPDES BMPs are removed and the
disturbed area re-vegetated or otherwise stabilized. The Permitee will then submit a
NOT to EPD of coverage under the permit. When EMD and EPD determine that the site
has met the permit requirements for vegetative cover and stabilization, the NOT is
approved by EPD and the Permitee is relieved of the requirements of the permit.
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The NPDES General Permit system controls erosion and sedimentation associated with
construction activities. There are other requirements of NPDES, such as the regulation
of discharge from industrial facilities and storm water management.

5.1.3.1.3 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System in Alabama

In Alabama, a general NPDES permit is required from the ADCNR if more than one
acre is disturbed. As with Georgia, submittal on an NOI and a construction best
management practices plan (CBMPP) is required showing the details of the placement
of erosion control measures. Once the permit is issued the Permitee becomes
responsible for compliance with the conditions of the permit. The permit conditions
require the Permitee to implement the CBMPP and monitor the BMPs for proper
installation, maintenance and performance. Fort Benning EMD provides inspectors to
assure conformity with the CBMPP and to monitor the effectiveness of the BMPs. The
Permitee is required to conduct turbidity monitoring and report the results to ADCNR.

5.1.3.14 Biological Opinion for the Red-Cockaded Woodpecker

Biological Opinions from the USFWS over the last several years dictated certain actions
required to protect the RCW, including controlling soil erosion to avoid negative impacts
to RCWs and their habitat. The CB soil conservation program focuses on erosion
control in RCW habitat, specifically erosion that threatens individual cavity trees and the
integrity of the cluster. The map in Figure 5.1.1 shows future and existing RCW habitat.
Section 3.6 of this INRMP provides a summation of USFWS BOs issued to Fort
Benning.

5.1.3.1.5 Erosion Inventories

In compliance with the requirements of the 2002, 2007, and 2009 BOs to repair and
prevent erosion, a survey was conducted from March 2011 to November 2012 to
identify and record the locations of erosion and sedimentation. Approximately 80k acres
of current and future potential RCW habitat on Fort Benning was surveyed. The survey
was not conducted in cantonment areas or UXO dudded impact areas. Orthophotos and
a map developed by the Construction Engineering Research Laboratory depicting areas
of possible erosion were used to initially identify suspected erosion areas. Over 900
sites were identified across the Installation. During the initial ground truthing visit to
each site a determination was made as to whether erosion was occurring or not. Over
500 sites were identified as erosion areas requiring some degree of remediation.

After each site was located a score was assigned to the site based on whether erosion
was slight, moderate or severe. After rating the individual sites, the next step was to
prioritize the sites as they relate to their importance with respect to protecting RCW
habitat. To rank the sites, Fort Benning EMD assigned each site a RCW-importance
score based on its proximity to a cavity tree, whether it was in existing habitat or not,
and whether the eroded area is associated with previously installed NPDES BMPs.
Other TES and species of concern on Fort Benning all require habitat protection from
soil conservation program activities. Details on soils conservation management
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activities specific to TES can be found in their respective ESMCs in Appendix E. A map
showing the locations of eroded areas is in Figure 5.1.2.

After the individual sites were scored a determination was made to focus efforts based
on the severity of erosion in each WMUs on Fort Benning. Scores for each site were
added together to determine an overall score for each WMU. Each score was then
normalized based on total WMU acreage so the largest WMU would not necessarily get
the highest score. Table 5.1.1 shows the prioritized list of WMUs. In addition to CB
erosion inventories, ITAM also keeps track of erosion issues and prioritizes their
projects accordingly.

5.1.3.2 Borrow Areas

Borrow areas are areas where soil material is excavated and used as fill at another
location. Currently there are 13 existing borrow areas on the Installation, of which 8 are
active and are depicted in Figure 5.1.3. They range in size from 0.7 acres to 9.0 acres
and supply fill dirt for berm construction and maintenance, road construction and repair
and miscellaneous building and training projects. Most active borrow areas (i.e. areas
that have been excavated in the past year), have sediment retention structures,
however, the inactive areas generally do not. Borrow areas considered as inactive still
have suitable fill material that could be excavated, but have not been used within the
past year, or been defined as abandoned.

Proponents must submit a Form FB 144-R to draw from an existing borrow area and the
user may be required to repair an existing structure or construct a new BMP. Because
supplies of fill material in most of the borrow areas are nearly exhausted, many of the
sites will soon need restoration. To meet future demand for fill material, off-Post borrow
areas should be used or new on-Post borrow areas will be needed. Site selection,
operation, and closure requirements are discussed below. A surface mining permit is
required in Georgia to use a borrow area. In Alabama, a NPDES permit required to use
a borrow area if the borrow area is not already permitted. Proponents should coordinate
with EMD for specific advice on obtaining those permits.
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Figure 5.1.1 Ft. Benning RCW Foraging Habitat
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Table 5.1.1 Watershed Management Unit Ranking Based on Normalized Cumulative
Score/100 Acres as of 2013

TOTAL SITES FOR
wvu | Acres e TOTAL TOTAL e SCORE
POINTS/WMU | SCORE/WMU | EROSION ACRES
1 2 3 POINT

16 8,604 35 23 21 79 851 109 9.891
14 4,071 11 7 22 323 185 7.934
11~ 3,146 6 17 3 32 234 98 7.438
19 13,344 74 27 5 106 862 126 6.46
12 6,157 21 8 6 35 275 176 4.466
8 10,552 31 9 2 42 346 251 3.279
17 5,147 12 2 1 15 114 343 2.215
5 15,437 40 8 1 49 326 315 2.112
22 21,080 33 9 3 45 381 468 1.807
18 4,756 14 3 0 17 81 280 1.703
21 2,828 2 0 7 38 404 1.344
15 10,478 6 3 5 14 135 748 1.288

7,566 12 3 1 16 85 473 1.123

5,585 4 2 0 6 60 931 1.074

1,872 2 1 0 3 18 624 0.962
27 3,349 2 3 0 5 32 670 0.956
20 3,321 4 1 1 6 25 554 0.753
24 8,379 0 3 1 4 49 2,095 0.585
1 7,896 5 2 0 7 38 1,128 0.481
10 10,663 10 0 0 10 46 1,066 0.431
3 7,804 4 1 0 5 26 1,561 0.333
25 8,836 2 0 0 2 8 4,418 0.091

*WMU 11 — Significant amount of acreage was historically maneuver area and is considered future habitat.
Determination yet to be made if areas will continue to be utilized as maneuver area.
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Figure 5.1.3 Active & Inactive Borrow Areas
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5.1.3.2.1 Borrow Area Site Selection

Proponents for a new borrow area should collaborate with the Soil Conservationist to
identify potential sites for long-term soil excavation. Once an appropriate site has been
selected, NEPA evaluation is performed, starting with the proponent submitting a Form
FB 144-R to EMD for approval. During the review process, potential conflicts with
natural and cultural resources or other proposed land uses will be considered and, if
those issues cannot be reconciled, additional NEPA analysis may be required.

51.3.2.2 Operation of Borrow Areas

Prior to opening new borrow areas, an ESPCP must be developed and submitted with a
Form FB 144-R for DPW EMD review and approval. Erosion control measures
presented in the ESPCP should be implemented before excavation begins on either an
active or inactive site. In existing borrow areas, maintenance of existing structures may
be all that is required. Finally, to ensure that vegetation can be established, the user
should leave the slopes inside the borrow area no steeper than 3:1.

5.1.3.2.3 Closure of Borrow Areas

Once fill material supplies become depleted, the borrow area will be closed and a gate,
berm or sign will be erected to prevent vehicles from entering the area. The reclamation
process will include construction or maintenance of a rock filter dam or sediment basin,
grading of slopes to a minimum of 3:1 and grading of the borrow area’s bottom to
ensure drainage toward the outlet. Borrow areas that are not used within six months
should be vegetated to reduce erosion of slopes and to reduce sediment accumulation
at the outlet. Longleaf pines will be planted for complete restoration. Note that the timing
of closures will depend on the availability of funds and environmental factors that may
prohibit certain activity, such as its proximity to RCW habitat.

5.1.4 Methods

The Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control in Georgia (Georgia Soil and Water
Conservation Commission, 2000) describes the BMPs available for use on Fort
Benning. These BMP’s will be adhered to as required for construction, repair, or
maintenance of erosion control practices.

Fort Benning EMD policy requires development of a basic ESPCP and that BMPs be
installed to control erosion in an effort to avoid sediment overload within the watershed.
Informal monitoring is performed immediately after projects are completed and annually
to evaluate project effectiveness. This proactive approach exceeds Federal and state
requirements but is fundamental to ensuring all land disturbing activities related to
rehabilitation of eroded areas minimize offsite transport of sediment.

5.14.1 Coordination of Soil Conservation Related Work

Several organizations on the Installation implement soil conservation practices,
including ITAM, USACE, Engineering Division, DPW, Land Management Branch,
BASOPS Contractor, construction contractors, and CB. In some cases, ITAM and CB
projects may be located in the same watershed and implementation of both projects is
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required to reduce erosion. The USFWS requires informal consultation to review and
comment on erosion control plans for projects occurring in RCW habitat.

Fort Benning CB may host periodic Land Management Plan meetings among ITAM,
BASOPS Contractor, LMB and the CB. The purpose of the meeting will be to facilitate
communication between the organizations and improve efficiencies.

Areas where construction of BMPs will take place must be scheduled in advance with
Range Control to ensure the area is not being used for training. In the case of road
closure or work on roads and trails, coordination with ITAM and the BASOPS Contractor
will be required. Projects that require assistance from the NRCS go through an ITAM or
CB point of contact. The NRCS and the USACE hire contractors to implement CB
erosion control plans.

5.1.5 Administration
5151 Funding

Funding for the construction of erosion control practices in current and potential future
RCW foraging areas is requested annually by CB in the Garrison’s Environmental
Requirement Build (GERB). Currently, CB requests and receives approximately $300K
per year. Funding for training related erosion control practices is requested ITAM.
Annual funding request is typically $3M. Rarely is that full request realized and
frequently amounts to $0. Funding for road and trail maintenance is requested annually
by LMB in the GERB. Currently LMB requests and receives approximately $175K per
year. Additionally, DPW requests $600K per year for the BASOPS contract
(Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization funding) to conduct erosion control and
road and trail maintenance. Additional information on funding for soil conservation
activities can be found in the Land Management Plan in the RCW ESMC.

5.15.2 Personnel and Equipment

The Soil Conservationist and a Soil Conservation Technician currently run the Soil
Conservation Program in the CB. The soil conservation technician to constructs BMPs
and performs maintenance on BMPs. Wildlife technicians may be available on a limited
basis to operate equipment for the establishment of grasses. Equipment available
includes farm tractors and agricultural implements located at the Conservation Branch.
ITAM staffing is dependent upon funding and projects identified in the ITAM work plan
(included in the Land Management Plan in Appendix E1 as an attachment to the RCW
ESMC). BASOPS contract staffing is sufficient to facilitate the necessary workload for
the available funding.

5.1.6 Initiatives

Erosion control in the GHMTA requires collaborative effort from all entities involved.
EMD staff will provide technical advice to ITAM and BASOPS contractor to ensure
training requirements are facilitated in compliance with regulatory requirements.
Portions of GHMTA are disturbed on a nearly continuous basis by the Armor School
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and other units requiring off-road heavy maneuver training. Soil disturbance from heavy
mechanized off-road maneuvering will be in the designated “maneuver boxes” in the
GHMTA.

Previous sections have described coordination efforts to identify higher priority
watersheds for erosion control efforts across all of the Installation. Rehabilitation of the
sites will be concentrated in the higher priority watersheds. This does not mean that
reclamation efforts will not take place in the lower priority watersheds, only that initially,
efforts will be concentrated in the higher priority watersheds.

Working with the BASOPS Contractors to construct erosion control BMPs is another
initiative for the Soil Conservation Program. A portion of the funds received will be given
to the BASOPS Contractor to construct BMPs in high priority WMUs. The Soll
Conservation Technician will coordinate work with the Contractor and provide quality
control of constructed BMPs. The Soil Conservation Program may also receive some
assistance from other personnel in the Conservation Branch for the completion of small
projects. The typical erosion control BMPs include rock check dams, hay bale check
dams, diversions, terraces, sediment basins, placement of gravel on trails, and
installation of silt fencing and erosion control blankets. Temporary and permanent
vegetation including native species will be established in all disturbed areas.

In the future, there will continue to be an emphasis on projects of mutual benefit
between the ITAM Program and the SCP. By combining resources, areas can be
rehabilitated in ways that achieve training as well as conservation goals. An example of
this cooperation was a project constructed at Rowan Hill. The area is used for
mechanized training, and it is surrounded by RCW habitat. Mechanized training at the
top of the hill causes erosion and sediment deposition in the habitat below.
Rehabilitation included construction of sediment basins and establishment of longleaf
pine. Other areas were stabilized and berms constructed to support training. As a result,
training lands were improved and endangered species habitat was protected. There
may be opportunities in the future for projects of mutual benefit.

Fort Benning CB will be responsible for rehabilitation of RCW habitat including
maneuver areas.

Over 500 eroded areas in RCW habitat are need of rehabilitation have been identified.
Funding will continue to be requested via the GERB process, for the foreseeable future,
to continue facilitating stabilization of those areas.
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5.2 FOREST MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

The DoD utilizes over 25 million acres across the U.S. for training and preparing
Soldiers to protect our country. The management of forests on these lands is critical to
provide optimum and sustained training opportunities. Fort Benning has over 135,000
acres of manageable forestland (sum of forested acres minus inaccessible areas such
as restricted access areas and UXO dudded areas).

Similar to much of the Southeast, the landscape at Fort Benning has been significantly
altered due to historical land use practices to include agriculture and fire suppression.
However, as a result of the military mission and land use practices, the forest resource
presently in place at Fort Benning can be recognized as a very unique ecosystem. It is
important from a local and regional context that has not only supported the US Army
Infantry School for several decades, but now additionally supports the US Army Armor
School, and several Federally threatened and endangered species (TES) as well. Fort
Benning’s LMB of EMD is responsible for management of the forests and natural
resources across the Installation landscape in support of military training, sustainable
training lands, and ecological stewardship. Management is achieved through many
elements, including but not limited to timber harvesting, prescribed burning, wildfire
suppression, longleaf pine reforestation, and TES habitat improvement and restoration.

5.2.1 Forest Management Plan Purpose and Program Objectives
5211 Plan Purpose

The purpose of this forest management plan is to provide guidance and direction in
consonance with Federal and state laws and current Army regulations and directives for
maintenance of woodlands and unimproved grounds on the Fort Benning Military
Installation. AR 200-1, which governs all natural resources management on Army lands
incorporates DoD policy and states “[DoD will] promote biodiversity and ecosystem
sustainability on Army lands and waters consistent with the mission and INRMP
objectives.” This plan will incorporate Army guidance in providing an ecosystem based
forest management maintenance schedule along with identifying required resources
needed to carry out the identified forest management activities. Adherence to Federal
and state laws and DoD policy will be achieved while prescribing and implementing
sound silvicultural practices that perpetuate a healthy ecosystem and support Fort
Benning’s mission.

5.2.1.2 Goals and Objectives

The overall goal of the forest management program is to provide optimal military training
lands now and in the future while sustaining native plant and animal biological diversity.
Forests and natural resources are actively managed to sustain a usable training
environment while supporting numerous legal requirements for endangered species
habitat management. Management plans and activities are coordinated with the
Directorate of Plans, Training, Mobilization, and Security (DPTMS) and training units to
maximize training usability, complement training needs, and minimize training
disruptions. Feedback from DPTMS and training units while activities are occurring, and
after completion to ensure all objectives are met. The program, which is based on
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orderly and scientific management of the Installation woodlands, will promote an
ecosystem based forest management system as its ideal management philosophy and
integrates both the mission and the conservation of natural resource values such as
wildlife habitats, recreation opportunities, forest resources, plant diversity, watershed
integrity, and aesthetics. Each goal has associated objectives, some with direct
implications on the forest management program. By no means are these goals listed
the only ones that concern the forest management program, but they are identified
specifically because they have the most applicability to the development of this plan.

« Maintain a realistic training environment, in accordance with an ecosystem
approach, by managing for the sustainability of the Installation’s natural resources.

e Restore and maintain a variety of ecosystems, with an emphasis on the longleaf
pine ecosystem, to support native biological diversity and the ecological processes
that sustain it.

e Utilize the RCW Foraging Matrix to ensure suitable RCW foraging habitat is
maintained for each existing RCW cluster and to ensure future habitat will be in
place to meet the needs of a recovered population at Fort Benning. This is a
valuable tool for maintaining existing mature longleaf pine stands. However, the
RCW Foraging Matrix presents management challenges, in particular, converting
offsite pine stands to longleaf pine stands.

« Manage hardwoods using an ecosystem approach: conserve upland hardwoods
where they are ecologically appropriate and contribute to overall biological diversity;
conversely, control upland hardwoods where they are detrimental to management
goals and objectives, including restoration of the longleaf pine ecosystem.

« Use forest management as part of an adaptive management approach that focuses
on the ecological integrity of the landscape as its primary end state.

e Provide multiple-use opportunities.

« Meet planning level survey requirements and natural resource management data
needs by continuing to inventory the forest and natural resources of Fort Benning.

« Continue to develop and maintain a thorough data collection and processing system
that provides efficient data storage, retrieval, sharing, analysis, and presentation to
support the USFWS RCW Foraging Matrix regulatory requirements, forest health
monitoring requirements, and to facilitate fully informed management decisions.

« Comply with all applicable Federal and state environmental laws and regulations
relevant to natural resources management, as well as applicable EOs.

A major focus of the forest management program is to reestablish the composition,
structure, and function of the longleaf pine ecosystem in a way that resembles its
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historic occurrence to support sustainable military training, provide habitat for the RCW
to reach population recovery goals, and to maintain biological diversity. Longleaf pine is
much better suited than loblolly (P. taeda) or shortleaf (P. echinata) pine (other naturally
occurring pine species) to sustain a healthy, long-term training area that meets the
Army’s needs. Longleaf pine may live to be 500 years or older (Landers and Boyer
1999). They are less susceptible to southeastern problematic insects (southern pine
beetle and Ips beetle) and diseases (littleleaf disease and fusiform rust), and they are
more tolerant of frequent fire, all of which support a sustainable, healthy training
landscape. Additionally, longleaf pine occurred naturally across the entire Installation
(as indicated in many historical documents and evident by the many remnant longleaf
pines) and played a major role in the function of the natural ecosystem processes (Frost
2009). For these reasons, the decision has been made to manage the Fort Benning
Military Installation in a manner that restores the longleaf pine ecosystem and its
associated fauna and flora.

Reaching the above milestone will require many years of balancing silvicultural
techniques with military training requirements and other potentially impacting activities.
Appropriately monitoring forest changes and assessing management successes and
challenges is paramount to the successful natural resource management process in
order to anticipate, adapt, and proactively manage the forested landscape. Currently,
there are approximately 51,478 acres of forestland that contain a longleaf pine
component on the Installation, which includes 2,798 acres of longleaf pine dominated
stands, 21,607 acres of longleaf pine plantations, 2,713 acres of longleaf pine
underplant stands (non-longleaf pine dominated overstory and underplanted with
longleaf), and 24,360 acres of mixed pine with longleaf (at least 25% longleaf
occurrence) (Figure 5.2.1). Although significant improvements have been made
towards longleaf ecosystem restoration, the continued balancing of longleaf restoration
efforts while supporting military training needs, proactively addressing and improving
forest health in an aging forest, and satisfying regulatory requirements of TES will
continue to be a challenge for the forest management program in the critical years to
come.

Long-term sustainability of the RCW population, however, will rely on the restoration
and establishment of longleaf pine. Because of the absence of mature longleaf pine due
to historical land use practices, artificial regeneration will be key to the re-establishment
of the longleaf ecosystem over the short term. Reforested longleaf stands will need to
be strategically placed across the landscape and timed over the next 50 years to
minimize impacts to military training, listed species, and other natural resource values.
Where mature longleaf pine is already present in sufficient numbers, complete
conversion and reforestation will not be necessary. In these stands, silvicultural
methods that promote natural regeneration of longleaf pine will be the preferred method
of restoration. Methods to favor existing longleaf pine and promote natural regeneration
will be used in longleaf pine stands and mixed pine stands that include some longleaf.
The only longleaf pine targeted for harvest by forest management actions are those
trees that are overcrowded by other longleaf pine and those that are in poor health.
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Figure 5.2.1 Longleaf Pine Distribution
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5.2.2 Forest Management Policy and Guidance

A major focus of the forest management program is to reestablish the composition,
structure, and function of the longleaf pine ecosystem to support sustainable military
training and to provide habitat for the RCW to reach population recovery goals. Other
TES and species of concern on Fort Benning all require habitat protection from forest
management activities to include prescribed burning and timber harvesting. Details on
forest management activities specific to TES can be found in their respective ESMCs in
Appendix E.

In addition to the various DoD, Army, Federal regulations, and BOs listed in section
3.5.1, the Fort Benning forest management program also adheres to the following policy
and guidance documents:

Alabama’s Best Management Practices for Forestry. Alabama’s Best Management
Practices for Forestry is a document revised in 2007 by the Alabama Forestry
Commission to suggest recommendations to help Alabama’s forestry community
maintain and protect the physical, chemical and biological integrity of waters of the state
as required by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, the Alabama Water Pollution
Control Act, the CWA, the Water Quality Act, and the Coastal Zone Management Act.

Georgia’s Best Management Practices for Forestry. Georgia’s Best Management
Practices for Forestry is a document revised in 2009 by the Georgia Environmental
Protection Division, Georgia Forestry Commission (GFC), and Georgia Forestry
Association to inform those involved with silvicultural operations about practices
required to minimize nonpoint source pollution.

Title 10, U.S. Code 2665, The Military Construction Act of 1978. The Military
Construction Act of 1978 originated as part of the Defense Appropriations Act of 1961,
which allowed military departments to retain receipts from forest product sales. Title 10,
USC, section 2665 (e) was amended in 1982 to return 25% of net profit from installation
forest product sales to the states where the installations are located. The law was again
amended in 1984 to increase the entitlements to the states from 25% to 40%.

5.2.3 Glossary of Terms for Forest Management Activities

Definitions of technical terms used in this plan are included in Appendix 12. Although
many of the definitions have been taken directly from The Dictionary of Forestry (Helms
1998); a number of the definitions have been constructed to define the term’s actual
intent as used in the Fort Benning Forest Management Program.

5.2.4 Forest Management Program Activities

Fort Benning’s LMB is responsible for forest inventory, timber marking, timber sale
preparation and administration, reforestation, kudzu eradication, forest insect and
disease control, and natural resources data management. Approximately 135,000 acres
are currently under LMB oversight and will be covered under this forest management
plan. Of the 182,464 acre Installation, approximately 135,097 acres are managed as
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forestland, 15,612 acres have restricted access (dudded impact areas), 28,934 acres
are unforested, and 2,767 acres are comprised of water in the form of ponds, creeks,
swamps, and the Chattahoochee River. The land classification and distribution is shown
in Table 5.2.1. A detailed summation of the forest types classified on Fort Benning in
Appendix B1 (Table B.1.1).

Table 5.2.1 Land Classification and Distribution

Area Classification Acres Percent
Pine 74,143 41%
Pine-Hardwood 5,925 3%
Hardwood 55,029 30%
Forested Restricted 15,612 9%
Access

Forested Unmanaged 54 0
Unforested 28,934 16%
Water 2,767 2%
TOTAL 182,464 100%

It is anticipated that with continued prescribed burning, timber thinning, and forest
regeneration practices more acres will shift to pine or pine/hardwood stands because of
the reforestation of open areas and the conversion of upland hardwood stands (to
include scrub oak) and mixed hardwood/pine stands.

5241 Forest Inventory

A modified version of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) forest classification system
(Forest Service Southern Region 1988) is used to inventory and classify the forest
stands on the Installation. The system has been altered somewhat to better describe
the forests located at Fort Benning. The forest stand inventory will be conducted for
each management unit on at least a ten-year basis to comply with the 2007
Management Guidelines for the Red-Cockaded Woodpecker on Army Installations.
Approximately 8,000 acres of pine stands will be inventoried annually. The forest
inventory schedule for the next 5 years is indicated in Table B.1.2 as presented in
Appendix B.1. However, changes in the schedule could occur due to management
needs.

Data are collected using a systematic point sampling. Sample points are allocated using
the following rules: In natural pine and pine-hardwood stands one point per acre is
allocated up to a maximum of 20 points per stand regardless of stand size. In pine
plantations one point per acre is allocated up to a maximum of 10 plots per stand
regardless of stand size. Samples are taken using fixed 1/100" acre plots, fixed 1/10™
acre plots, and variable radius 10 Basal Area Factor prism plots depending on the data
being collected. Groundcover data is collected using 1/100™ acre plots. Data collected
using 1/10"™ acre plots includes hardwood mid-story condition, longleaf pine
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regeneration density, snag presence, forest type, and pre-merchantability presence.
Overstory data including tree species, diameter at breast height (dbh), total height,
product class, crown vigor, and disease/insect damage is collected using variable radius
10 Basal Area Factor prism plots.

Forest inventory data are used by LMB to develop silvicultural prescriptions. These
recommendations are coordinated with natural resource professionals using an
interdisciplinary team approach. The team is derived of a small group of foresters and
wildlife biologists from Fort Benning’s LMB and CB. The team addresses the military
mission needs, regulatory requirements and Installation and local community forest
ecosystem and natural resource management needs. Final silvicultural
recommendations are made after considering input from the military training mission
and the interdisciplinary team. These recommendations are written into a formal
document that is approved by the LMB Chief or LMB Chief’'s representative. The
silvicultural prescription is forwarded to the USFWS for review and concurrence prior to
implementing timber management activities. NEPA documentation and coordination and
scheduling are completed to minimize interference with training or other land uses.

Pine forest age classes play not only an important role in the recovery of the RCW, but
also forest and training lands sustainability. Due to land use practices prior to the
establishment of Camp Benning in 1918 and land acquisition in 1942, a significant
amount of mature loblolly pine and shortleaf pine occur on Fort Benning. A potential
concern for Fort Benning is if the landscape can support and maintain a sustainable
amount of healthy pine trees over 60 years of age (potential RCW cavity trees).
Unfortunately, the health of loblolly and shortleaf pine stands, particularly on the upland
sites, declines significantly after 50 years of age. The nutrient deficient, eroded soils
prevalent on Fort Benning affect the health and vigor of the loblolly and shortleaf pine.
As a result, these stands have increased mortality as insect and disease occurrence,
i.e. littleleaf disease, bark beetles, etc., increases as tree health and vigor decreases.
Existing loblolly and shortleaf pine stands will be nurtured as long as possible to meet
RCW habitat requirements in the short-term. Eventually, the reestablished longleaf pine
will sustainably support the nesting requirements of the RCW, but until that time the
existing loblolly and shortleaf pine stands will be relied upon to fill this need. These
forest types and age classes will be altered considerably as older loblolly and shortleaf
stands are affected by insect and disease problems and natural senescence, and as
different silvicultural techniques are used to promote the re-establishment of the
longleaf pine ecosystem.

Due to current USFWS endangered species regulations for RCW, challenges exist for
managing the forest landscape, maintaining a sustainable military training landscape,
and accomplishing longleaf ecosystem restoration goals. Of the total Fort Benning RCW
clusters that can be safely and actively managed with timber harvesting and artificial
longleaf pine restoration (306 total), 51% of the RCW clusters are considered suitable
as measured against the USFWS Revised Standard for Managed Stability criteria for
Fort Benning (FBRSMS).
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In deficient RCW clusters, forest management, to include uneven aged management
and longleaf pine restoration, is significantly limited within a %2 mile of the RCW cluster
center (up to 502 acres per cluster). Within a deficient RCW partition, tree diameter limit
harvests are mandatory. No pine trees >10 in. dbh can be harvested regardless of tree
health, pine species, or tree density. According to the USFWS 2003 recovery plan, if a
>10 in. dbh pine tree is harvested in a deficit cluster, the timber harvest action will result
in an incidental take. As Fort Benning continues habitat restoration to convert off-site,
unhealthy loblolly pine for transition to a longleaf pine-dominated forest, forest
management practices will adhere to the USFWS revised Fort Benning Standard for
Managed Stability (SMS) of acceptable basal area range of greater than or equal to 30
ft?/acre for pines >10 inches dbh within all (current and future) active and inactive RCW
cluster ¥2 mile partitions.

5.2.4.2 Timber Marking

Timber marking is conducted with the long-term goal of creating uneven-aged longleaf
pine stands where appropriate. Without always having the longleaf component in place,
however marking is altered accordingly depending on prescription recommendations.
The major goals are to reduce the hardwood component within pine stands and to
reduce the off-site loblolly, shortleaf, and slash pine component in those stands in which
longleaf pine is determined to be better suited to the local environmental conditions.

Timber marking in mature longleaf stands or mixed longleaf/loblolly/shortleaf stands is
completed using the single tree selection method. The objective is to reduce the loblolly
and shortleaf component while favoring the longleaf component, which will promote
natural regeneration of longleaf pine.

Timber marking is conducted in loblolly and shortleaf stands to the extent that when
thinned, longleaf pine seedlings can be planted under a healthy, under-stocked stand so
that the stand will be converted overtime to a stand with a major longleaf pine
component. Where mature longleaf pine is established, thinning is used as a long-term
maintenance tool. Single tree selection is used to remove poor quality, overcrowded,
suppressed, or diseased trees to create the openings required to promote natural
regeneration and also to create an uneven-aged stand structure.

However, timber marking and forest management actions within deficient RCW clusters
are limited to silviculture actions that can only improve foraging habitat within the cluster
by removing pine stems <10 dbh and/or removing hardwood stems, even if forest
stands are overstocked with 10 to 14 in. dbh pine trees or overall tree health is
diminishing. Typically, these allowable silviculture actions remove younger, healthy
trees while leaving older trees with significantly declining and/or poor health. These
requirements and resultant allowable timber harvest promote even aged management
and hinder timber harvests that promote tree health, natural longleaf pine recruitment,
and reforestation to longleaf pine.

If diminishing tree health is a concern within a deficient RCW partition, an allowable
forest management alternative is passive forest management. Natural senescence of
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the overstory and natural succession of the understory will set the timing and be the
determining factor for timber marking and forest management restoration actions such
as mechanical vegetation removal, hand felling, and/or chemical site preparation and
longleaf pine underplanting feasibility and successful establishment. The passive forest
management alternative allows the natural senescence of the overstory pine trees to
reduce the overstory pine basal area to a feasible underplanting density where longleaf
pine underplanting efforts can be successful and adequate stocking of longleaf pine
trees can be successful.

Additionally, silviculture actions that can occur within deficient RCW clusters, such as
harvesting pine stems <10 dbh and/or removing hardwood stems, are typically
accomplished with non-conventional methods in specialty markets due to low volume of
harvest material, logging feasibility, and/or market availability. More often than not,
these silviculture actions can only be accomplished with pre-commercial thinning (hand
crews) and/or herbicide application and can become very expensive. Depending on the
method(s) chosen, fire intensity during wildfires or prescribed burning typically increases
and initially can be stressful or detrimental to the overstory pines due to the increased
amount of available fuel and combustible material left and/or cured within a stand.

Conversely, RCW partitions that meet the FBRSMS, timber marking and forest
management is allowed more flexibility (however, flexibility is still contingent upon >10
in. dbh pine basal are and acres above the FBRSMS minimum requirements). When
RCW partitions meet the FBRSMS, timber marking and forest management can be
geared toward promoting tree health and successfully re-introducing longleaf pine to off-
site pine dominated stands, rather than managing the forest strictly by tree diameter
limits. This type of forest management allows the health of the forest to dictate which
trees will be selected for timber harvest. When forest health warrants removing
overstory pine basal area to feasible underplanting densities, successful re-
establishment of longleaf pine becomes less challenging. Typically, these stands are
still maintained by fire, have not become dominated by hardwoods vegetation, have a
herbaceous understory component, and have not been overseeded with natural pine
regeneration of undesirable species. In RCW partitions that meet the FBRSMS,
conventional timber harvest methods can be used in a stand prior to longleaf
underplanting and much of the natural pine regeneration and hardwood vegetation will
be reduced or eliminated (fuel reduction), which allows for less intense site preparation
burns and decreased stress on the residual pine overstory.

5.24.3 Timber Harvest

Harvesting of standing timber is an integral and active part of the overall forest and
natural resource management program at Fort Benning. The LMB reviews about 32
training compartments annually for proposed forest management actions on stand
improvement needs through silvicultural actions that include herbicide applications for
vegetation control, thinning and conversion of off-site shortleaf pine, slash pine, loblolly
pine and upland hardwood stands to longleaf pine. Additional areas are harvested
through the use of salvage contracts in a continual effort to salvage damaged, diseased,
dying, or insect-infested timber throughout the Installation. These salvage contracts are
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also used for quick response of tree removal needed to support construction, range
maintenance, ITAM, and other miscellaneous projects. Additionally, salvage contracts
are used for other emergency actions, such as in response to storm damage.

LMB personnel will maintain the flexibility to manage accordingly, on a case by case
basis, in response to severity, extent, and location of storm damage and catastrophic
events. All timber salvage operations in response to catastrophic storm events will
adhere to BMPs for Forestry as well as the following general guidelines:

a.) All storm damaged areas will be delineated and reviewed under the normal
NEPA process.

b.) Only standing trees will be marked for salvage with timber marking paint.

c.) Salvage operations occurring outside the 200 foot RCW cluster boundary will
only be salvaged under the guidance/approval of a LMB forester.

d.) Salvage operations occurring within the 200 foot RCW cluster boundary will only
be salvaged under the guidance/approval of a RCW wildlife biologist.

e.) Salvage occurring within the 200 foot RCW cluster boundary during nesting
season (March — July) will be allowed only with the approval of the USFWS and
the oversight of a RCW wildlife biologist present on site during the salvage
operations.

5.24.3.1 Timber Sale and Administration

The LMBLMB manages timber sales with in-house personnel with support from the
Mission and Installation Contracting Command (MICC) and the Directorate of Resource
Management (DRM). Once the Installation makes the timber available, the MICC will
solicit for bids for each timber sale, appraisal of timber under advertisement to establish
the minimum acceptable bid and contract administration will be completed by the LMB.
Contract administration includes timber harvest coordination with Range Operations and
field inspection of harvesting operations once the contract award is complete. The LMB
will also be responsible for the collection of timber receipts and transfers of monies to
the DoD timber account with assistance from the Fort Benning DRM.

52432 Contract Specifications

Contract specifications are written for each individual timber sale based on the
information provided from the LMB to MICC. These specifications include:

« Identification of trees designated for harvest

« Merchantability specifications for each product based on local mill requirements
¢ Residual damage restrictions

e Harvest area boundary identifications

e Restrictions for protected or sensitive areas

e Special requirements for harvesting in areas with listed or otherwise protected
species
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e Soil disturbing restrictions

The method of logging and the type of equipment to be used is also specified in efforts
to best meet the silvicultural goals and special concerns of the Installation including
archeological sites, species of conservation concern, soil sensitivity, and military training
requirements. On average ninety percent of timber sales are marked by LMB forestry
technicians for removal; however, harvest operator selection of trees for removal based
on contract selection criteria has proven effective in the thinning of some fairly uniform
stands of timber. Criteria for operator select harvesting is the same as used for marking
timber sales: longleaf pine will be favored for leave trees, diseased and dying trees will
be removed, and basal area will be left at 30-70 square feet to the acre. Most contracts
are targeted for completion within eighteen (18) months of bid opening. This contract
duration includes the time period from 31 March to 31 July during which time harvesting
is not allowed in certain areas due to nesting activity in RCW clusters. Contract
specifications also mandate the use of Georgia’s Best Management Practices for
Forestry (GFC 2009) that include specifications for road construction, wetland
protection, and erosion control measures. Water quality is a primary concern with all
land disturbing activities and especially when impacting large areas as our timber
harvests do. At no time will timber harvest activities compromise water quality
protection. If specifications over and above that required by state BMPs are determined
to be needed, then more restrictive contract specifications will be implemented.

52.4.3.3 Forest Products

Many forest products are merchandised from the timber removed from the Installation.
These products include pine sawtimber, pine chip-n-saw, pine pulpwood, pine wood
chips, hardwood sawtimber, hardwood pulpwood, and hardwood chips. Firewood is sold
for personal use as a service to both military and civilians. Pine straw is a rapidly
growing market in the Southeast and is a potential income producer. Pine straw sales
have been considered, but other than providing additional income no other benefits to
this practice are apparent. The negative aspects of pine straw raking outweigh the
monetary benefit and have not been pursued for a number of reasons. Pine straw
provides the fuel needed to carry fires during prescribed burning activities, contains
valuable nutrients that are returned to the soil during prescribed burning, helps control
erosion when left in place.

52434 Money Collections and Security Measures

Timber is sold by the unit price (per ton) or lump sum, depending on the nature of the
timber sale and potential complications arising from metal contamination, military
training, insects and disease. Solicitations for bids are sent to prospective buyers and
the timber is sold to the highest bidder. A performance bond is collected from the
successful bidder to help ensure contract compliance. Any penalties due to contract
shortfalls are deducted from the performance bond. At completion of the contract, any
remaining bond money is returned to the purchaser. LMB personnel perform timber
security on the unit price sales through frequent inspections of the haul trucks. They
inspect for proper authorizations including a load specific Government security coupon

Fort Benning INRMP
55



with complete information as to the contract, product, and date/time leaving the woods.
The scales used by the contractor to weigh timber products must be periodically
checked for accuracy by state officials and be state certified. Every load of wood that is
carried to a mill is scaled and a copy of the weight is printed on a ticket. These tickets
are returned along with the Government security coupon to a locked Government drop
box issued to each logging operation. Coupons and tickets are collected regularly by
LMB personnel from the lock boxes to ensure loads of timber have been properly
documented by the purchaser and monies are collected in advance accordingly.

5.2.435 Metal Contamination

Metal contamination from military small arms or artillery fire continues to challenge the
marketing of timber on the Installation. Metal detectors are used in conjunction with
historical range firing maps to screen each timber availability for metal contamination. If
significant contamination is found in a portion of a sale area during the pre-sale
inspection, the affected area is deleted from the sale and advertised under a separate
metal contaminated timber sale advertisement. If metal is encountered after timber has
been sold, the contract is negotiated to eliminate the requirement for harvesting
contaminated trees or the price is offset for the contaminated timber. Only one mill in
the area accepts metal contaminated timber and only at a much reduced stumpage
price of one-third to two-thirds full market value. Other mills have been hesitant to bid on
non-contaminated sales because of unexpected encounters with metal contamination
over the years. Pre-sale investigation procedures, which not only screen for
contamination, but also physically verify the primary source of contamination through
felling trees and chopping out the contaminant, seems to be the most effective proactive
approach to regain customers who have not actively bid on Fort Benning timber in many
years.

5.2.4.3.6 Planned Timber Harvest

The annual timber harvest will be a combination of thinning and regeneration harvest of
approximately 1,000 acres. The timber harvest will be conducted in an average of 26
compartments each year with timber harvest in a total of 129 compartments for this five-
year plan, see Table B.1.3 located in Appendix B.1. The timber harvest will be reviewed
by Fort Benning CB personnel during the timber prescription process. Each forest
management prescription will be approved by the Chiefs of LMB and CB, and then
forwarded to USFWS for concurrence. Next, all program managers will review each
timber harvest through the NEPA process (Form FB 144-R). Once the NEPA process is
complete, then RCW surveys will be conducted to verify no change has occurred since
the USFWS. Each year the total volume of timber harvested will vary. However, LMB
plans the annual volume harvested for this plan to follow the volumes as described in
Table B.1.4 located in Appendix B.1.

5.2.4.3.7 Timber Harvest Inspections

LMB personnel conduct inspections not only to ensure strict adherence to contract
specifications and to correct any logging problems encountered, but also to educate and
train loggers in proper logging technigues. These checks are completed to head off any
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major problems and to keep timber marking technicians updated on problems the
loggers may have with marking techniques. A final inspection is conducted after
completion of the timber harvest to identify any additional damages and to close out the
sale area. If damages or violations are found, the contractor will have to correct the
damage if possible or pay a monetary penalty. Inspections are also conducted to
evaluate whether silvicultural objectives were met.

5.24.4 Reforestation

The overall intent of reforestation on Fort Benning is to re-establish the longleaf pine
ecosystem. Natural regeneration will be used to the maximum extent possible, but
artificial regeneration will be required where a longleaf seed source is not available.

52441 Cone Survey

A longleaf pine cone survey is completed annually in conjunction with the USFS,
Southern Experiment Station in Auburn, Alabama. Selected mature longleaf pine stands
are surveyed each year during the spring. Random trees are checked for numbers of
strobili, conelets, and cones. This information provides an indication of what the
Installation’s longleaf pine seed crop was during the past year, what it will be in the
current year, and what can be expected the following year. This information is useful for
planning purposes to schedule site preparation burns, postpone prescribed burns, and
schedule cone collections.

52442 Tree Planting

Currently, contractors are used for site preparation and tree planting. Contracted site
preparation involves herbicide applications to reduce competition and facilitate the
planting of the seedlings. Tree planting is typically accomplished by hand. Containerized
longleaf pines are planted on all longleaf pine designated areas.

Assessing and scheduling areas for reforestation is done by first considering areas
deficient in RCW foraging habitat. Additionally, non-stocked areas receive a higher
priority over sparsely stocked areas or areas adequately stocked with an off-site tree
species. Reforestation in sparsely stocked areas and areas stocked with off-site tree
species are prioritized based on the location and amount of existing longleaf pine in the
area and the silvicultural operations and timing necessary to appropriately restore
longleaf pine to these sites. Reforestation is consolidated on a region or military training
compartment basis. All areas scheduled for reforestation that are in close proximity to
high priority areas are included in the same annual schedule as the high priority area
when feasible. Grouping areas improves efficiencies by reducing administration, site
preparation, and tree planting costs and, as a result, enables more longleaf pine
reforestation acres annually.

52443 Seedling Survival Checks

Survival surveys of planted pine seedlings are conducted one year and three years after
the seedlings have been planted. The surveys are completed during the dormant
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season when competing vegetation has dropped foliage and the pine seedlings are
more visible. This allows for more accurate and efficient seedling survival surveys.
About 80-90% of natural mortality occurs during the first growing season, which makes
the one-year checks most important. The three-year checks are to ensure the trees are
healthy and have not been damaged by military training activities, fire, or other
detrimental occurrences that may require replanting. After three years the trees are
more visible, further resistant to fire, and free to grow and compete naturally. In longleaf
pine plantations, survival of about 300 to 600 trees per acre on average is acceptable.
Each area is evaluated independently to determine acceptable levels of survival based
on site index, land use, and competing vegetation.

5.245 Insect and Disease Control

The major forest insect and disease problems on the Installation are pine bark beetles
(Dendroctonus spp. and Ips spp.), fusiform rust (caused by a fungus Cronartium
guercuum (Berk.) Miyabe ex shirai f. sp. fusiforme), and littleleaf disease (caused by a
soil fungus Phytophthora cinnamomi). Minor insect and disease problems include
annosus root rot (Fomes annosus), brown spot (Scirrhia acicola), Nantucket pine tip
moth (Rhyacionia frustrana), and pine webworm (Tetralopha robustella).

52451 Southern Pine Beetle

The southern pine beetle (SPB) is by far the most destructive insect because of its quick
kill capability and rapid rate of spread. The SPB is a native bark beetle that periodically
multiplies in vast numbers and is capable of major destructive attacks on stressed
southern pines, mainly loblolly and shortleaf pine. Southern pine beetles are capable of
killing thousands of acres of pine trees in a single year. As a result, their infestations
place RCW foraging and nesting habitat at risk. Epidemic populations normally occur on
a cyclical basis with the only significant outbreak occurring in 2002, consisting of 81
spots that killed 118 acres of pine. 2008 was the only other year with recorded beetle
activity with seven recorded spots destroying one and a half acres. Beetle detection
begins in the spring, as temperatures rise, by LMB forestry technicians who are on the
lookout for signs of beetle infestations (that is groups of fading or red-topped trees,
popcorn shaped pitch tubes on boles of the trees, and sawdust at the tree base) while
conducting normal daily activities. Once reports of spots begin to increase an aerial
detection flight is scheduled through DPTMS. A military helicopter is manned with LMB
forestry technicians who detect and map SPB outbreaks. These outbreaks or spots are
ground checked by the technicians and suppression activities are recommended for
each spot. Aerial reconnaissance is continued monthly until suppression activities have
the epidemic under control.

The primary and most effective method of control is timber removal. Each spot is
flagged (to include all infected trees and a tree-length buffer) using pink “TIMBER
HARVEST BOUNDARY” flagging and is harvested as soon as possible by a
commercial salvage logging operation. On completion of harvesting, LMB personnel
check the spot for suppression to determine if further action is required. Other means of
suppression include 1) push, pile, and burn, 2) cut and leave, and 3) chemical
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applications when trees are non-merchantable or inaccessible. Chemical applications
have only been used on rare occasions in the past, mainly as research projects
managed by University of Georgia Forest Pest Lab personnel. Chemical control is not a
viable option for most southern pine beetle infestations. If there is an unusual southern
pine beetle situation that requires chemical treatment, the chemical will most likely be a
carbaryl, bifenthrin, or permethrin product labeled for southern pine beetle prevention
and/or control (Sevin, Onyx, Astro, Dragnet, Permethrin Pro or Permethrin Plus C). All
chemical treatments will be applied under the supervision of or by a DoD certified
pesticide applicator and in accordance with Fort Benning’s Integrated Pest Management
Plan.

Research indicates that SPB occurrences are directly related to forest conditions and
stand health. Good forest management practices that maintain healthy pine stands are
the most economical and timely means of control.

5245.2 Ips Beetles and Black Turpentine Beetles

Ips beetles (Ips spp.) and black turpentine beetles (Dendroctonus terebrans) are pine
bark beetles, but are less damaging than southern pine beetles because they usually do
not kill large numbers of trees in one spot. Both of these pine bark beetles attack injured
or stressed trees. As stressed and diseased loblolly and shortleaf pine are replaced
with longleaf pine, attacks by these two species should not be a significant factor for
Fort Benning’s forest health.

5.2.45.3 Littleleaf Disease

Littleleaf disease is another major cause of pine mortality on the Installation, but does
not receive as much recognition as the SPB because it provides a slower death, is not
as visible, and is less concentrated. Littleleaf disease, which primarily affects shortleaf
pine, is caused by a soil fungus that restricts fine hair root growth. Littleleaf disease also
affects loblolly pine, but to a lesser extent. It rarely affects pine trees younger than 20
years old and becomes increasingly severe in older stands. A typical tree dies within six
years after becoming infected though some trees may survive up to 15 years. It is also
common for southern pine beetles to attack littleleaf infected trees because these trees
are under stress and susceptible to attack. Littleleaf disease is evident throughout the
Installation and is handled on a case by case basis. The areas where littleleaf disease is
a major problem are reforested as soon as possible with longleaf pine seedlings. In
other areas of the Installation where the fungus is not as prevalent, such as longleaf
pine stands, which are not affected by the fungus, and loblolly stands in higher quality
soil areas, the timber is managed in place as long as possible.

5.245.4 Fusiform Rust

Fusiform rust is caused by a fungus Cronartium quercuum (Berk.) Miyabe ex shirai f. sp.
fusiforme that affects mainly loblolly and slash pine on Fort Benning. The fungus
produces spores that finalize on pine trees creating stem and branch galls that cause
death, breakage, or reduce lumber quality. The fungus does not spread directly from
pine to pine. It has a life cycle that makes use of alternate hosts such as water oak
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(Quercus nigra) and willow oak (Q. phellos). The basidiospores produced on the oak
host during cool, humid weather in the spring are carried by the wind and infect pines
primarily through tender stem tissue. Control of the fungus is accomplished by thinning
diseased trees and reducing oak populations in and around the affected pine stands.
It's best if thinning occurs during the summer months (May through August) because
conditions are less for spore production and germination. If the fungus is evident on
more than 50% of the stems within a stand it is controlled by timber harvest if possible.
The area is reforested with longleaf pine if necessary and where appropriate.

5.2455 Other Insects and Diseases

Other insects and diseases that are found on the Installation are less detrimental.
Damages caused by these insects and diseases are acceptable as a natural process.
Brown spot (caused by Scirrhia acicola) is the main disease affecting longleaf pine. It
can be controlled by prescribed burning at an early tree age. Nantucket pine tip moth
(Rhyacionia frustrana) and pine webworm (Tetralopha robustella) are found mainly in
young loblolly pine plantations. These pests will be less problematic in the future with
the increased reforestation of longleaf pine. Annosus root rot, which is caused by
Heterobasidion annosum Fr. Bref. is found primarily in thinned stands on well-drained,
deep sandy soils. Because of the minimal amount of destruction caused by these
insects and diseases, very little emphasis is placed on their control.

5.2.4.6 Champion Tree Program

Fort Benning’s Champion Tree Program is an informal way of maintaining records of
unigue trees on the Installation while providing a competitive interest among LMB
personnel in the field. Both Alabama and Georgia have champion tree programs, as
well as the organization American Forests (who maintain a National Register of Big
Trees). Fort Benning personnel have maintained an informal list of champion trees
since 1985, but they had never verified or officially measured any of the trees. In 1997
and again in 2010 Fort Benning updated the list and began measuring and documenting
locations of trees discovered. Field personnel record the tree measurements crown
spread (feet), height (feet), and circumference (inches) from large trees discovered on
the Installation. A record of these trees is maintained by the LMB. Trees that exceed
state records are submitted to Georgia or Alabama for verification as State Champions.
All nominations that seem to be eligible will be forwarded by the corresponding state to
the National Register of Big Trees. To date Fort Benning has one Georgia Champion
along with a couple of pending Georgia state submissions. A list of Fort Benning
Champion Trees is provided in Table B.1.5 in Appendix B.1.

5.2.5 Research

As a DoD military installation, research is generally unauthorized for Fort Benning
employees. Monitoring of forest management actions and data collection, however, are
permissible. Other than southern pine beetle trapping, seedling survival checks, kudzu
eradication monitoring, and timber harvest inspection, no other monitoring is done by
LMB. Three other major monitoring requirements such as longleaf pine growth and
yield, long-term forest health and development, and uneven-aged management are on
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hold until a vacant forester position can to be filled to handle the increasing monitoring
requirements. Also, other outside groups, including the Longleaf Alliance, USFS, and
Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP) have received
permission to conduct forest related research on Fort Benning.

5.2.6 Data Management

All natural resources data including GIS data layers, Microsoft Access databases,
Microsoft Excel spreadsheets, and other data formats are stored on a network server
that is managed by the Network Enterprise Center (NEC). The NEC ensures that the
data on the server is available and is backed up on a regular basis. Storing the data on
a network server allows the data to be accessed and shared by EMD personnel for
planning and collaboration purposes. Individual program managers are responsible for
updating their data as required, and security measures are in place to ensure that the
data can only be modified by the appropriate personnel.

5.2.7 Agricultural Outlease

The Land Management Branch is responsible for all agricultural outleases on Fort
Benning. Prime areas identified for an agricultural outlease are open training areas that
have to be maintained on a regular basis, such as landing zones and drop zones.
Maintenance of these areas can be costly to the government, but by outleasing the
areas could be maintained free of charge while also potentially producing revenue. To
date, only one agricultural outlease has been granted on Fort Benning at Lawson Army
Airfield, which consisted of a 600 acre area of Bermuda grass. The outlease proved
impractical due to access restrictions at the airfield and was terminated. There are no
plans at the present time to initiate other outleases anywhere on the Installation.
However, if the agricultural outlease program is reinitiated in the future, the grantee will
be required to adhere to all Federal, State, and Army Regulations, as well as all
provisions and requirements of this INRMP.

5.2.8 Urban Forestry

All urban forestry work done in the cantonment area of Fort Benning has been
completed by the Base Operations (BASOPS) contractor in the Operations and
Maintenance Division of the Directorate of Public Works (DPW). The program mainly
consists of reactive work as a result of storm damage or unhealthy and unsafe tree
conditions. Proactive work to maintain the urban forest in a healthy state by providing
regular maintenance is performed every year at a scale that is directly related to
available funding.

The Army Family Housing, through the Residential Communities Initiative (RCI), has
established a public-private partnership to provide privatized housing to the Soldiers
residing at Fort Benning. The RCI contractor manages the urban forest within the
boundaries of housing areas leased to them. The RCI contractor works with the DPW
Operations and Maintenance Division to properly manage the urban forest resources
under their supervision.

Fort Benning INRMP
61



There are two street tree inventory and management plans. One is for the historical
district of Fort Benning that is utilized primarily by the BASOPS contractor. The other
street tree inventory and management plan is for the leased property RCI contractor
The Cultural Resources Program in the Environmental Programs Management Branch
of EMD manages the historic street tree data. Fort Benning’s LMB provides technical
assistance on urban forestry and tree management issues. Street tree inventories
include information such as species, size, and condition.

5.2.9 Forest Management Administration
529.1 Funding

Funding requirements have increased considerably since the mid-1990s. Forest
management costs have been impacted mainly by a required increase in staffing,
increase in contract services, and the replacement of worn out vehicles to accomplish
the requirements in the BOs. Maintaining a larger staff and newer vehicles has enabled
the program to increase workloads and to conduct forest stand improvements more
rapidly in support of RCW habitat objectives.

Funding to operate the Forest Management Program as a whole comes from a variety
of sources. Sources include Environmental Conservation Funds, Forestry Reimbursable
Funds from timber harvest proceeds, USFS Emergency Pest Suppression Funds, and
DoD Forestry Reserve Account Funds.

During the next five years the operational budget of the forest management program
should remain constant except for annual adjustments for inflation. Staffing is almost up
to the required level identified in BOs. This staffing is also expected to meet the
implementation requirements of the INRMP. Only a few positions remain to be filled and
vehicles are at a high level of operation, as most of the fleet has been replaced over the
past five years. It is expected that reforestation costs will at least remain constant and
possibly decrease as the required number of acres reforested annually decreases. The
estimated annual budget for the Land Management Branch, including personnel and
equipment costs, for FY14 through FY18 is found in Table B.1.6 in Appendix B.1.

5.2.10 Initiatives
Forest management initiatives for the period 2014 through 2018 include:

« Continue ecosystem management approach while following regulatory requirements
for pine stands with emphasis on forest health and passively manage lowland and
bottomland hardwood stands.

« Reestablish the longleaf pine ecosystem by removing off site loblolly pine, shortleaf
pine, slash pine, and upland hardwoods from historical longleaf pine sites.

e Increase under-planting longleaf pine in heavily thinned loblolly and shortleaf pine
stands to establish longleaf pine regeneration in order to support military training
needs, proactively address and improve forest health in an aging forest, satisfy
regulatory requirements of TES, and promote longleaf restoration.
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e Increase the use of fuelwood chip contracts and explore potential clean chip
contracts. Clean chips are used as pulp for making paper.

e Maintain healthy off-site loblolly forests as long as possible before reforesting to
longleaf pine in deficit RCW clusters.

5.3 PRESCRIBED BURNING PROGRAM
5.3.1 Prescribed Burning Program Purpose and Objectives
5.3.1.1 Purpose

Fort Benning’s LMB is responsible for fire detection, fire suppression, prescribed
burning, and firebreak maintenance. This plan focuses on prescribed burning, although
the implementation and accomplishment of this plan depends on the implementation of
firebreak maintenance. Firebreaks provide access for burning operations and serve as
boundaries between burn units. The goals of prescribed burns are to provide an ideal
training environment, to control the hardwood competition and to reduce fuel loads in
order to promote the establishment and promulgation of the longleaf pine ecosystem.

5.3.1.2 Program Objectives

The prescribed burn program is required to burn at least 90,000 acres of pine habitat
every three years as required by the USFWS BOs. The objective is to burn
approximately 30,000 acres per year while minimizing any impacts to the training
mission and air quality. Additionally, the ESMP BO (2002) states that, “if less than
24,000 acres is burned, in each of two consecutive years, Fort Benning shall reinitiate
consultation with the Service”. The updated RCW ESMC in Appendix E1 also contains
this provision. The DPTMS and LMB have worked together to develop, revise and
update the Fort Benning military training area boundaries that are not only conducive
and appropriate for the military training mission needs, but are also conducive and
appropriate for the prescribed burn program. Natural features such as rivers, creeks,
and drains and existing man-made boundaries such as roads, trails, and firebreaks take
advantage of and are utilized for training area and prescribed burn unit boundary
designations. The size of each burn unit considers adequate training area needs and
smoke management requirements. These training areas boundaries are more or less
consistent with the designated burn units. As of August 2010, there are 300 training
areas designated on Fort Benning. Burn units range in size from 200 to 600 acres with
the average at 275 acres. Records indicate that burning is conducted on approximately
50 days per year; including weekends and holidays.

5.3.2 Glossary of Terms for Prescribed Burning Management Activities

There are many terms associated with fire management and prescribed burning. These
definitions were taken from the manuals/books of "A Guide for Prescribed Fire in
Southern Forests", "Georgia's Best Management Practices for Forestry", “Introduction to
Prescribed Fire in Southern Ecosystems”, and "The Dictionary of Forestry" and can be

found in Appendix 12.
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5.3.3 Training and Staffing

Fort Benning’'s LMB staff are the only personnel dedicated primarily to prescribed
burning and wildfire detection and suppression activities. All burning activities are
completed by LMB personnel and with assistance from Fort Benning CB personnel. All
prescribed burners and crew leaders (burn bosses) receive formal training in prescribed
burning. The following coursework is required:

e WILDLAND FIREFIGHTERS COURSE S-130 / S-190 — (prescribed burners
and crew leaders)

e GEORGIA AND ALABAMA FORESTRY COMMISSION PRESCRIBED BURN
MANAGER CERTIFICATION PROGRAM - (crew leaders only)

5.3.4 Burn Rotation

Prescribed fire is used primarily for the benefit of fire-dependent species, plant
communities and ecosystems, but is also beneficial to many other forest communities
and ecosystems that typically require a much longer fire return interval. The prescribed
burn rotation goal is to treat all RCW Habitat Management Units (HMU) with prescribed
fire at least every three years in accordance with the 2007 Management Guidelines for
the Red-cockaded Woodpecker on Army Installations (U. S. Department of the Army
2007b), and where feasible, in a manner that creates a mosaic pattern across the
landscape that benefits and supports seasonal and life history requirements of non-
game and game species. A landscape level approach is used accomplish burn
management goals and mimic natural ecosystem processes. Natural features such as
rivers, creeks, and drains and existing man-made boundaries such as roads, trails, and
firebreaks take advantage of and are utilized for training area and prescribed burn unit
boundary designations and dictate the size of burn units. Additionally, burn return
intervals for each burn unit are dependent on the forest type, forest litter (available fuel),
ground cover vegetation, the extent of hardwood encroachment, and the ability to
control hardwood encroachment. For example, in burn units dominated with mixed
stands of loblolly and shortleaf pine burn intervals of up to three years may be used to
allow for adequate build up of available fuel to carry fire. On the other hand, if the forest
type is predominantly longleaf pine or a mixture of longleaf and loblolly pine the interval
may be decreased to two years because these tree species produce more litter or pine
straw (fine fuel or one-hour time lag fuel) to carry the fire making them more compatible
with a shorter burn rotation. Burn units that are susceptible to an increased occurrence
of wildfires due to the military training mission may be placed on a one or two year fire
return interval for proactive wildfire containment, asset protection, and smoke
management objectives.

5.3.5 Burn Season -- Location and Prioritization of Burn Units

Prescribed burning of the understory is conducted during the dormant and growing
seasons. The primary burn season occurs from mid-December through August, but
prescribed burning can occur year-round dependent upon management objectives.
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Burning is coordinated with LMB and CB program managers. The location of burn units
(Figure 5.3.1) is identified and prioritized based on USFWS requirements to include
factors below:

1. 2007 Army RCW Guidelines (and the priorities therein for RCW HMU's).
2. Fire-related management needs of other listed species.

3. Burn unit (forest stand) management objectives related to the restoration or
maintenance of ecological integrity.

4. Timing of timber marking and soil conservation projects (these should be planned
around the burn schedule).

5. Fire-related management needs of local game species.

Prioritization and the identification of burn units is necessary due to scheduling conflicts
with training, since some compartments are more inaccessible than others. Prioritization
and timing of burns will also depend on long range forecasts. For example, if
climatologists forecast a La Nifia weather pattern it should be the goal to complete all
scheduled burning early in the burning season prior to the development of drought
conditions and a high drought index when burning could have detrimental effects on
management objectives.

Within HMU's the burning priority is given to active RCW clusters. All clusters (active
and inactive) will be kept clear of a dense midstory with the optimal goal of achieving
and maintaining open, park-like stands of upland southern pine species. Other suitable
habitat within HMU's, such as, foraging and replacement stands are maintained by
prescribed burning sufficient enough to control hardwood growth, ground fuel buildup,
and eliminate dense midstory. Prescribed burning is normally the most effective means
of midstory control and is recommended as the best means of maintaining a healthy
ecosystem. The goal is to conduct prescribed burning at least every three years in
forest stands that contain a component of longleaf, loblolly, slash, or shortleaf pine.

Burning is conducted in accordance with applicable Federal, state, and local air quality
laws and regulations. Where midstory control is required, burning is conducted in the
growing season since the full benefits of fire are not achieved from dormant season
burns. Winter burns are used to reduce high fuel loads prior to implementing growing
season burns. The required precautions must be taken to protect cavity trees from fire
damage during burning operations (U. S. Department of the Army, 2007b). Dormant
season burning is used in young plantations to reduce fuel loads (hazard reduction
burning) and in stands requiring the protection of natural or artificial reproduction.
Dormant season burning can also be used periodically in stands where hardwoods are
not a problem and the ground cover consists of grasses and herbaceous vegetation
(maintenance stage).

Site preparation burns are used during the growing season to take advantage of high
ambient temperatures required to burn logging slash and drum-chopped vegetation in
regeneration cuts. Site preparation burns are also used in the late growing season on
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areas treated with herbicides to prepare the sites for tree planting. The purpose of all
site preparation burning is to prepare areas for the planting of pine seedlings. Dormant
season burning is used on relict trillium sites from January to mid-February prior to
emergence of the plant.

Growing season burning for hardwood control and fire-dependent species versus
dormant season burning for game species will require cooperation between the RCW
biologist, TES biologist, and the Game and Sportfish biologist. The key point to consider
in the coordination process is prioritization because it is logistically impossible to treat all
areas with fire during one season, whether it be the dormant or growing season. There
must be a combination of both dormant and growing season burns to accomplish
natural resource management goals.

Prescribed fires promote grasses, legumes, and various annuals that provide insects for
juvenile birds and seeds for adults. Although some nests will be lost to fire during
growing season burns, quail and turkey will re-nest depending on how late it is in
nesting season. This will spread the hatching dates for both species (Stivers 1998).
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Figure 5.3.1 Burn Units
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5.3.6 Burn Area Size

Fort Benning’'s LMB considers the effects of growing season fire on game species, such
as deer, turkey, and quail, only after burning priorities have been met for RCW HMU's
and other TES habitat. The size of burn areas on Fort Benning ranges from 5 acres in
the cantonment areas to 200-600 acres in training areas, with 275 acres being the
average in training areas. The size of the burn areas depends on the location of man-
made and natural firebreaks, such as roads, trails, creeks, and hardwood drains. The
adaptive use of fire based on management objectives and prioritization will result in a
more random method of burning, unlike the current method of a 3 year rigid burn
rotation where the same compartments or areas are burned every 3 years. This method
of burning will provide a mosaic of burned and unburned areas which will maximize
"edge effect” promoting a large and varied wildlife population (Waldrop and Goodrick,
2012).

Actual burn area size is dictated by existing man-made and natural firebreaks. New
firebreaks will not be plowed specifically to limit burn area size or to protect hardwood
drainages and scrub oak communities. It would be logistically impossible to plow this
many firebreaks while adhering to BMPs. In addition, the potential for erosion would be
substantial. Another point to consider when contemplating the use of firebreaks is
damage to the ecotone where TES, such as relict trillium occur. Therefore, the benefits
of reducing burn area size, or excluding a hardwood drain and/or scrub oak community,
would be more than offset by the soil disturbance and damage to the ecotone, as well
as, the costs incurred by plowing firebreaks and correcting the subsequent soil erosion.
On the other hand, firebreaks may be used during fire suppression to protect TES or
unigque ecological areas (UEAS).

The burn pattern that is created on the landscape will be dictated by the prioritization
criteria in Section 5.3.5. In general it will take on a mosaic appearance with a diverse
group of successional stages. Under ideal fire weather and smoke dispersion
conditions, adjacent burn units and compartments may be burned during the dormant
season. In order to accomplish this, smoke management guidelines (Mobley, 1990,
revised 1996, revised by Hanby 2003) for the

Smoke Dispersion Index (SDI) must be very good (61-100) to excellent (>100). The
prescribed weather parameters for wind direction, humidity, surface wind speed, mixing
height, and transport wind speed must be met as well. In addition, adjacent burn units
may be burned on consecutive days if there are only several compartments open for
burning and the weather (primarily wind direction) dictates burning in these
compartments, or, if the compartment is located on the Installation boundary and
requires favorable prevailing winds that occur when a cold front or high pressure system
is present. This will keep the smoke on the Installation and away from populated smoke
sensitive areas located adjacent to the Installation.

In addition, burning may occur in adjacent compartments when an RCW cluster or a
stand with the same forest type exists on both sides of the compartment boundary. This
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will also be the case when there is no existing man-made or natural firebreak on the
compartment boundary and the firebreak is located in the adjacent compartment.

5.3.7 Coordination with Natural Resource Management Personnel

Three months prior to the start of the burn season, Fort Benning’s LMB begins the
coordination process for the upcoming fiscal year's prescribed burns. Coordination
takes place with the following LMB and CB personnel: RCW biologist (cluster locations,
hardwood control locations, RCW database, GPS cavity map; TES biologist (location of
threatened and endangered species and timing of burns [season]); LMB forester
(locations of marked timber and timber harvest operations); reforestation technician; soil
conservationist (location of watershed restoration projects); fish and wildlife team leader
(location and protection of wildlife openings, such as sawtooth oaks).

In addition to post burn evaluations by forestry technicians, the RCW technicians will
conduct monitoring in RCW clusters for hardwood encroachment. Fort Benning’s LMB
will provide information on such things as a bumper longleaf pine seed crop and the
timing of a seed bed preparation burn. This information will help prioritize the timing of
prescribed burning with respect to winter, spring, and summer. For example, if a
bumper seed crop is anticipated, LMB would conduct a summer burn prior to seed fall in
October. This removes the litter layer and exposes the mineral soil which facilitates
germination of longleaf pine seeds.

In order to prioritize burning the following information will be necessary from the
following program areas during the coordination process:

1. Red-cockaded Woodpecker - Those burn units managed under the 2007 Army
guidelines in the order of HMU components specified in the guidelines, location of
clusters on photos and photo copies, RCW listing, and GIS map showing cavity tree
location and status. (Note: clusters within the same burn unit need to be scheduled
for burning at the same time to eliminate plowing of firebreaks).

2. Threatened and Endangered Species - Those burn units containing other TES that
may have conflicting responses to burning that favors the RCW (such as relict
trillium, woody goldenrod, pickering’s morning glory, and bald eagle), location of
species on aerial photo and orthophoto, and specific months to burn these sites.

3. Forest Management - The overall stand management (restoration/maintenance)
objectives related to ecological integrity and the location of timber
harvesting/marking areas.

4. Soil Conservation - Location of watershed restoration projects and approximate
month these areas will be stabilized (must plan and schedule these projects around
burning schedule).
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5. Fish and Game Management - Specific game species needs, location of sawtooth
oak and other wildlife plots where fire must be excluded, and specific month these
areas will be secured by disking.

5.3.8 General Procedure and Policy

The Fort Benning Prescribed Burning Operational Plan provides the day-to-day
procedural guidance for the implementation of the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP)
in Appendix B.2.1. The SOP will be adhered to by all LMB/CB staff participating in
prescribed burning activities to ensure that quality burning is accomplished and that
personnel conduct burning in a safe and efficient manner.

Fire is applied by ground crews using drip torches or all terrain vehicle (ATV) operators
using burn units mounted on ATV’s. The crew leader designates the burn area, firing
technique, ignition/firing pattern, and the sequence of line firing. Burn units are defined
by existing roads, fire breaks, drains, creeks and other man-made and natural features.
Construction of new firebreaks is required where there are no artificial or natural
firebreaks between burn units. This situation is the exception which minimizes the
potential for erosion. When firebreaks are required erosion control practices are used in
accordance with Georgia's BMP's for forestry. Back, flank, head, strip-head and/or spot
fires are applied in a variety of sequences, according to burn objectives, topography,
forest type, stand condition class, fuel loads (1 to 4 years) and fire weather conditions
(Waldrop and Goodrick, 2012).

5.3.9 Planning and Documentation

Photographic documentation is made of the effects of fire on the vertical arrangement of
understory hardwoods. A 1:25,000 scale burn map is maintained annually to show
burned areas, areas to be burned, and the spatial relationship between burn areas.
Prior to the burning season a prioritized list of compartments is compiled based on the
management objectives and criteria in Section 5.3.5. Prescribed burns that occur in
RCW clusters will be entered in the RCW database. Each prescribed burn is digitized
on the GIS system. A detailed table and summary is prepared annually summarizing all
prescribed burning for the fiscal year. Refer to Appendix B.2.2 for documents and forms
discussed in this section that will be completed and filed on each burn.

The burn plan contains all information related to the burn unit (physical characteristics,
TES , wildlife areas, and burn location), personnel, weather parameters, assets to
protect, hazards, location of firebreaks, Keetch-Byram Drought Index (KBDI), SDI,
ozone forecast, and evaluation of the burn appears on this form.

The KBDI is used as an indicator of drought conditions and soil moisture or the potential
for 1000+ hour time lag fuels to ignite and smolder causing smoke problems. The KBDI
is utilized to avoid burning during drought conditions when delayed mortality and smoke
may be a problem, especially during July and August. The KBDI is considered in any
decision to suspend burning during severe drought. The daily KBDI can be obtained
from the GFC or the Fort Benning LMB weather station. KBDI values are updated daily.
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The Burn Plan Form also shows the preferred weather parameters to follow prior to
conducting a prescribed burn. It is essential to follow these parameters in order to meet
management objectives. The weather parameters as they appear on the Burn Form are
as follows:

Preferred

SFC Wind / Direction  6-18 MPH

Air Temperature (40-70 Winter, 60-85 Spring, 75-95 Summer)
Relative Humidity 20-60%

Fuel Moisture 1 HR.= 6.5-15%

Days Since Rain 1-10DAYS

Transport Wind >9 MPH

Mixing Height > 1650 FT

KBDI <500

On the day of the scheduled burn the burn boss ensures that all of the appropriate
individuals, units, and agencies are contacted prior to proceeding with the burn. The list
is given to the lead forester for review. It is then given to LMB chief and the LMB
dispatcher. LMB sends a burn notification email each morning before a prescribed
burn. The email contains the training compartment locations of the burn, wind direction,
projected smoke impacts, and a map displaying the general location of the burn on Fort
Benning. This email is sent to various units/agencies on Fort Benning, local county and
city governments, and each state’s forestry commission. The GFC and AFC are also
notified by phone each morning of the burn to make sure they are aware of that day’s
prescribed burning activities.

Before proceeding with the scheduled burn the fire weather forecast is obtained from
the GFC. The fire weather forecast is reviewed for preferred weather parameters,
drought index, SDI, fog potential, and ozone levels. The burn boss ensures that basic
fire weather components are measured and recorded during the peak fire weather for
the day (between 1200-1400 hours). Measurements are taken with a belt weather kit
and recorded on the fire weather information form.

The prescribed burning unit map shows the location of the prescribed burn area and all
assets within to include RCW tree locations, phone boxes, buildings, utility poles,
cemeteries, railroad tracks, longleaf pine plantations, sawtooth oak plantings, etc. This
map shows the location of each cavity tree within the RCW cluster, facilitating the
location and protection of each cavity tree during the burning process.

The smoke management screening form is used in conjunction with the smoke
screening impact map, identifies the smoke impact distance and smoke sensitive areas
within 5 to 10 chains, downwind, and down drainage of the burn area. The smoke
impact distance is based on the SDI, size of burn, and firing technique. The smoke
screening impact map shows smoke sensitive areas, smoke impact areas, and smoke
impact distances for different smoke dispersion indices and wind directions. An example
is in Appendix B.2.2.
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Fort Benning complies with the Alabama and Georgia Smoke Management Plans. The
smoke management plan’s purposes are to implement the EPA’s policy to minimize the
public health and environmental impacts of smoke intrusion into populated areas from
fires that are managed to benefit resources of the environment. LMB also reports
prescribed burning events on an annual basis with ADCNR and GAEPD and case by
case for exceptional events such as wildfires.

5.3.10 Post-Burn Evaluation and Monitoring

Forestry technicians conduct an initial evaluation of burn results within 24 hours of the
prescribed burn. The findings of this evaluation are documented on the Burn Plan Form
in Appendix B.2.2. This evaluation includes a determination of the amount/extent of
crown scorch, adverse smoke problems, spotting problems, action taken, fire behavior,
mop up required, objectives met, and erosion potential.

5.4 WILDFIRE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
5.4.1 Wildfire Management Program Objective

The purpose of this plan is to provide guidance and direction in the prevention,
detection and suppression of wildfires occurring on the woodlands and ranges of the
Fort Benning Military Installation while managing for the sustainability and ecological
integrity of the Installation’s natural resources. Wildfires are fires that occur which are
not planned or intentionally set to achieve a desired goal/objective. Fire suppression is
necessary to protect lives, property, and natural resources from wildfires that occur on
Fort Benning lands. Fire suppression is also necessary to contain and control wildfires
within Fort Benning’s boundaries, protecting adjacent lands and assets.

5.4.2 History

Wildfires, whether started by natural causes (lightning strikes) or training exercises
(ordnance induced), have been an integral part of Fort Benning’s history and have
helped shape the current ecosystem and landscape. The current prescribed burning
rotation of 3 years (implemented in FY95) has significantly reduced the threat of
wildfires and reduced their occurrences and severity. Figure 5.4.1 depicts this
significant trend.

During the 1930's observation towers were erected and manned by range guards to
observe training exercises and detect wildfires. During the 1950’s the primary emphasis
of Fort Benning’s Natural Resources Management Branch, later known as LMB, was
fire suppression. The staff consisted of 2 foresters and 3 fire control personnel. The staff
later grew in size to include 8 technicians. Crews suppressed approximately 300-500
fires a year. Prescribed burning began in the mid-1950’s, with some areas being burned
annually and others being burned on a three-year rotation.

Early suppression equipment consisted of hand tools, backpack pumps, 55 gallon water
drums mounted on 4x4 trucks, and a weapons carrier (large jeep) mounted with a
homemade plow. Wheeled tractors were later used with fireplows mounted on 3 point
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hitches. The mobility and accessibility of these plows was limited. These tractor—plow
units were replaced by JD-350 crawler tractors with fireplow attachments.

5.4.3 Staffing

The current workforce in Fort Benning’s LMB consists of 17 personnel, with 12 assigned
in a primary wildfire suppression role and serving in an “on call” status. Each member of
LMB is the primary responder to a fire, with duties including initial size-up, assessment,
method of attack, and suppression technique. Wildfire detection is the responsibility of
the dispatcher. In the absence of the dispatcher, members of LMB rotate in performing
dispatcher duties. Members of the Fort Benning’s CB provide assistance on an as
needed basis, with six personnel serving with “on call” status.

The Fort Benning Fire Department has additional resources that can be called upon.
The fire department provides support in suppressing fires that occur on roads and
highways. Support is also provided on woodland fires located in the cantonment areas
and grass or woodland fires located on ranges.

According to MCoE Reg. No. 350-19 Chapter 5-21 Range and Terrain Regulations, all
military personnel present at the fire scene will be available for assistance in the
suppression of that wildfire. Military personnel should begin initial suppression activities
on training fires that occur in their area of operation. Frequently, military units suppress
training fires prior to the arrival of LMB personnel.
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3 Figure 5.4.1. Summary of prescribed burn acres and the frequency of wildfires from FY1985 - FY2012.
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5.4.4 Equipment

A variety of equipment is required to efficiently detect and suppress wildfires. New
technology should be tested and proven as needed to ensure that wildfires are
suppressed efficiently and safely.

544.1 Fire Detection Equipment

There are currently two fire towers that are available for fire detection. The primary
tower is located in the Natural Resources motor pool located at First Division Road and
Highway 27/280. This tower is equipped with an Osborne Fire Finder (alidade) and a
1:50,000 map of Fort Benning. A contractual agreement exists between DPW/LMB and
the GFC on the manning of the GFC Chattahoochee Tower. Fires are located in
cooperation with the GFC fire tower using the triangulation method. A map showing the
location of the fire towers is located in Figure 5.4.2.

5.4.4.2. Fire Suppression Equipment

The primary fire suppression unit consists of a crawler tractor with 6-way blade and
tiltbed truck. The current fleet consists of 3 tiltbed trucks and 4 crawler tractors.
Additional vehicles available for fire suppression include the following: 4 - 4x4 brush
trucks with water pump (300 Gallons), 11 - 4x4 pickups, 3 - 140H motor graders, 1 - D-6
crawler tractor, 1 D-7 crawler tractor and 1 — 10 T tractor with a 35 T trailer.

5.4.5 General Procedures and Policy

Wildfire management includes locating wildfires from fire towers, coordinating fire
suppression activities, and dispatching personnel and equipment to the fire scene. The
fire suppression function is synonymous with fire fighting and includes containing,
controlling, and mopping up wildfires. Fire suppression is accomplished through the
combined efforts of vigilant fire detection and rapid response of a well-equipped fire-
fighting team. A detailed Standard Operating Procedure for wildfire detection and
suppression activities is included in Appendix B3.

5451 Fire Danger Rating

Wildfires occur in direct correlation with the fire danger rating and the intensity and type
of military training. The fire danger rating is computed from weather conditions, such as
humidity, wind speed, and rainfall. The fire danger rating consists of 5 categories with
category 1 being low and category 5 being extreme fire weather. The fire danger rating
table can be found in the MCoE Regulation 350-19.

The fire danger rating is used to plan manning activities for detection and suppression.
The Fire Danger Rating is calculated at 1300 hours EST because this is when peak fire
weather occurs. On class 1, 2, and 3 days normal operations such as prescribed
burning, trail maintenance, and equipment maintenance can be conducted. On class 4
and 5 days all LMB personnel are on alert for fire suppression activities. Normal
operations may cease at lunch time and a stand-by crew is designated for the
afternoon. The dispatcher will ensure that MCoE regulation 350-19, Chapter 5-21
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Range and Terrain Regulations is followed concerning the proper notification and
coordination of the Fire Danger Rating with Range Control Division. Notification will
occur when the fire danger rating reaches a category 4 or 5. Range Control will then
notify units in the field to suspend the use of pyrotechnics/incendiary devices.

545.2 Fire Detection

Early detection is essential for the safe and effective suppression of wildfires. Manning
of the fire tower will be based on the Fire Danger Rating. On Class 1 and 2 days, spot
checks from the main fire tower will be performed for the detection of wildfires. On Class
3, 4, and 5 days the main tower is manned from 1200 to 1600 hours during the week.
On class 3 days the tower is manned on weekends as needed. On class 4 and 5 days
the GFC mans the Chattahoochee fire
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Figure 5.4.2 Smoke Sensitive Areas and Fire Towers
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tower on weekends and holidays from 1200 to 1600 hours as required by the
contractual agreement. If wildfire occurrences are extremely high, LMB personnel will
also man the main fire tower on weekends and holidays. If manpower is a problem, spot
checks can be performed from these towers, instead of manning them. The dispatcher
maintains communications with Fort Benning LMB personnel, range control, and the
GFC. The fire detection log located in the main tower is completed each time the tower
is manned, and the time and location of all detected smokes are recorded in the log
book. The dispatcher will follow the Fire Tower SOP.

5.45.3 Wildfire Safety

First and foremost, all fires will be fought SAFELY. The ten Standard Firefighting Orders
are to be followed:

1. Keep informed on fire weather conditions and forecast.

2. Know what your fire is doing at all times.

3. Base all actions on current and expected behavior of fire.

4. Have escape routes for everyone and make them known.

5. Post lookouts when there is possible danger.

6. Be alert, keep calm, think clearly, act decisively.

7. Maintain prompt communication with your crew, your boss, and adjoining

forces.
8. Give clear instructions and be sure they are understood.
9. Maintain control of your personnel at all times.

10. Fight fire aggressively, but provide for safety first.

All equipment is inspected thoroughly on a weekly basis, and daily for operational
readiness. Any defects are addressed immediately. Equipment is fixed promptly or
dead-lined. All personnel involved in fire suppression duties receive formal and informal
training in basic wildland firefighting. During duty hours, all Fort Benning LMB personnel
are prepared to respond to any wildfire.

Fort Benning has the following additional safety requirements not associated with
normal fire suppression activities:

Duds: Unexploded ordnance (UXO) may be found across the Installation, and even
outside of designated dud / impact areas. If duds are encountered they are marked and
reported to Range Control and the Explosive Ordnance Disposal Company (EOD). EOD
personnel will confirm the status of the dud and take appropriate action.

Dudded, Restricted Access, and Down Range Areas: Wildfires in dudded impact and
restricted access areas will be allowed to burn, but are monitored and contained within
the firebreaks or the existing roads that surround them. Wildfires that threaten troops on
the firing line, equipment, and range buildings are suppressed. Permanent firebreaks
are maintained to prevent fires from burning out of the impact and range areas and
encroaching on range firing positions. Before entering a range area to suppress a
wildfire, approval is obtained from range control. Personnel must wait for range control
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to put units on check fire before entering. Personnel must notify range control after
suppressing the fire and clearing the range so firing may resume. Fires occurring in the
A-20 impact area have their own set of procedures, due to the terms and conditions
stated in the MCoE BO. Refer to the A-20 Wildfire Suppression Plan and the A-20
Wildfire SOP located in the RCW ESMC (Appendix E1), when fires are located in this
area.

Barricades and Obstructions: Many different devices are used by the military to slow
and impede the movement of the simulated enemy: concertina wire, barbed wire, pits,
and wooden or steel barricades. Crews should be aware of these obstacles and reduce
speed accordingly.

5454 Fire Roster

Twelve members of Fort Benning’s LMB serve in an "On Call" status on the fire roster.
Perrsonnel from Fort Benning’s CB, who have met training requirements and are willing
to volunteer, are also placed on the fire roster. The purpose of this roster is to provide
manning for fire suppression after regular duty hours, weekends, and holidays.
Individuals who are “On Call” may be contacted at any time during this period by cellular
phone. Cellular phones are provided to allow mobility. However, "On Call" personnel
must respond within 45 minutes. Rosters are updated every four months and distributed
to all organizations needing to communicate and coordinate wildfire information (LMB
and CB personnel, Range Control, Military Police, Fire Department, E-911 and the
GFC).

5.455 Initial Attack and Size-Up

All wildfires are checked on the ground after detection. Upon initial attack, the fire boss
ensures the fire is fought safely and efficiently. The fire boss is responsible for all
decisions made with respect to the fire, including whether to suppress it or let it burn.
The fire boss decides where to attack, method of attack, equipment needed, additional
resources needed, personnel that need to be notified, and mop-up action. The fire boss
is also responsible for all paperwork required for the fire. During duty hours all LMB
personnel are in a state of readiness.

54551 Let Burn

A "Let Burn" policy will be followed when practical. "Let Burn" means fires are allowed to
burn if no assets, personnel, RCW’s, or smoke sensitive areas will be jeopardized by
the fire. Smoke sensitive areas are highways, cantonment areas, populated areas,
creek or railroad crossings on roads, hospitals, schools, etc. During the period from late
August through October, delayed mortality must be considered prior to letting a fire
burn, especially in and around RCW clusters. Delayed tree mortality can be directly
correlated to the KBDI. Caution must be exercised when the KBDI exceeds 500. Fire
intensity must also be considered. For example, if a fire is burning intensely
(torching/crowning out) with the potential to damage the resource it should be
suppressed. This policy will protect the resource and allow wildfires to burn naturally
determining the characteristics of the ecosystem, landscape, and ecotones.
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5.45.6 Areas of Special Consideration

RCW clusters, sensitive areas (gopher tortoises, and archeological sites), streamside
management zones, and gullies, are treated with caution when firebreaks are installed.
The goal is to avoid putting firebreaks in these areas. However, if firebreaks are
required, NPDES and Forestry BMPs are utilized to minimize damage and erosion. All
firebreaks will be installed using Georgia's Best Management Practices for Forestry.

5457 RCW Clusters

Due to the sensitive nature of RCW clusters, additional fire suppression activities are
needed. When a wildfire jeopardizes an RCW cluster, an RCW technician is notified,
when available, to assess the threat and to prevent damage to that cluster.

5.4.5.8 Mop-Up

Mop-up is the action taken after the fire has been suppressed. Mop-up is conducted to
prevent the fire from spreading or spotting across firebreaks or control lines. It is also
done to reduce smoke hazards in or near smoke sensitive areas. Ordinarily, mop-up
consists of two actions: (1) patrolling control lines and extinguishing those fuels with the
potential to spot over a control line, and, (2) minimizing the residual smoke hazard
resulting from the smoldering process. The following techniques will be used in the
MOp-up process:

Start mop-up as soon as line construction and burnout are complete.

Mop-up perimeter and entire area if accessible on small fires.

Mop-up perimeter on large fires.

Fell all burning snags or green trees (chainsaw or dozer) which could result in

spotting across control lines.

Patrol control lines looking for a spot over.

e Consider the potential for problems from green trees (hollow or cankers), snags,
rotten logs, stumps, vines and fuel concentrations (slash piles and log decks)
adjacent to control lines.

e Use dozers and pumper trucks in conjunction with hand tools if possible.

e In cases where access is limited due to rough terrain dozers will be utilized to cover

stumps with dirt to stop the smoldering process and minimize smoke.

5459 Fire Prevention

The major cause of wildfires at Fort Benning are incendiary training devices. Fire
prevention consists of suspending the use of these devices during fire danger ratings 4
and 5. When a class 4 or 5 rating is reached, the dispatcher notifies range control, who
in turn notifies training units to suspend the use of incendiary devices in accordance
with MCoE Regulation 350-19 Chapter 5-21. In addition, each unit has a designated fire
marshal to coordinate suppression activities when a training fire occurs. In all cases
units are responsible for attempting to suppress fires caused by training activities.
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5.4.5.10 Cantonment and Urban Interface Areas

Fires in these areas require special attention and awareness. Due to the close proximity
of people and property to the Installation boundary extra care must be taken to ensure
that the threats of fire and smoke hazards are minimized. The Fort Benning Fire
Department is notified for firefighting assistance in cantonment or range areas. All
wildfires in cantonment areas are suppressed to protect life, property, and to reduce
smoke hazards with respect to health and motorist visibility. If a smoke hazard is
anticipated in the cantonment area or on a highway, smoke signs with flashing lights are
posted to alert motorists. If a wildfire threatens areas off the Installation or already has
crossed the boundary, the Columbus Fire Department and/or the GFC are notified,
depending on the location of the fire. Smoke-sensitive areas are illustrated in Figure
5.4.2.

5.4.5.11 Dangerous Areas and Conditions

Fighting wildfires is inherently hazardous and safety must be exercised in all actions.
Steep slopes, gullies, wetlands, and darkness magnify the hazards of fighting wildfires.
For this reason, whenever possible, all fires will be suppressed with a minimum of a
two-person crew. All fires will be assessed before any attack is initiated. Extra caution
iS necessary to prevent the roll-over of dozers. Scouting the terrain and adjusting
equipment speed reduces the threat of a roll-over hazard. In addition, steep terrain
affects the fire’s behavior, increasing the fire's rate of spread and intensity. For this
reason fire crews must exercise caution and communicate when working uphill from a
fire because it may be necessary to evacuate the area at a moment’s notice.

Wetlands and bogs are also found throughout Fort Benning’s landscape. Scouting the
area for wetland characteristics such as, vegetation and black organic top soil, and
using sound judgment lessens the risk of equipment becoming bogged down or stuck.
Fighting fires at night is also hazardous due to reduced visibility. Limited visibility
compounds firefighting efforts making steep slopes, gullies, wetlands, and obstacles
(concertina wire, foxholes, bunkers, etc.) difficult to see. Extreme caution must be
exercised when fighting fires in the dark. Proper equipment lighting, communications,
scouting, and judgment are required to fight fires safely at night. Lights on equipment,
especially dozers, must be checked for operability prior to leaving the motor pool at
night.

5.4.5.12 Safe Operation of Equipment, Transports, and Dozers

Operation of equipment and vehicles represents the greatest threat for accidents and
injury. All vehicles and equipment are thoroughly inspected daily prior to operation.
Knowledge, experience, and training are necessary for the proper operation of
equipment and vehicles. Prior to operating equipment and vehicles personnel must be
properly tested and licensed. A class “B” commercial driver's license is required to
operate equipment transport trucks. A class “A” commercial driver’s license is required
to operate the tractor trailer/low-boy.

Fort Benning INRMP
81



5.45.13 Documentation

The Fire Boss will ensure fire cards are thoroughly and properly completed for all
wildfires. Figure B.3.1 in Appendix B3 illustrates the information required for wildfire
responses. The acreage for all wildfires will be estimated or walked with a GPS unit
when necessary. All wildfires will be digitized in GIS and stored in a wildfire shapefile
created for each fiscal year. This file will serve as the wildfire summary database and is
updated after receipt of fire cards. The military police are notified when a wildfire results
in property damage. Forestry personnel will meet with military police at the scene of the
fire in order to complete a police report. In addition, when any assets are burned the
Chief of EMD will be notified.

5.5 THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND AT-RISK SPECIES

There are 97 plants and animals on Fort Benning considered species of conservation
concern. Of these 97 species, three are listed under the Federal ESA, two are
candidate species under the ESA, and 17 are State protected.

5.5.1 Goal

The goal of this plan is to protect and preserve Federally protected, and at-risk species
on Fort Benning in an ecosystem context. This is accomplished by developing
management plans, defining threats, evaluating impacts of projects, and monitoring
species’ status. Overall goals differ by species. Recovery of RCW and relict trillium
populations on Fort Benning have been deemed critical to the recovery of these
species. The bald eagle is Federally protected under the Eagle Protection Act, and
management for this species primarily involves habitat protection and nest monitoring.
The Federally endangered wood stork is a transient species on Fort Benning, occurring
during post-breeding dispersal. The American alligator is listed as threatened due to its
similarity of appearance to other crocodilians. State-listed species and species at risk are
managed through protection and management of the habitat in which they exist. Species
at risk are species classified as candidate species under the ESA and/or critically imperiled
or imperiled on a global scale. Listing of any of these species pursuant to the ESA could
have a significant impact on the military mission of one or many Army installations.

The primary objective is to move towards an integrated management strategy based on
ecosystem management. Develop safeguards to ensure that management prescriptions
meant to favor one species do not adversely affect other species of conservation
concern or disrupt the ecological integrity of natural communities. For bald eagles, Fort
Benning will manage where possible to increase habitat suitable for bald eagles by
managing forest stands within 1.5 kilometers of the Chattahoochee River to create large
dominant pine trees for nesting. Monitoring of nest site to determine nesting
season/period and bird use of the area will also continue. Wood stork management will
focus on increasing habitat suitability where possible for wood storks. Relict trillium
management will focus on monitoring and protection of current locations.
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5.5.2 Policy and Guidance

The ESA of 1973 is the predominant Federal statute governing the TES Program. Other
Federal laws/regulations that relate to the TES Program include:

(1) 32 CFR Parts 650.1-650.13 applies to all Army properties, leases, and activities
supported by Army funds. In general, these rules mandate compliance with Federal law
and prescribe cooperation with state environmental authorities.

(2) National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 requires all Federal agencies to
consider the environmental impact of proposed Federal undertakings, including any
adverse impacts on threatened and endangered species.

(3) Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act requires protection of bald and
golden eagles.

(4) The Sikes Act, Public Law 99-561, Title 16, U.S. Code (USC) 670a—670f (as
amended through 2011) requires installations to manage natural resources and to develop
and implement, in cooperation with the USFWS and the state(s), an INRMP that provides
for sustained multiple use and public access provided such access does not conflict with
military land use, security requirements, safety, or ecosystem needs.

(5) The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980, Public Law 96-366, Title 16 USC
2901 et seq., promotes state programs for the purpose of conserving, restoring, or
otherwise benefiting nongame fish and wildlife, their habitats, and their uses.

Army regulations that apply include AR 200-1 (Environmental Protection and
Enhancement, 13 December 2007), which states: “the goal of the Army is to ensure that
their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat
of such species.” AR 200-1 implements within the Army the requirements of the ESA. The
regulation requires Endangered Species Management Components (ESMCs) for listed
and proposed species and critical habitat, a 100 percent inventory of suitable habitat for
listed and proposed species that may occur on the installation, and an initial thorough
inventory of plants, fish, wildlife, and habitats on installation lands.

5.5.3 Program Activities

Table 5.5.1 lists all of the threatened, endangered, and state protected species based on
their current status. Other species of conservation concern that are known to occur on Fort
Benning are included in Appendix A2, Table A.2.1.

Brief summaries of the Federally protected species found at Fort Benning are provided
in this section. For additional information on management of these Federally protected
species, refer to the ESMCs of this INRMP in Appendix E.
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5531 American Alligator

Current Species Status: The American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis) is listed as
threatened by the USFWS due to its similarity of appearance to other crocodilians. From a
range-wide perspective, the alligator is presently considered to be biologically secure and
is no longer protected under the ESA.

Habitat Requirements and Limiting Factors: Alligators prefer river systems, canals, lakes,
swamps, bayous, and coastal marshes. Fort Benning is on the northern limit of the range
for the American alligator, and there is a small, but stable population that can be found in
most of the larger ponds on the Installation as well as the backwater areas of the
Chattahoochee River around the River Bend area up to Uchee Creek.

Management Objectives: Management will be for the protection and enhancement of
existing populations and their habitat on the Installation.

Conservation Goals: The conservation goal will be to maintain the existing populations
found on Fort Benning and continue to monitor the population.

5.5.3.2 Bald Eagle

Current Species Status: The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is protected under
the Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Two nesting pairs are known to occur
on Fort Benning. The two nesting pairs are located in Training Compartments E-1 and
AA-04. The southern population of the bald eagle nests primarily in the estuarine areas
of the Atlantic and Gulf coasts from New Jersey to Texas and the lower Mississippi
Valley. The southern population of the bald eagle can be found throughout the lower 48
states as migrating or over-wintering birds. The species is vulnerable to several
activities on the Installation: low flying aircraft, timber harvest, human disturbance, and
military training.

Habitat Requirements and Limiting Factors: Bald eagles prefer forested areas adjacent
to large bodies of water, such as lakes, rivers, and reservoirs. Limiting factors include
habitat destruction and degradation, environmental contaminants, and illegal shooting.

Management Objectives: Management will be for the protection and enhancement of
existing populations on the Installation and expansion into unoccupied suitable habitat.

Conservation Goals: The goal will be to maintain at least the current level of nesting and
foraging habitat through forest management and habitat protection and to increase the
number of nesting pairs to two with each nest producing at least one fledgling.
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Table 5.5.1 Threatened, Endangered, and State Protected Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME ComMMON NAME STATUS | STATE OCCURRENCE
FEDERALLY PROTECTED SPECIES

HALIAEETUS LEUCOCEPHALUS BALD EAGLE FP GEORGIA
MYCTERIA AMERICANA WOOD STORK E ALABAMA/GEORGIA
PICOIDES BOREALIS RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER E GEORGIA
ALLIGATOR MISSISSIPPIENSIS AMERICAN ALLIGATOR T (S/IA) | ALABAMA/GEORGIA
TRILLIUM RELIQUUM RELICT TRILLIUM E GEORGIA

ARABIS GEORGIANA GEORGIA ROCKCRESS C ALABAMA/GEORGIA
GOPHERUS POLYPHEMUS GOPHER TORTOISE C ALABAMA/GEORGIA
STATE LISTED SPECIES

COLUMBINA PASSERINA GROUND DOVE SP ALABAMA/GEORGIA
CYPRINELLA CALLITAENIA BLUESTRIPE SHINER T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
GEOMYS PINETIS SOUTHEASTERN POCKET GOPHER | SP ALABAMA/GEORGIA
GRAPTYMYS BARBOURI BARBOUR’S MAP TURTLE T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
MACROCLEMYS TEMMINCKII ALLIGATOR SNAPPING TURTLE T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
ARABIS GEORGIANA GEORGIA ROCKCRESS T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
CROOMIA PAUCIFLORA CROOMIA T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
MYRIOPHYLLUM LAXUM LAX WATER-MILFOIL T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
NESTRONIA UMBELLULA INDIAN OLIVE T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
SARRACENIA RUBRA SWEET PITCHERPLANT T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
STYLISMA PICKERINGII PICKERINGII PICKERING'S MORNING-GLORY T ALABAMA/GEORGIA
MYOTIS AUSTRORIPARIUS SOUTHEASTERN MYOTIS SP ALABAMA/GEORGIA
PITUOPHIS MELANOLEUCUS MUGITUS | FLORIDA PINE SNAKE SP ALABAMA/GEORGIA
HETERODON SIMUS SOUTHERN HOGNOSE SNAKE SP ALABAMA/GEORGIA
BRICKELLIA CORDIFOLIA FLYR’S NEMESIS T GEORGIA
Sarracenia psittacina PARROT PITCHERPLANT T GEORGIA

1

SP ifit is protected under state regulations)

Legend: E =Endangered; T = Threatened; FP = Federally Protected; S/A = Due to Similar Appearance; SP = State Protected; C =
Candidate for Federal Protection (Alabama no longer lists species as threatened or endangered. The state designates a species as
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5.5.3.3 Red-Cockaded Woodpecker

Current Species Status: Currently, there are 367 manageable RCW clusters at Fort
Benning, 357 are active with 332 potential breeding groups and 10 are inactive as of
2013 breeding season data (Figure 5.5.1). To date, no RCW populations are known to
occur outside of the immediate Installation boundary, although one active cluster is
located on property belonging to the City of Columbus due to the land swap between
Fort Benning and the City of Columbus in 2002. The nearest managed RCW population
on public land is the Hitchiti Experimental Forest/Piedmont National Wildlife
Refuge/Oconee National Forest population approximately 90 miles east-northeast of
Columbus and is considered a secondary core population according to the 2003
Recovery Plan.

Habitat Requirements and Limiting Factors: According to the 2003 RCW Recovery
Plan, it takes 30 years of growth for pine seedlings to mature to a point that they are
considered suitable foraging habitat for RCWSs; 60+ years before they are considered
suitable nesting habitat. The primary limiting factor for the RCW is availability of suitable
cavity trees.  Encroachment of hardwoods due to the exclusion of fire has also
degraded RCW habitat. Management tools such as the installation of artificial cavities,
prescribed burning, and mechanical/chemical control of nesting and foraging habitat are
necessary for the continued expansion and existence of the RCW.

Management Objectives: Management will be for the protection and enhancement of
the existing RCW population on the Installation and expansion into unoccupied suitable
and potentially suitable habitat consistent with training mission requirements and
requirements of the ESA/Recovery Plan.

Conservation Goals: The RCW management goal is to recover the Fort Benning RCW
population and eliminate conflicts with the training mission by eliminating the need for
training restrictions.

The Installation’s Recovery Goal is 351 potential breeding groups (PBG). This is the
number of groups that will be necessary to have a recovered population according to
the USFWS 2003 RCW Recovery Plan. Current data suggests that in order for Fort
Benning to reach this goal, it will be necessary to have at least 386 cluster sites on the
Installation. This recovery goal is derived from and can potentially adjust according to
the past five years of breeding season and cluster inspection data. Although the
population goal is 386 clusters, the habitat at Fort Benning can potentially support 410
clusters. Creating additional clusters will satisfy the difference. Recruitment clusters will
be created via installation of boxes or drilled cavities. Additionally, naturally occurring
budded and pioneered clusters will also be designated as recruitment clusters (DA
2007b). Recruitment clusters will either be Protected Clusters (PC) (marked with
boundary signs) or Unprotected Clusters (UC) (no boundary signs). UCs will not be
subject to training restrictions, so they should not adversely affect the training mission.
These clusters will be located in areas where mission-related impacts should prevent
the installation of a PC with restrictions. Existing natural clusters can also be either
protected (PC) or unprotected (UC).
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Figure 5.5.1 Active Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Clusters
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55.34 Relict Trillium

Current Species Status: Relict trillium (Trillium reliquum Freeman) is listed as endangered
by the USFWS. Five relict trillium sites are known to occur on Fort Benning. The species
occurs primarily in undisturbed moist hardwood forests in limited portions of Alabama,
Georgia, and South Carolina. The 1994 USFWS BO states the Fort Benning populations
may comprise a significant portion of the protected populations and are essential for the
recovery of the species. The species is vulnerable to several activities on the Installation
such as fire and timber harvesting and is threatened by feral swine and invasive plants—
Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) and kudzu (Pueraria lobata).

Habitat Requirements and Limiting Factors: The species is typically found in mature,
undisturbed hardwood stands. The major limiting factor is the availability of suitable
habitat.

Management Objectives: Management will be for the protection and enhancement of
existing populations on the Installation.

Conservation Goals: The conservation goal is to maintain the existing populations found
on Fort Benning and to continue surveying for new populations.

5535 Wood Stork

Current Species Status: The wood stork (Mycteria americana) is listed as endangered
by the USFWS. Wood storks are a transient species on Fort Benning, occurring during
their post-breeding dispersal. Wood storks breed in Florida, Georgia, Alabama, and
South Carolina. The biggest influence on wood storks present on Fort Benning is the
water level manipulations conducted by USACE on the Chattahoochee River. These
water level manipulations influence the availability of forage fish for the wood stork to
feed upon. The major threat on the Installation is the degradation of wetland habitat,
resulting in the loss of foraging areas.

Habitat Requirements and Limiting Factors: Wood storks use a variety of freshwater
and estuarine wetlands for nesting, feeding, and roosting. Limiting factors include loss
of feeding habitat, water level manipulations affecting drainage, predation and/or nest
tree regeneration, and human disturbance.

Management Objectives: Management will be for the protection and enhancement of
existing populations on the Installation.

Conservation Goals: The conservation goal is to maintain an after-breeding transient
population and the necessary wetland foraging habitat.
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5.5.3.6 Georgia Rockcress

Current Species Status: Arabis georgiana (Georgia rockcress) is state listed as
threatened, but is a candidate for Federal listing. The Georgia rockcress is a short-lived
perennial herb in the family Brassicaceae [Cruciferae] known extant from less than 25
total populations/sites in Georgia and Alabama. The species is known to occur along
the banks of the Chattahoochee River within the boundaries of the Installation. These
areas are dominated by relatively undisturbed hardwood corridors. All known
populations of Georgia rockcress on the Installation occur where the forests give way to
the steep banks of the river. The areas where Georgia rockcress occurs on the
Installation have little training potential for the military and conflicts with training have
not been an issue in the past. Current management efforts on the Installation for
Georgia rockcress consists of habitat protection and periodic monitoring of the known
populations. The species is vulnerable to several activities on the Installation such as fire
and timber harvesting and is threatened by feral swine and invasive plants—Japanese
honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) and kudzu (Pueraria lobata).

Habitat Requirements and Limiting Factors: It is known to occur on rocky (limestone,
shale, granite-gneiss) bluffs and slopes along watercourses, and also along sandy,
eroding riverbanks hardwood stands. The major limiting factor is the availability of
suitable habitat.

Management Objectives: Management will be for the protection and enhancement of
existing populations on the Installation.

Conservation Goals: The conservation goal is to maintain the existing populations found
on Fort Benning.

5.5.3.7 Gopher Tortoise

Current Species Status: The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is Federally listed
as threatened in Louisiana, Mississippi, and west of the Tombigbee and Mobile Rivers
in Alabama. It is listed as a candidate species by the USFWS in the remainder of its
range. It is also listed as threatened by the state of Georgia. Gopher tortoises are a
resident species of Fort Benning. They occur in the sandhill communities throughout
most of the Installation. The largest concentrations of gopher tortoises are in the
northeastern portion of the Installation. In 1998-1999 the USFWS surveyed the
Installation for the presence of gopher tortoise burrows. They located over 8200
burrows on Fort Benning. Many of these burrows will used by many species of
vertebrates and invertebrates, which greatly benefit from the gophers tortoise’s
burrowing nature. The biggest military influence impacting gopher tortoise habitat on
Fort Benning is heavy mechanized training. Gopher tortoises rely on dry sandy sites to
dig their burrows and for foraging habitat. These sites are also ideally suited for heavy
mechanized training.
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Habitat Requirements and Limiting Factors: It is commonly associated on sandy soils
with a pine overstory and an open understory with a grass and forb groundcover and
sunny areas for nesting (Landers 1980). There are many factors, which are limiting the
gopher tortoise, but the most significant threat is the loss of habitat due to intensive land
use.

Management Objectives: Management will be for the protection and enhancement of
existing populations on the Installation.

Conservation Goals: The conservation goal is to maintain the existing populations found
on Fort Benning.

5.5.3.8 Shinyrayed Pocketbook

Current Species Status: In 1989 the USFWS recognized L. subangulata as a
candidate for endangered or threatened status. Williams and Butler (1994) considered
the shinyrayed pocketbook to be a species of special concern in Florida. In 1994 the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) proposed that L. subangulata have
endangered status and in 1998 it was officially listed as an endangered species
(USFWS 1994,1998). Historical records show that L. subangulata was once common in
the main channel of the Flint and Chipola rivers, however it has not been collected from
the main channel of the Apalachicola River. Brim-Box and Williams reported L.
subangulata were found not only in tributaries of the Flint River but in tributaries of the
Chattahoochee River in Georgia and Alabama. Live specimens of L. subangulata have
been found in the Sawhatchee Creek which is a Chattahoochee tributary. Lampsilis
subangulata was also found in the main channel of the Flint River near its headwaters,
and at 4 sites in the main channel Chipola River (Brim Box and Williams 2000). There
are currently no known populations on Fort Benning. The USFWS has however
determined that all of Uchee Creek is considered to be critical habitat for the species.

Habitat Requirements and Limiting Factors: Lampsilis subangulata was reported from
medium-sized creeks and rivers in clean and silty sand substrates in slow-to-moderate
current (Williams and Butler 1994). Similarly, Heard (1979) found that in Florida
populations of L. subangulata were found in muddy sand and sand in slight-to-moderate
current. Clench and Turner (1956) reported that L. subangulata preferred small creeks
and spring fed rivers. Lampsilis subangulata is unique because it is one of 4 mussels
that produce a superconglutinate (a packet of larvae encased in a mucous tube) which
is used to attract fish hosts (O'Brien et al. 1995, O'Brien 1997). Hosts fish include
largemouth bass, Micropterus salmoides, and the spotted bass, M. punctatus (O'Brien
1995).

Management Objectives: Management will be for the protection and enhancement of
existing habitat on the installation. Due to the designation of Uchee Creek as critical
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habitat for shinyrayed pocketbook, Fort Benning will evaluate the potential impacts of any
actions that might affect the quality and integrity of the creek prior to taking said action
within the watershed.

Conservation Goals: The conservation goal is to maintain or improve the habitat quality
within that portion of Uchee Creek that resides on Fort Benning by avoiding or mitigating
adverse impacts of any action within the watershed that could have effects on the quality
of habitat within Uchee Creek.

5.5.4 Initiatives
5541 American Alligator

The major steps needed to satisfy management tasks and achieve conservation
objectives are:

1.  Protection of current and potentially suitable alligator habitat.
2. Annual spotlight survey to determine population levels.
3. Increase public awareness of species and its potential threats.

5.5.4.2 Bald Eagle

The major steps needed to satisfy management tasks and achieve conservation
objectives are:

1. Protection of the two current bald eagle nests and any future ones through buffer zone
closures and restrictions.

2. Restrict hunting, training, prescribed burning and other activities in portions of
Training Compartments in and around the nest trees from December 1 to May 31.

3. Restrict low level aircraft from around nest to at least 1000 feet above highest object
or 1000 feet horizontal distance.

4. Manage selected clumps of trees within 1.5 km from Chattahoochee River to create
dominant pine trees and to promote large tree growth through selective cutting.

5. Monitor nesting activities for information on productivity, human disturbance, and
nesting season timing.

5543 Red-Cockaded Woodpecker
The major steps needed to satisfy management tasks and achieve conservation

objectives are:

1. Manage forest ecosystems to improve RCW habitat using commercial thinning cuts,
hardwood control, conservation and regeneration of longleaf pine, and other
ecosystem management practices that will benefit the RCW.
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Conduct prescribed burns on intervals of one to three years, with burns normally
conducted during the growing season.

Use management techniques such as translocation and augmentation to increase
the RCW population.

Enhance existing RCW clusters by provisioning artificial cavities in cavity-limited
sites.

Create recruitment clusters/improve existing inactive clusters to promote population
growth after forest habitat has been assessed and remediated if necessary to
ensure sustainability of the habitat for the future cluster.

Protect all clusters from damage or disturbance by education, boundary marking,
and inspections.

Maintain and improve environmental awareness of all personnel at Fort Benning,
with respect to protection and habitat management goals of the RCW.

Monitor RCW population status and make necessary adjustments.

Conduct habitat improvements in protected and unprotected clusters to provide
suitable recruitment sites in the future only after appropriate coordination with the

military training mission and after assessment with Fort Benning’s LMB on forest
health and longleaf pine restoration needs.

554.4 Relict Trillium

The major steps needed to satisfy management tasks and achieve conservation
objectives are:

1.
2.

5.

Complete fencing of populations that are subject to damage from feral swine.

Monitor the encroachment of Japanese honeysuckle and kudzu, and initiate control
efforts if needed.

Continue to monitor the present populations while developing and implementing
additional monitoring methods.

Protect populations from man-made disturbances such as construction, timber
harvesting, prescribed burning and wildfires during the venerable stages of plant
development.

Continue to survey for new populations.

5545 Wood Stork

The major steps needed to satisfy management tasks and achieve conservation
objectives are:

1.

Conduct annual surveys of potential foraging and roosting areas for wood storks to
estimate population and identify habitats used by wood storks.
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2. Monitor activities in known wood stork areas and limit any activity that would harm
wood stork habitat.

3. Increase public awareness.

4. Conduct a preliminary assessment of sites suitable for water control that could be
used for wood stork foraging areas will be made.

5.5.4.6 Georgia Rockcress

The major steps needed to satisfy management tasks and achieve conservation
objectives are:

1 Protection of current and potentially suitable habitat.

2 Periodic survey to determine population trends.

3. Monitor current sites for disturbance and threats due to invasive species.
3 Increase public awareness of species and its potential threats.

5.5.4.7 Gopher Tortoise

The major steps needed to satisfy management tasks and achieve conservation
objectives are:

1.  Protection of current and potentially suitable habitat.
2.  Surveys every 3-5 years to determine population densities and stability.
3. Increase public awareness of species and its potential threats.

5.5.4.8 Shinyrayed Pocketbook

The major steps needed to satisfy management tasks and achieve conservation
objectives are:

1. Evaluate all actions within the watershed within Fort Benning for potential
impacts to the habitat.

2. Monitor the encroachment of invasive species and consider control efforts if
needed.

3. Minimize impacts to Uchee Creek from man-made disturbances such as

timber harvesting, military training, and construction.

5.6 GAME AND SPORT FISH PROGRAM

Fort Benning possesses a wide diversity of wildlife habitat and correspondingly abundant
populations of many game and sport fish species including white-tailed deer (Odocoileus
virginianus), wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), and
channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus). These and many other species provide significant outdoor
recreational value in the form of hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing. Management of these
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species is important to meet user demands and includes ensuring adequate enforcement of the
hunting and fishing regulations, providing reasonable opportunities to hunt and fish,
manipulating habitat, conducting censuses and surveys of game and sport fish populations,
setting regulations, and controlling populations of selected species when needed. Table B.4.1
provides a list of game species known to occur on Fort Benning, and can be found in Appendix
B4.

Laws and regulations direct the management of game and sport fish species because, in
addition to their importance in providing outdoor recreational opportunities, these species also
are components of the native biodiversity of the area. Feral swine (Sus scrofa) are not
considered game species on Fort Benning. Feral swine are discussed in more detail in the Pest
Management Operational Plan located in Section 5.7. They are mentioned in this operational
plan because many hunters target them. Therefore, feral swine are included in the MCoE 200-3
(Hunting Regulation) to make it legal to hunt them on Fort Benning and to provide a hunting
season for them. Feral swine are not a protected species under state or Federal law.

5.6.1 Game and Sport Fish Plan Goal

The goal of the Game and Sport Fish Program is to facilitate quality management of game and
sport fish populations through effective management of habitat and resources consistent with
mission requirements and sound biological principles to provide high quality recreational
opportunities for Soldiers, Civilians, Family Members, and their guests, and the public when
feasible. The program provides guidance and direction to ensure management goals and
objectives are met. It addresses the biological aspects of game and sport fish management and
other Conservation Branch administrative responsibilities associated with the use of 21X funds.
These funds are derived from the sale of Installation hunting and fishing permits.

Some aspects of outdoor recreation, particularly hunting and fishing are the responsibility of the
Program. The Program works collaboratively with The Directorate of Family, Morale, Welfare
and Recreation (DFMWR) Outdoor Recreation Division and DPTMS to facilitate those
opportunities.

This operational plan includes a brief overview of applicable laws and regulations, a review of
the management goals and objectives and a description of some outdoor recreational
objectives. The plan provides a description of the game and sport fish assets (wildlife openings,
fishing ponds, and equipment), a brief description of ongoing activities, a schedule of activities
for Fiscal Year 2014-2018, a list of future initiatives, and a five-year budget forecast.

The Game and Sport Fish Program manages game species, including sport fish, in a manner
consistent with Fort Benning’s ecosystem approach. The associated objectives include:

1. Develop and implement a game and sport fish program of appropriate scope and
scale such that recreational opportunities are provided consistent with training
mission requirements, listed species recovery, and the ecological integrity of the
landscape.
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2. Utilize scientifically based, modern game management practices, to the extent
practicable, to be compatible with an ecosystem-based approach.

3. Identify habitat requirements for selected game species. Develop an ecosystem-
based strategy to maintain, protect, and enhance these habitats.

4. Develop and implement management plans to achieve population objectives for
selected game.

5. Monitor the population status of game species by selecting those species that are
sensitive to management actions and that can act as indicators of ecological
change.

6. Coordinate inventory, monitoring, management and research efforts. Share data
results from such efforts with appropriate Federal and state natural resources
agencies.

With the additional population on Post from the Armor School relocation to Fort Benning
and other BRAC growth, program management has to be flexible and innovative to
continue supporting recreational use for the community.

5.6.2 Policy and Guidance

The Sikes Act of 1960 authorizes the Secretary of Defense to carry out a program for
the development, maintenance, and coordination of, wildlife, fish, and game
conservation and restoration. AR 200-1 (Environmental Protection and Enhancement,
13 December 2007) states that management of flora and fauna be consistent with
accepted scientific principles for conservation of indigenous species and provide access
for hunting, fishing and trapping consistent with security requirements and safety
concerns. It goes on to add that nongame as well as game species will be considered
when planning land management activities.

5.6.3 Public Access

The Sikes Act states, "to the extent appropriate and applicable, the installation shall
provide for sustainable use by the public of natural resources to the extent that the use
is not inconsistent with the needs of fish and wildlife resources and is subject to
requirements necessary to ensure safety and military security."

Due to safety and security concerns, Fort Benning limits access for hunting and fishing
inside the boundaries of the Installation, except on navigable waters of the
Chattahoochee River, to authorized personnel only. While unrestricted use by the
general public is prohibited, Fort Benning does allow non-affiliated civilians of the
general public to purchase temporary permits, of varying duration, to hunt and fish on
the Installation as a guest hunter. Guest hunters must be sponsored and supervised by
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an authorized participant as required in MCoE Regulation 200-3. The list of authorized
participants includes:

United States Armed Forces active duty personnel

United States Armed Forces retired personnel

Veterans having a service connected disability of not less than 30 percent

Medal of Honor recipients

Department of Defense Civilian Employees working full-time or equivalent status.

Retired Department of Defense Civilian Employees

Federal Civilian Employees working full-time or equivalent status on Fort Benning

Retired Federal Civilian Employees who were employed at Fort Benning immediately
prior to retirement

e National Guardsmen and Reservists who are on active status regardless of where they

are assigned

e Surviving spouses of military personnel who possess a valid dependent ID card

¢ Foreign military personnel assigned to Fort Benning

o Primary dependents of all listed above. A primary dependent is defined as a lawful

spouse or an unmarried child (including step children) who is less than 21 years old or

those individuals less than 23 years old who are enrolled in a full-time course of
education above high school level which receive over half of their support from the

sponsor, and any child, regardless of age, living as a dependent due to disability.

Fort Benning is an area of exclusive Federal jurisdiction and public activities are
regulated and limited. Safety is of paramount importance and while the safety of all
hunters is a primary concern, nonaffiliated civilian hunters are relatively un-initiated with
respect to military-specific safety concerns and are at greater risk. The Fort Benning
landscape has numerous safety hazards including heavy track and wheeled vehicle
movement including extensive night maneuvers, unmarked training compartments,
insufficiently marked dud areas, deep erosion gullies, abandoned wells, abandoned
concertina wire from military training, numerous wildfires and prescribed fires, and a
road network that is often washed out and sometimes impassible.

Additionally, Fort Benning has four different live fire range complexes. With multiple
TRADOC, FORSCOM, and SOCOM elements stationed at Benning live fire training far
surpasses other installations. In FY12 over 38 million rounds were discharged which
accounted for 10 million more rounds than Fort Campbell, the next highest installation.
Generally speaking, Fort Benning discharges more than double the amount of
ammunition expended on other installations.

There are 8 dud areas ranging in size from 5 acres to 10,000 acres. Most of these areas
lack adequate signage along their boundaries. At least two soldiers and one young boy
have been killed due to the handling of duds on Fort Benning. Explosive Ordnance
Detachment regularly detonates duds outside dud areas due to rounds landing outside
of the dud area or from historical usage.
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Security is another concern. Classified training exercises conducted by SOCOM
elements require strict security. Some of the equipment being used at different range
complexes and training sites is security sensitive. As a result, limiting access to the
Installation becomes increasingly important. There is sensitive and expensive
equipment at many range sites. Due to its large size and remote locations, Fort Benning
is susceptible to vandalism and theft.

Other constraints include increased training requirements and operational tempo,
diminished resources to support and enforce an expansion of the hunting and fishing
program, discipline limitations when dealing with nonaffiliated civilians, and liability. Fort
Benning has experienced four lawsuits involving nonaffiliated civilians having serious
automobile accidents who blamed military training as the cause of all accidents.

Other forms of outdoor recreation that Fort Benning offers include hiking on the River
Walk, boating at Uchee Creek Recreation Area, and biking and hiking along roadsides.
The River Walk is open to anyone who wishes to use it. For a nominal fee, the public
can put boats in at the boat landing at Uchee Creek to obtain access to the
Chattahoochee River. Additionally, Fort Benning is working collaboratively with GADNR
and TNC to facilitate establishment of a Wildlife Management Area on 10,800 acres of
previously purchased ACUB lands.

5.6.4 Program Activities

The game and sport fish program has been in existence for over 50 years and has
undergone many changes. It peaked in the late 1960s and 1970s when there were
hundreds of planted wildlife openings totaling thousands of acres, 14 managed fish
ponds (with eight receiving intensive management), an active Rod and Gun Club with
skeet ranges, restaurant, and tackle shop, and gun dog field trails. Today, in
comparison, the scope remains relatively large with the program serving over 4000
hunters and fishermen annually.

5.6.4.1 Integration with an Ecosystem-Based Approach to Management

Under an ecosystem approach, game populations are managed consistent with and to
the benefit of listed and nongame species and native plant communities. In this regard,
the Game and Sport Fish Program has been scaled down from an enormous logistical
effort that managed thousands of acres directly for increased game populations to a
relatively small program that no longer has a primary focus of managing game
populations to maximize carrying capacity. Although increased game populations are
not the goal of ecosystem management, populations of game species including wild
turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) bobwhite quail (Colinus virginianus), Eastern cottontail
rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus), and fox squirrel (Sciurus niger) may expand with
continued thinning, prescribed fire, and longleaf establishment. However, those
potential expansions will be directly tied to management unit size and distribution,
particularly as it pertains to prescribed burning. Ecosystem-based management
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activities which have been incorporated into the Game and Sport Fish Program are
discussed below.

5.6.4.2 Wildlife Opening Planting

While wildlife openings are managed with a primary emphasis on game species they
also provide valuable habitat for Neotropical migrants, small mammals and insects.
Wildlife opening plantings consist primarily of fall plantings of wheat (Triticum aestivum),
crimson clover (Trifolium incarnatum), and oats (Avena sativa) and summer plantings of
browntop millet (Urochloa ramosa) and grain sorghum (Sorghum bicolor). The major
focus of the fall plantings is to attract deer and wild turkey to these openings. The
summer plantings in dove fields focus on attracting mourning doves from September
through December. Additionally, current management focuses on ensuring dove fields
provide attraction for multiple species year round by establishing strips of winter grains
as well. Currently, 55 wildlife openings are available for planting that range in sizes for a
total of approximately 114 acres of plantable land. A total of nine dove fields are
available for planting that range in size from approximately 5 to 419 acres for a total of
approximately 119 acres. Three dove fields are in Alabama, whereas the rest are in
Georgia. A list of all wildlife openings, their location, size, and other information are
contained in Table B.4.2 in Appendix B.4.

A target of permanent wildlife opening acreage has been set at 300 acres. Although this
represents about 10 percent of historical planted acreage, it is a reasonable goal for the
current manpower and budget situation and fits in with the ecosystem approach.
Several management techniques have been incorporated to further integrate game
management with an ecosystem approach; including leaving field buffers of native
vegetation, using no-till planting methods whenever feasible to minimize ground
disturbance, and incorporating wildlife plantings into areas that are designated for
specific purposes such as a power line rights-of-way or landing zones (multi-purpose
areas). A list of plant species approved for planting in wildlife openings is provided in
Table B.4.3 in the Appendix B.4. Adherence to this list will help to prevent the
introduction of invasive species. Future site selection criteria for wildlife opening
development will include:
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e hunter requests,

e evaluation of currently disturbed areas such as a power line right-of-way
(multipurpose area) before clearing an undisturbed area,

e selection of low ground sites before high ground sites,

e avoiding Unique Ecological Areas,

e evaluating threatened and endangered species requirements,
e evaluating ecological integrity requirements,

e logistics of maintaining the site, soil type, slope, and whether the site is a
strategic location for the desired species.

The Geographic Information System will be a valuable tool in evaluating sites for
wildlife openings because it will be able to display many data layers (soils,
topography, location of threatened and endangered species) in a short time period
to aid decision making.

5.6.4.3 Fish Pond Management

There are 14 named fish ponds that range in size from one acre to 72 acres, for a total
manageable acreage of 253 acres. Seven of the 14 ponds receive active management.
Management of the fish ponds includes a variety of activities that fall into four categories.
These activities are:

Pond management: The Fish and Wildlife Section of Fort Benning’'s CB has
responsibility for stocking fish, liming, fertilizing, and pond balance checks by shocking
and seine hauls, and aquatic weed control.

Support facilites: The DFMWR, Community Recreation Division (CRD) has
responsibility for outdoor recreational support facilities and structures such as picnic
tables, grills, fishing piers, boat landings, and docks at Kings, Weems, Twilight and
Russ Pool.

Grounds maintenance: Mowing the open grassy areas around the ponds, especially
those designated as outdoor recreation areas, improves accessibility and occurs as
needed throughout the year. Fort Benning’'s LMB and CB personnel sometimes burn
the open areas to help control the vegetation.

Dam and water control structure: Repair and maintenance activities required on dam
and water control structures are reported to DPW, and are performed by contract or
in-house personnel. Periodically, water control structures are obstructed by beaver
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activity, which is reported to the Chief of Conservation Branch. Beaver dams will be
removed when there is a potential for damage to personnel or property.

A list of ponds, their location, size, and other information is contained in Table B.4.4
Appendix B.4.

5.6.4.4 Forest Management and Burn Plan Review

All forest management prescriptions and prescribed burn plans will be reviewed to ensure
that game interests are considered in the planning process. Wildlife openings will be
annotated on maps and may be used as logging decks. However, all openings utilized for
logging decks will be cleared of logging slash once the harvest operation is complete so
regular planting efforts can continue unabated.

5.6.45 Deer Check Station Operation

Hunters are required to bring all harvested deer to the deer check station on dates of
mandatory deer checks as prescribed in MCoE 200-3. Generally, the opening weekend of
the season is a required weekend in both Georgia and Alabama. Typically four check
stations are managed where deer are weighed, sexed, aged, and various antler
measurements are taken. This information is compared to previous years’ to determine
trends in physical condition and ultimately drive management strategies.

5.6.4.6 Census and Surveys

Various census and survey methods provide a means of determining trends in game and
sport fish populations such as white-tailed deer, wild turkey, bobwhite quail, and
largemouth bass. For terrestrial species, deer track counts, turkey poult counts, quail poult
counts, and quail call counts may be conducted. In addition, reported deer and turkey
harvest numbers are reviewed for total harvest and other information. For aquatic species,
shocking, creel surveys, and seine hauls are or will be conducted. A survey of personnel
who hunt and fish will be conducted every three years to help assess whether the Game
and Sport Fish Program is meeting customer needs.

5.6.4.7 Hunting and Fishing Regulation Development

Annual revision of the MCoE Regulation 200-3 (Hunting, Fishing and Recreation) is the
primary responsibility of the Conservation Branch. MCoE Regulation 200-3 is a Fort
Benning-specific document that covers responsibilities, access, permits, fees, hunter call-
in/call-out procedures, season dates and bag limits and penalties for various violations.
While some policies found in MCoE Regulation 200-3 may be more restrictive than state
law, all are based on and in accordance with the laws of Georgia and Alabama
respectively. The goal is to publish MCoE Regulation 200-3 by 15 August each year.
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5.6.4.8 Commanding General's Natural Resources Advisory Council

The objective of the Commanding General's Natural Resources Advisory Council (Council)
is to keep the Commanding General advised on the scope and character of hunting,
fishing, and other natural resource issues on Fort Benning. The Council also provides
input to DPW pertaining to the updating and rewriting of the Hunting and Fishing
Regulations. Fort Benning’'s CB is responsible for setting the date, time, and place of the
meetings after obtaining approval from the Council President, and provides technical
expertise on wildlife management and on interpretation of hunting and fishing regulations.

5.6.5 Administration
5.6.5.1 Funding

The Game and Sport Fish Program is funded from the sale of hunting and fishing permit
fees. Army Policy Guidance for Fish and Wildlife Conservation Fund, 21X5095 (8 January
2002) and DFAS-IN Regulation 37-1 (June 2004) define how fees are collected and
accounted for. The Sikes Act stipulates that such fees can be used only at the installation
from which collected for the protection, conservation, and management of fish and wildlife,
including habitat restoration and improvement, biologist staff and support costs and related
activities, as stipulated in the Fish and Wildlife Cooperative Plan and INRMP. The funds
cannot be used for construction of outdoor recreational structures such as fishing piers. No
more than 10 percent of the annual 21X collections can be used for administration of the
hunting and fishing permit sales. 21X5095 funds roll over at the end of each fiscal year if
not spent.

Hunting and fishing permit fees generate approximately $90,000 annually. This annual
revenue is sufficient to support current management efforts. A five-year budget projection,
which only includes expenses from the 21X5095 account, by major expenditure is
provided in Table B.4.5 located in Appendix B.4.

5.65.2 Personnel

Hunting and fishing permit sales are conducted by DFMWR CRD, which also provides
viewing of the hunter safety film, and sells hunting and fishing equipment. Management of
the automated telephone hunter control and game harvest reporting system (TELTRACK)
is facilitated by DFMWR, Support Management Division. Fort Benning’s CB manages the
fish ponds, plants the wildlife openings, operates the deer check station, conducts census
and surveys, develops the hunting and fishing regulations, and provides support to the
Commanding General's Natural Resources Advisory Council.

Enforcement of the Installation hunting and fishing regulations as well as enforcement of
state and Federal natural resources laws is the responsibility of the Directorate of
Emergency Services (DES), Conservation Law Enforcement Division. The game wardens
are DoD civilians, although active duty military police personnel are often detailed to
provide support.
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The manpower situation of the Game and Sportfish Program is less than optimal and
remains in a state of uncertainty as contract support is required to facilitate adequate
management of the program. One full-time Natural Resources Specialist with
responsibilities beyond Game and Sport Fish management, one DA Civilian technician
and one contractor technician are available to conduct program management. Currently
there are sufficient rollover funds available in the 21X5095 account to fund the contractor
technician position through March 2014 without required management activities suffering.
Ideally, a Wildlife Biologist and two permanent Wildlife Technicians would operate the
program. It is unlikely that such staffing levels could occur in the near future given funding
constraints and manpower hiring ceilings. Current staffing is reasonable but not secure.
For planning purposes, one more full-time Game and Sport Fish Technician is projected to
be hired in the future. When funding contract support is no longer a viable option and if a
second full time technician cannot be hired, additional work requirements will have to be
supported by other Fort Benning CB technicians or volunteers.

5.6.5.3 Equipment

Fort Benning has sufficient equipment available for management at this time including
tractors, farming implements, boats, boat trailers, boat motors, GSA fleet trucks and other
miscellaneous equipment to support the Game and Sport Fish Program. Most of the major
items of equipment are in relatively good working order. Several farm implements are
being considered for turn-in because they are seldom used while others may need to be
replaced in the coming years.

5.6.6 Initiatives

A five-year summary of game and sport fish management and administrative activities is
provided in Appendix B4. Activities that typically occur on a cyclic, sporadic, or one-time
basis are identified in Table B.4.6. Activities that typically occur at least once every year
such as fertilizing fish ponds, working the deer check station, and planting fall openings
are identified in Table B.4.7.

Some activities that are currently occurring but continue to expand and other new activities
planned for the future include the following:

» Outdoor Recreation Brochure: This brochure will probably be a joint venture between
DFMWR, CRD, Outdoor Recreation and Fort Benning’'s CB. It will showcase the
hunting and fishing program and also include information on Uchee Creek
Campground, Kings Pond Recreation Area, the River Walk, and other outdoor
recreational opportunities.

» Collaboration with National Conservation Organizations: Organizations such as The
Quality Deer Management Association, Ducks Unlimited, National Wild Turkey
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Federation, and Quail Unlimited may provide management expertise, funds, seed,
other supplies, and construct wildlife habitat projects.

» Conduct Creel Surveys: Conducting creel census at the fishing ponds is an excellent
means of interfacing with the Fort Benning fishing community and can provide valuable
information to help determine user desired management activities and management
success.

« Development of a Deer Management Plan: Fort Benning is large and diverse. It seems
feasible to develop a management plan that would divide the Installation into deer
management units based on soil types, deer population trends, and other factors. For
example, the Alabama portion of the Installation could be one hunt unit; the northern
sandhills portion of the Installation could be another hunt unit, and so on. Hunting
regulations would be tailored for each hunt unit such as type of firearm allowed (rifle,
shotgun, bow), the harvest limit for bucks and does, minimum antler restrictions for
bucks, etc.

e Development of Management Emphasis Areas: Management Emphasis Areas (MEA) for deer
have been developed. Development of a MEA for quail or other game species will be evaluated
in the future. Criteria for establishment will include support from the hunting community, ability
of the Conservation Branch to handle the logistical and administrative load, and whether an
MEA can be developed in harmony with ecosystem management and threatened and
endangered species recovery.

* A growing disabled hunting program will hopefully continue to expand in future years.
Several areas not otherwise available for hunting by the general authorized hunting
population are available for use by disabled individuals and use must be scheduled
through the Game and Sportfish Program.

* Overpopulation of deer and feral swine in and around Cantonment areas has created
issues on Benning similar to those other municipalities are dealing with. In 2003 an
initiative was developed which began allowing qualified individuals to harvest those
animals to reduce negative impacts. The program has been conducted both safely and
successfully and will continue to expand.

« Expand public information campaign through website postings, writing articles for the
Installation’s newspaper the Bayonet and Saber, as well as other media forums.

5.7 PEST MANAGEMENT PROGRAM: NATURAL RESOURCES COMPONENT

A pest can be defined as any plant, animal, or other organism (except for human or animal
disease-causing organisms) in a location where it is not wanted. The natural resources
component of Fort Benning’s Pest Management Program addresses those pests that are
of natural resources management concern, including pest management activities
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associated with Fort Benning’'s golf course. General natural resource management
considerations for all pest management activities across the Installation also are provided.
Pests addressed in this plan include pest wildlife, undesirable plants and animals, and
forest insects and diseases. This program supplements the Installation’s Integrated Pest
Management Plan.

5.7.1 Pest Management Plan Goal

A central theme of ecosystem management is the maintenance of ecological integrity—an
important component of which is native biological diversity. A major obstacle to the
achievement of this goal is the presence of non-native pest species, particularly invasive
species. Next to habitat loss, non-natives collectively are the greatest threat to the
persistence of native species that are of conservation concern. One example are Zebra
mussels (Dreissena polymorpha), which probably arrived in the Great Lakes area as
stowaways in ballast water, adhere to the shells of native freshwater mussels in such great
numbers that they interfere with an individual's ability to feed, grow, move, respire, and
reproduce. Native mollusk populations tend to crash within four years of zebra mussel
colonization. A fungus disease, introduced from China, killed 98 percent of American
chestnut trees and removed them as a functional part of the eastern deciduous forest
ecosystem. Non-native plants and animals can drastically impact native species
composition and abundance, alter food chains, and disrupt other ecosystem processes.

The objective is to manage problematic species to eliminate or minimize adverse
impacts to natural resources. Fort Benning will strive to: implement a comprehensive
and integrated pest management program (natural resources component) that conforms
to the policy, procedures, and requirements specified in DoDI 4150.07; review the
program strategy annually and revise as necessary; emphasize the use of Integrated
Pest Management (IPM) techniques as a means to reduce pesticide risk and prevent
pollution and ensure that the technical portions of contracts involving pest management
reflect the methodology of IPM. Fort Benning will continue to implement a management
strategy designed to eradicate or contain (to the extent attainable) kudzu and other
undesirable plants with an emphasis on those invasive plant species that potentially
impact listed species, undermine ecological integrity, or degrade military training
activities. Fort Benning will use an appropriate ranking methodology, scientific literature,
or expert opinion to identify those invasive species that should receive the priority for
control measures. Continue to implement an aggressive management strategy for
containment of insects and disease organisms that adversely impact the timber
resources of the Installation while accounting for the potentially adverse ecological
impacts caused by specific containment methods. We will strive to monitor the status of
invasive plant and animal species and their impacts on natural resources. Continue to
conduct IPM activities for those nuisance vertebrate animals in the cantonment areas
where the Conservation Branch is responsible for promoting safety, human health, and
an acceptable quality-of-life. We will continue to prohibit the purposeful introduction of
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non-native animal species unless those animal species have been approved for use as
biocontrol agents by appropriate Federal and state authorities.

There are 97 plants and animals on Fort Benning considered species of conservation
concern due to some type of state or Federal designation, (e.g. endangered, threatened,
at risk, etc.) Additionally, the Installation contains 19 Unique Ecological Areas (totaling
about 21,400 acres) that represent the best potential examples of native plant and animal
communities left on the Installation (perhaps in the area; see Appendix A2 for additional
details). Fort Benning also is inhabited, however, by at least 150 non-native plant species
(Hastings and others 1997; supplemented by information contained in reports prepared by
the state of Georgia’s Natural Heritage Program). Except for kudzu, the impact of non-
native plant species on Fort Benning is largely unknown. Twenty-five or more plant
species, however, can be considered invasive to differing degrees (see section 5.7.3.1.2).
With the exception of feral swine, even less is known about the potential impacts of non-
native animals.

Fort Benning also contains other important natural resource assets that could be impacted
by unmanaged pest species. The Installation’s vast timber resources must be protected
against insect and disease outbreaks caused by both native and non-native species.
Finally, besides contributing to its ability to be used for recreation, pest management
operations on Fort Benning’s golf course must be conducted to maintain the course’s
aesthetic and real property values.

If the benefits of an ecosystem management approach are to be realized fully on Fort
Benning, invasive plants and animals must be identified, their distributions delineated, their
impacts documented, and, if necessary, control measures taken. Additionally, measures
must be implemented to prevent future introductions of currently existing and new invasive
species. If new species are introduced, they must be detected early and appropriate
actions taken immediately. Control efforts must be prioritized to efficiently use limited
resources. Those invasive plants that pose the most potentially serious ecological threats,
as well as the feral swine, should receive the highest priority for monitoring and control.

To support protection of Fort Benning’s natural resource assets from the adverse effects of
pests, this operational plan accomplishes the following purposes:

¢ identifies pest species occurring at Fort Benning, as well as those that potentially could
be introduced to the Installation, and prioritizes their management

e describes the current and projected pest management activities to be accomplished
under this component

e outlines the resources (that is, funding, manpower, and equipment) necessary for
implementation of component activities

¢ identifies measures taken or planned to ensure an IPM approach to pest control
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e identifies general environmental considerations applicable to control methods used in
pest management

e describes the administrative, health and safety, and environmental requirements of the
component insofar as the use of pesticides is concerned.

This operational plan does not cover pest management activities in the cantonment areas
for cockroaches, termites, mosquitoes, and mice. Moreover, it does not address satellite
installations or Installation-wide oversight of pesticide usage, storage, disposal, and record
keeping; applicator certification and training; and applicator medical surveillance programs.
The aforementioned are addressed in the Installation’s IPM Plan. This operational plan
does, however, address the preceding pesticide issues insofar as they concern the
specific component activities covered in this plan.

The Installation’s IPM Plan, dated March 2013, has been reviewed and approved by Army
Environmental Command’s (AEC) pest management consultants to ensure it includes all
the provisions of the DoD Pest Management Program (DoDl 4150.07). Traditional,
cantonment area pest management activities are performed by licensed pest control
contractors that are certified by the state wherein business is conducted. Installation-wide
oversight of pesticide usage, storage, disposal, and recordkeeping; applicator certification
and training; and applicator medical surveillance programs is addressed in the IPM Plan.

In accordance with DoDI 4150.07 and AR 200-1 (Environmental Protection and
Enhancement, 13 December 2007) requirements, pest management program oversight is
accomplished by an individual with suitable educational background, technical knowledge,
and management skills who has been designated in writing by the installation commander
as the Installation’s Integrated Pest Management Coordinator (IPMC). The IPMC monitors
the Installation’s IPM Program and provides annual reports and updates to this plan.

This operational plan does not represent a complete IPM Plan, but serves to define the
natural resources component of the installation’s IPM Plan. Moreover, insofar as pest
management issues are ultimately issues of managing biological resources (that is, all
pests are biotic organisms), this operational plan can provide an ecological contribution to
the Installation’s comprehensive IPM Plan.

5.7.2 Policy and Guidance

Policy and guidance for installation pest management programs and plans come in the
form of DoD directives and instructions, Army regulations, AEC guidelines, and various
technical information memoranda and handbooks prepared under the auspices of the
Armed Forces Pest Management Board (AFPMB).
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5.7.2.1 Army Regulations and Guidelines

In addition to the various DoD, Army, and Federal regulations listed in section 3.5.1, the
Fort Benning pest management program also adheres to the following policy and
guidance:

Department of Defense Instruction 4150.07. DoDI 4150.07 implements policy, assigns
responsibility, and prescribes procedures for the DoD Pest Management Program. The
instruction specifically identifies those implementation responsibilities that installations
have for pest management, as overseen by the appropriate DoD component head. These
responsibilities address various aspects of a pest management program, including but not
limited to: IPM Plan development, self-help programs, pesticide application, record
keeping, contracts, and quality assurance.

Army Regulation 40-5. In the context of this operational plan, AR 200-1 defers to AR
40-5 (Preventive Medicine, dated 25 May 2007) the requirements for protecting human
health from occupational exposure to pesticides and other risks from pest management
operations (DA PAM 40-11, Section 4-7.b(1)(f)1-2). Section 4-7.b(1)(f)4 of DA PAM 40-11
requires the Installation Medical Authority to review installation pest management
programs and plans.

Army Regulation 215-1. The administration of pest management operations on golf
courses is promulgated under AR 215-1 (Military Morale, Welfare, and Recreation
Programs and Non-appropriated Fund Instrumentalities), dated 24 September 2010.
Section 8-19.e of AR 215-1 provides policies and procedures that influence pest
management operations at installation golf courses. In accordance with DoDI 4150.07,
installation IPM Plans will include golf course pest management operations where
applicable.

5.7.2.2 Armed Forces Pest Management Board Documentation

Various technical publications are available as guidance for many of the types of pest
management activities conducted under this operational plan, including those conducted
under contract. The AFPMB distributes these technical publications, which include:

e AFPMB Technical Guide (TG) No. 14: Personal Protective Equipment for Pest
Management Personnel

e AFPMB TG 15: Pesticide Spill Prevention and Management

e AFPMB TG 16: Pesticide Fires: Prevention, Control, and Cleanup

e AFPMB TG 17: Military Handbook, Design of Pest Management Facilities

e AFPMB TG 18: Installation Pest Management Program Guide

e AFPMB TG 21: Pesticide Disposal Guide for Pest Control Shops
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e AFPMB TG 29: Integrated Pest Management (IPM) in and Around Buildings

e AFPMB TG 37: Guidelines for Reducing Feral/Stray Cat Populations on Military
Installations in the United States

e AFPMB TG. 39: Guidelines for Preparing DoD Pest Control Contracts Using
Integrated Pest Management

5.7.3 Pest Management Program Activities

The Army NEPA regulation, (32 CFR 651, Environmental Analysis of Army Actions),
specifies those circumstances that may result in a proposed action requiring an
Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). To ensure that
all environmental concerns are reviewed and addressed, a Request for Environmental
Analysis (REA) (FB Form 144-R; Appendix C.2) is used to assess whether an action
involving a pesticide application may potentially cause a significant environmental impact.
As a result, any pesticide application that has the potential: (1) to contaminate surface or
ground water; (2) to adversely affect threatened or endangered species or their habitats,
wetlands, or designated Unique Ecological Areas; (3) to affect human health; or (4)
involves aerial application of pesticides requires submittal, review, and approval of a REA
prior to treatment. If it is determined there are no significant environmental impacts, a
Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) is prepared. If a REC cannot be granted,
then more extensive environmental documentation and analysis may be needed should
the proponent desire to continue pursuing approval of the proposed project or activity.

The preceding requirements apply to all pesticide applications that may occur at Fort
Benning and not just to the program elements included in this operational plan.
Additionally, any pest control operation on Fort Benning, whether the control measure
makes use of pesticides or some other means, must identify the potential for secondary
and non-target effects to other organisms and must be designed to preclude or minimize
the risk to these organisms.

When a project or activity involves an aerial pesticide application, an aerial spray
statement of need (ASSON) also is required. In accordance with DoDI 4150.07 and AR
200-1, the ASSON must be submitted to and approved by the Installation’s AEC Pest
Management Consultant before the application can occur. A copy of Fort Benning’s
ASSON can be found in Appendix B.5.2.

Pesticide applications that may adversely affect Federally TES or their habitats also may
require consultation with the USFWS. Fort Benning intends that this INRMP and ESMCs
will preclude the need for consultation before every pesticide application or operation that
is addressed in the INRMP and occurs within the habitat of a TES. Any changes to the
INRMP in regard to pesticide usage may require additional consultation. Any time the
Service agrees that a pesticide application “may affect” a TES and the Installation
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considers the application a DoD requirement, unless previously resolved through
consultation, Fort Benning will request the appropriate level of consultation with USFWS.

This operational plan addresses those Fort Benning Pest Management Program elements
associated with natural resources management—undesirable plants (including
management requirements for kudzu and plant introductions); harmful forest insects and
disease organisms; undesirable animals on mission lands (including management
requirements for feral swine); nuisance vertebrate species within the cantonment areas;
and golf course pests. A final program element addressed in this operational plan is the
use of pesticides. General requirements on the use of pesticides for each of the
organizational entities and its activities are addressed in this plan. Some program element
activities that involve the use of pesticides may be accomplished through an offsite
contractor. The Fort Benning organization administering the contract has specific oversight
responsibilities associated with the pest management operations specified in the contract
or lease agreement. All natural resource management activities on Fort Benning, even
those not specifically addressed in this operational plan, must meet the requirements for
pesticide use.

5731 Undesirable Plants

Undesirable plants are classified by Title 7 of the USC, Chapter 61 (“Noxious Weeds”) as
undesirable, noxious, harmful, exotic (non-native), injurious, or poisonous pursuant to state
or Federal law. Species listed as endangered by the ESA of 1973 (16 USC Section 1531
et seq.) shall not be designated as undesirable plants and [the term] shall not include
plants indigenous to an area where control measures are to be taken. Control measures
are taken for that may cause economic, human health, and ecological impacts.

5.73.11 Applicable Laws, Regulations, Executive Orders, and Presidential
Memoranda

In conjunction with legal requirements summarized in Sections 3.5.1 and 5.7.2.1, this
section provides a brief overview of the regulatory and policy context specific to the
management of undesirable plants.

Plant Protection Act. Introduced in 2000, this act consolidates pest management
responsibilities that were spread over several other legislative statutes, including the Plant
Quarantine Act, the Federal Plant Pest Act and the Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974.
This law is enforced by the US Department of Agriculture through the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service (APHIS). APHIS regulates and restricts exports, imports and
interstate commerce of plants, plant products, certain biological control agents, noxious
weeds, and plant pests in order to protect the United States economy, agriculture, and
environment.

Executive Order on Invasive Species. This particular EO No. 13112, was signed by the
President on 3 February 1999. It requires each Federal agency, to the extent practicable
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and permitted by law and subject to the availability of appropriations, to use relevant
programs and authorities to, among other things:

e prevent the introduction of invasive species

e detect and respond rapidly to and control populations of such species in a cost-
effective and environmentally sound manner

e monitor invasive species populations accurately and reliably

e provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that
have been invaded.

Additionally, each agency is prohibited from authorizing, funding, or carrying out actions
that it believes are likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species
in the United States or elsewhere unless, pursuant to guidelines that it has prescribed, the
agency has determined and made public its determination that the benefits of such actions
clearly outweigh the potential harm caused by invasive species and that all feasible and
prudent measures to minimize risk of harm will be taken in conjunction with the actions. An
exemption from the preceding requirement is permitted to the DoD when the Secretary of
Defense finds that exemption is necessary for national security reasons.

Presidential Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial
Practices on Federal Landscaped Grounds. This 26 April 1994 memorandum, though
not dealing strictly with the issue of introductions to natural ecosystems, directed the use
of regionally native plants (as well as directing a reduction in the amount of chemicals
applied) on Federal landscaped grounds. Additionally, although major restoration of
natural habitats was not envisioned, part of the intent of the memorandum was to: (1)
maintain and promote the existing natural habitat, (2) minimize disturbance to the natural
habitat, and (3) integrate design and construction of Federal projects with the surrounding
natural habitat. The guidance contained in this memorandum directly applies to the Fort
Benning golf course and landscape projects.

573.12 Identification

Undesirable Plants Present at Fort Benning

The Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands (Hastings and others 1997) and
the GADNR Natural Heritage Program have enumerated over 150 non-native plant
species that occur on Fort Benning. Updates to this list can be found on the Georgia Exotic
Pest Plant Council web site. These plants have varied distributions, abundance, and
degrees of invasiveness. For example, Chinese tallowtree (Triadica sebifera [= Sapium
sebiferum)) is an invasive species that up to 1998 had been documented at Fort Benning
on only one island in the Chattahoochee River backwaters of the Z3 training compartment.
Eradication of these populations would be difficult as the species has spread to other
islands. Conversely, some species such as Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) are

Fort Benning INRMP
110



so widespread on the Installation that they are considered naturalized. Although this
honeysuckle can cause significant environmental damage, eradication is not feasible;
however, site-specific treatments at locations where it is impacting sensitive plants, such
as relict trillium, remain feasible. Some species are conspicuous at old house sites, such
as Chinese wisteria (Wisteria sinensis) and giant reed cane (Arundo donax), and appear
to be spreading.

Some non-native species have been purposely introduced. Bicolor lespedeza (Lespedeza
bicolor) was planted in wildlife openings for many years and has now escaped into the
wild. Common Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) is planted in cantonment areas and for
soil conservation projects (a non seed-producing hybrid, Tifton 44, is planted at the
airfield).

A complete survey of mission lands has been conducted for only one species: kudzu.
Kudzu has been located at numerous sites ranging in size from 0.01 acre to 60 acres in
size (see section 5.7.3.1.6 for additional details). Although most of the 150 plus non-native
species occurring at Fort Benning are not invasive, a few species can cause significant
ecological harm. The focus of this operational plan is the control of those invasive plant
species determined to pose the most significant threats to Fort Benning’'s natural
resources. One such species is cogon grass (Imperata cylindrica), which was first
discovered on Fort Benning in 2012 and is now known to exist in 4 locations on the
Installation. All sites have been treated with herbicides and are thought to be under control
at this time.

Ranking Undesirable Plants for Purposes of Setting Management Priorities

Several types of ranking systems have been developed to help assess the ecological
threats posed by the many non-native plant species that may occur in an area (for
example, see Hiebert and Stubbendieck 1993). Ranking separates the invasive from the
innocuous species, categorizes the relative degree of threat posed by individual invasive
species, and helps to focus management efforts on those species whose monitoring and
control will do the most good. During times of lean budgets and limited emphasis on
natural resource management programs, a ranking system is important because only
about two to five percent of non-native plants actually are invasive.

The Georgia Exotic Pest Plant Council (EPPC) Invasive Plant List is to identify and
categorize plants that pose threats to natural areas in Georgia. Natural areas are those
areas that are managed to conserve or restore the native plant communities. For this
list, invasive plants do not include plants that are only problems in agricultural or
pastoral systems. Dr. Jim Allison of the Georgia Natural Heritage Program developed a
“working” list of non-native species that is specific to the Fort Benning environment.
Additionally, the Alabama Invasive Plant Council (AIPC) has its own criteria for evaluating
the invasiveness of plant species. A detailed description of criteria used for ranking
invasive plant species can be found in Appendix B.5.1.
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Undesirable plant species management at Fort Benning is prioritized based on rankings
developed by the Georgia Natural Heritage Program, the Georgia Exotic Pest Plant
Council, and the Alabama Invasive Plant Council of 2007. Fort Benning’s invasive plant
rankings are compiled in Table B.5.1 found in Appendix B5.

Undesirable Plants Potentially Present at or at Risk to be Introduced to Fort Benning
Some undesirable plants, though actually present, may not have been identified during
previous surveys. Additionally, future introductions of invasive plants to Fort Benning are
possible. A draft list of invasive plants that either potentially could be introduced or whose
presence may have been missed is included in Table B.5.2 located in Appendix B5. Dr.
Jim Allison of the Georgia Natural Heritage Program compiled this list. The species in
Table B.5.2 have a reasonable likelihood of being discovered at Fort Benning, because
either they have been found relatively close by or their current dispersal pattern makes
them a threat to be introduced. In either case, they are known to be invasive in habitats
similar to those occurring at Fort Benning. Because of the degree of their invasiveness,
some of these species are a focus for management concern now.

Invasive Plant Species that are a Focus for Management at Fort Benning

Because of the degree of their invasiveness, certain non-native species represent a
particularly significant ecological threat to the natural resources occurring at Fort Benning.
These species are placed on a special list, referred to as the “Least Wanted” list (Table
B.5.3 located in Appendix B5). These species are a subset of those invasive plant species
identified in Tables B.5.1 and B.5.2. Table B.5.3 includes species already known to occur
at Fort Benning, as well as those species potentially present or at risk to be introduced.
These species will receive the highest priority for monitoring and, if not currently
documented at Fort Benning, for ensuring early detection. The “Least Wanted” list will be
updated periodically as new information about invasive species at Fort Benning and within
the region becomes available.

5.7.3.1.3 Management Elements

The overall responsibility for management of undesirable plants resides in the TES
Program of Fort Benning’s Conservation Branch with exception to kudzu. Kudzu control
and eradication is managed by Fort Benning’s LMB. Invasive plants can have adverse
impacts to many natural resource management activities, but impacts to TES or the
communities that support them is of paramount concern. The TES Biologist is assigned
the responsibility to coordinate the program, though other program areas, such as forest
management, game and sport fish management, and soil conservation management, all
have critical parts to play in regard to funding, preventing introductions of non-native
plants, and detecting invasive plants.

Detection and Monitoring
Before management decisions can be made concerning invasive plant species, it is
necessary to know which species presently occur on the Installation and where they are
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located. The Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands and GADNR, Natural
Heritage Program documentation described in section 5.7.3.1.2 provide a basis for
identifying those non-native plant species known to occur at Fort Benning, as well as
providing at least some location information for each species.

One method that can assist in detecting species on the “Least Wanted” list is to train all
field personnel, including wildlife, forestry, and soil conservation staff, in the
identification of these species. To support this initiative a pictorial guide and written
description of each “Least Wanted” species has been developed and provided to all
field personnel. Field personnel are instructed to look out for these plants during their
normal work assignments. A simple reporting form is used to notify Fort Benning’'s CB,
Endangered Species Program when any of these species are found. TES Program
personnel, as well as selected other personnel, can monitor more broadly and look out
for any of the invasive plant species listed in Tables B.5.1 and B.5.2.

Control Measures

Control methods for invasive plant species will follow the principles of IPM. The IPM
approach emphasizes monitoring pest populations and related damage to ensure
treatments are applied only when necessary and when most effective, and also IPM
stresses the use of a combination of treatments, including biological, cultural, physical,
mechanical, and chemical, in a manner that achieves a high level of effectiveness while
minimizing environmental impacts.

Cultural methods include reducing fire suppression and replanting forests with
indigenous fire-tolerant species instead of off-site species. It is likely that the
establishment of some of the invasive plant species occurring on Fort Benning was
facilitated by fire suppression. A vigorous prescribed burning program, (a physical
control method), should help to control these species; however, some mechanical
activities, such as timber thinning operations, may stimulate invasive plants such as
kudzu and bicolor lespedeza. As a result, several factors must be considered to
determine which control measure is the best to use for a given plant. These factors
include the life cycle and biology of the plant in question, acreage to be treated,
environmental and legal constraints, logistics, cost, and timing. Control activities are
conducted with in-house staff, by contract, or through cooperative arrangements (e.g.,
with USACE). Fort Benning’'s LMB has two DoD certified pesticide applicators that are
gualified to oversee the use of backpack and vehicle-mounted applicator systems. One
of the LMB pesticide applicators is also certified for airborne pesticide applicator
systems. Fort Benning’s CB has 11 DoD certified pesticide applicators that are qualified
to perform, plan, and /or supervise pesticide applications.

Funding for undesirable plant control may come from several sources. These sources
include the:

o U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service through the AFPMB

o DoD Sustaining Our Forests, Preserving Our Future Funding Program
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o U.S. Army Forestry Reimbursable Account
. DoD Forestry Reserve Account

o Fort Benning’s Operations and Maintenance Account—Environmental
Compliance and Prevention (OMA-ECAP) monies received from TRADOC

The U.S. Army Forestry Reimbursable Account funds are acquired solely from the sale
of forest products. Some of the forest product revenues generated as a result of Fort
Benning’s Forest Management Program (Chapter 5.2) can be used for invasive plant
control. The DoD Sustaining Our Forests, Preserving Our Future Funding Program was
established in 1999 by the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Environmental
Security to ensure that the integrity of the DoD’s forested lands remains intact. Up to
$50,000 may be obtained by an installation to purchase and plant native species, to
remove invasive plants, and to test new sustainable forest management techniques.
The Forestry Reserve Account is a DoD account that accumulates as a result of excess
forest product revenues from military installations. Fort Benning can request funds from
this account on an annual basis for natural resource projects including invasive plant
control.

Additionally, through the 1990 Memorandum of Agreement Between the United States
Department of Agriculture and the United States Department of Defense for the
Conduct of Forest Insect and Disease Suppression on Land Administered by the U.S.
Department of Defense, the Army can request emergency pest suppression funds
through the AFPMB. Upon request, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Forest
Service will conduct a biological assessment to determine if control measures are
needed. If approved, the Forest Service informs the U.S. Treasury to send appropriate
funding to the Army, which then transfers the money to the specific installation in need.
Section 5.7.4.1.2 provides additional details on suppression funds.

Plant Species Introductions

Native plants versus non-native plants. The goal of Fort Benning natural resource
managers is to implement an ecosystem approach to management. Part of this
approach involves maintaining those native plant species that presently occur here and
reestablishing native species in locations where they have been eliminated. This can be
accomplished either by planting stock or by establishing proper growing conditions that
enable native species to become established by natural dispersal mechanisms such as
wind. Additionally, native species are planted as a part of land rehabilitation projects,
wildlife opening plantings and landscaping projects. Unfortunately, the preceding
activities can present more opportunities for non-native species to be introduced than
native species, as stocks of native plants suitable to the task are often not available or
are prohibitively expensive to use as alternatives. As a result, some non-native species
are used often because of these potential problems. As native plant materials become
more readily available, however, native plant species will be evaluated carefully when
selecting future stock for these activities.
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Landscaping, in particular, frequently uses non-natives, though adherence to the
Presidential Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Practices on
Federal Landscaped Grounds will encourage a renewed interest in the use of native
plant species. Additionally, in some cases non-native plants are used because they are
better adapted to survive in hostile environments (e.g., a heavily degraded mechanized
training site) and may be the better choice to stabilize an area. Some non-native
species that have been used traditionally for planting wildlife openings (e.g., wheat
[Triticum aestivum] and crimson clover [Trifolium incarnatum]) have no record of
escaping the planting site after over 30 years.

To ensure that Fort Benning does not intentionally plant an invasive species, various
lists of plant species approved for use at Fort Benning have been developed for each
type of activity. These lists are presented in the Table B.5.4 and Table B.5.5 referenced
in Appendix B5.

Land rehabilitation and habitat (ecosystem) restoration. Rehabilitation and
restoration projects take many forms, but most are conducted as part of the
Conservation Branch’s Soil Conservation Program (Chapter 5.1), or the ITAM
Program’s Land Rehabilitation and Maintenance component as described in the Land
Management Plan found in the RCW ESMC. The Soil Conservation Program focuses
on stabilization of RCW habitat, whereas the LRAM component strives to sustain
military training. Both programs utilize vegetation to accomplish their objectives. The
NRCS, through a cooperative agreement with Fort Benning, designs, contracts, and
oversees most of these projects. A list of plant species approved for use by the NRCS
at Fort Benning is provided in Table B.5.4 located in Appendix B5. A long-term goal is to
plant only native species for soil conservation projects. Currently, common Bermuda
grass, rye (Secale cereale), and some other non-native plants are used. The NRCS
does plant some native species on Fort Benning such as switchgrass (Panicum
virgatum) and little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium scoparium).

The NRCS operates several Plant Materials Centers as part of the Plant Materials
Program. The Plant Materials Program has four national focus areas: (1) reduce
erosion by establishing vegetation; (2) improve and protect the quality of surface and
ground water; (3) protect, create, and restore critical areas such as wetlands and
riparian areas; and (4) provide protective cover on disturbed areas. The purposes of a
plant materials program are to: (1) assemble, evaluate, and release new plant materials
for conservation use; (2) determine techniques for their successful use; (3) provide for
their commercial increase; and (4) promote the use of plant materials needed to meet
the objectives of the National Conservation Programs. This center does work with some
native plant species for grazing lands that support sustainable agriculture, for water
guality riparian areas to improve surface and ground water quality, and for conservation
tillage (annual legumes and grasses) to reduce surface erosion.

Fill dirt for rehabilitation and restoration projects normally comes from borrow areas on
Fort Benning. Any dirt obtained from outside the Installation may have invasive plants or
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their propagules contained within the fill dirt. Off-site fill dirt should be used with caution
and checked for the presence of invasive plants prior to collection.

Wildlife food and cover. Planted wildlife openings have been part of the Game and
Sport Fish Management Program (Chapter 5.6) for over 50 years. In the 1960s, over
2,500 acres were planted. Consistent with the ecosystem theme of management, this
acreage has been reduced greatly. A cap of 300 acres of planted wildlife openings will
ensure that game management is consistent with and to the benefit of TES
management, maintenance of biodiversity, and military training. Plant species approved
for planting are identified in Table B.4.3 can be found in Appendix B4. Almost all of
these plant species are standard, annual agricultural crops such as wheat and browntop
millet (Urochloa ramosa) that do not survive outside of cultivation. In 1994, however,
3,000 sawtooth oaks (Quercus acutissima) were planted by volunteers in dove fields
and in wildlife openings. This native of Korea produces large acorns in as little as four to
five years. Many years of planting in the United States demonstrate that it is not
invasive and rarely survives outside of an agricultural setting. Nevertheless, no
additional expansion of sawtooth oak acreage will be planted. Replacement of dead or
damaged trees already planted will be allowed. One invasive species that was planted
for bobwhite quail (Colinus virginianus) in the past, but is now prohibited, is bicolor
lespedeza. This plant has escaped from wildlife plantings and can be found under the
pine canopy in many areas.

Landscaping. Landscaping projects associated with barracks, office buildings, and
other facilities in the cantonment areas are of great concern, because non-native
species are typically used. If invasive, these plants can escape easily from the
cantonment areas to the mission lands. The 26 April 1994 Presidential Memorandum on
Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Practices on Federal Landscaped
Grounds (see section 5.7.3.1.1 for additional details) directed the use of regionally
native plants on Federal landscaped grounds and emphasized integrating design and
construction of Federal projects with the surrounding natural habitat. The guidance
contained in this memorandum directly applies to landscape projects, as well as to the
Fort Benning golf course. A list of plants approved for landscaping (Table B.5.5 in
Appendix B5) has been included as part of the Installation Design Guide and will be
included in landscaping contracts. Fill-dirt concerns discussed previously for
rehabilitation and restoration projects apply as well to landscaping projects.

Deployment and redeployment. One of Fort Benning’s primary missions is force
projection. Soldiers and equipment are transported to other states and other countries
on short notice (deployed) and then returned to Fort Benning upon mission completion
(redeployed). Troop and equipment movements can be by truck, plane, ship, or rail. An
important mechanism for introduction of undesirable plants onto Fort Benning is via
redeployment of Soldiers and other DoD affiliated personnel from other parts of the
United States, such as Fort Irwin, California, or from foreign countries, such as Bosnia,
Germany, Saudi Arabia, Haiti, Panama, Honduras, and Egypt. Introduction of
undesirable plant species from Fort Benning to other locations through deployment to
other states and countries also is a possibility that must be addressed.
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Currently, Soldiers do not receive any briefing concerning undesirable plant
introductions during their deployment processing, however, certain measures are taken
to inspect planes upon their return to Lawson Army Airfield from direct overseas flights.
Personnel from the Army Materiel Command conduct an inspection of both luggage and
the aircraft for any undesirable plants. All confiscated plants or plant parts are burned in
accordance with USDA guidelines. All ships returning from overseas with Soldiers and
equipment en route to Fort Benning are inspected by USDA and U.S. Customs
personnel either at the Savannah or Jacksonville ports-of-call.

5.7.3.14 Undesirable Aquatic Plants

Numerous invasive aquatic plants are capable of infesting Installation ponds, lakes,
swamps, and creeks and the Chattahoochee River and its backwaters. These species
are listed in Table B.5.6located in Appendix B5. Of particular concern are water
hyacinth (Eichornia crassipes) (floating aquatic), alligator weed (Alternanthera
philoxeroides), giant salvinia (Salvinia molesta), and hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata). Giant
salvinia and hydrilla have not yet been found in the Chattahoochee River backwaters or
in the other water bodies of Fort Benning. Of the four species mentioned above, giant
salvinia is of the greatest concern because of its extreme invasiveness. Alligator weed
is present in the managed ponds and in the Chattahoochee River backwaters. Alligator
weed in the backwaters forms dense mats in some locations, but it has not become a
serious pest to the extent that waterways are clogged.

The Resource Management Office of USACE at Fort Gaines, Georgia is located on
Lake Walter F. George. This office conducts periodic invasive aquatic plant surveys of
the Chattahoochee River from Fort Gaines to Uchee Creek on Fort Benning. During the
surveys in the past, the Corps found giant cut grass (Zizaniopsis miliacea), a native
species, and water hyacinth within the Chattahoochee River backwater areas of Fort
Benning. Both species can create a management problem because the plant can form
dense mats of vegetation and reduce the usage of affected areas by waterfowl and
listed species. Various control measures have been implemented over the years by
USACE for these species. Pesticide application data resulting from aquatic plant control
activities by USACE on the Chattahoochee River are documented and reported
independently from Fort Benning by USACE.

In addition to the regulatory and policy guidance related to undesirable plants discussed
previously, non-indigenous aquatic plants (and animals) are addressed by the Non-
indigenous Aquatic Prevention and Control Act of 1990 (16 U.S.C. Section 4701 et
seq.). Although a main focus of the Act is to prevent introductions through vessel ballast
water, the Act also recognizes the importance of preventing, monitoring, and controlling
unintentional introductions of non-indigenous species, including aquatic plants, from
pathways other than ballast water exchange (for example, recreational boaters).
Although the Act does not prescribe any specific regulatory requirements that directly
affect Fort Benning, the Installation will attempt to abide by the intent of the Act.
Undesirable, non-native aquatic plants are listed in Table B.5.6located in Appendix B5.
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5.7.3.1.5 Problematic Native Species

Occasionally, a native species may become a pest. This has occurred in Weem’s Pond,
which is a popular fishing pond at Fort Benning. In the past, White water-lily (Nymphaea
odorata) and American lotus (Nelumbo lutea), have covered almost the entire surface of
the pond, and has made fishing nearly impossible. Various treatments have been
attempted over the years, including spraying with herbicide. These preceding
treatments have been effective, but they must be reapplied in some cases every three
years or so. Problems associated with giant cut grass as described in section 5.7.3.1.4.

5.7.3.1.6 Kudzu

Kudzu is an invasive, non-native vine introduced into the southeastern United States
from Asia in the late 1800s. The species initially was used as an ornamental and later
was used for erosion control. Kudzu now infests about two million acres across the
Southeast. It can readily outgrow most other plants in areas of full sun. Because kudzu
produces dense shade and possesses an extensive root system, it prevents the growth
of pine seedlings and other trees. Its vines also can affect mature pines by growing over
limbs and, as a result, reducing photosynthesis. Because of these characteristics kudzu
is recognized as a noxious weed/undesirable plant.

History and Current Efforts

Fort Benning’s Kudzu Containment Project began in 1995 as a direct result of the
USFWS’s 1994 BO. The USFWS identified the potential for kudzu to reduce pine
regeneration and growth and, as a result, indirectly affect the Federally endangered
RCW on Fort Benning by degrading its habitat. The USFWS also suggested that kudzu
could have played a role in the demise of the Federally endangered Michaux’s sumac
(Rhus michauxii) in Georgia and may be a potential threat to the Federally endangered
relict trillium (Trillium reliquum) populations on Fort Benning. In its BO, the USFWS
identified kudzu eradication as part of the Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives it
specified to avoid jeopardizing the continued existence of the RCW. More specifically,
kudzu eradication was to be conducted wherever listed species potentially were
affected.

Current Control Activities

The Fort Benning management strategy for kudzu is first, to prevent the spread of
kudzu to uninfested areas by containing kudzu to areas already infested and second, to
eradicate kudzu in all areas where listed species potentially are affected. Elements of
the kudzu containment and eradication plan include inventory, containment/eradication,
reforestation, and monitoring.

Fort Benning has numerous individual populations of kudzu which range from 0.1 acres
to 60 acres in size (Figure 5.7.1). Small populations are treated by in-house DoD
certified forestry personnel and larger populations are treated under a service contract
when funds are available. Annual chemical treatments to control/eradicate kudzu are
applied during the months of June — August. Kudzu is either treated with Tordon K or
Escort. It usually takes multiple treatments to successfully eradicate kudzu. Once
completely eradicated in an area, the area is reforested with longleaf pine.
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5.7.3.2 Harmful Forest Insects and Disease Organisms

The major forest insect and disease problem areas on the Installation are caused by
pine bark beetles, fusiform rust (Cronartium quercuum (Berk.) Miyabe ex shirai f. sp.
fusiforme), and littleleaf disease (caused by a complex of factors, including the soil
fungus Phytophthora cinnamomi and poor site conditions [Forest Service 1982]). Minor
insect and disease problems include those impacts caused by annosus root rot (Fomes
annosus), brown spot needle blight (Scirrhia acicola), and Nantucket pine tip moth
(Rhyacionia frustrana).

Historical records indicate that forest insects and diseases have been impacting the
timber resource on Fort Benning since the Installation’s establishment in 1918. As part
of the Forest Insect and Disease Suppression Project, insects and disease problems
are monitored continuously and those areas experiencing major adverse impacts to the
timber resource are managed aggressively to minimize damages. Loblolly pine and
shortleaf pine are the species most susceptible to those insect and disease problems
causing the most damage at Fort Benning: southern pine beetle (Dendroctonus
frontalis) and littleleaf disease. Timber harvest, a physical IPM method, is the most
effective suppression measure available for both these destructive pests and is used
almost exclusively. As a result, specific suppression methods are addressed in more
detail in the Forest Management Operational Plan (Chapter 5.2).

5.7.3.3 Undesirable Animals

Undesirable animals include any animal occurring on Fort Benning that because of
actual or potential adverse effects to listed species or other natural resources of
concern, military readiness, personnel well-being, real property, supplies, or equipment
requires some degree of control.
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Figure 5.7.1 Kudzu
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5.7.3.3.1 Applicable Laws, Regulations, Executive Orders, and Policies

In conjunction with legal requirements summarized in Section 3.5.1 and the Executive
order on Invasive Species as discussed in Section 5.7.3.1.1, this section provides a brief
overview of the regulatory and policy context specific to the management of undesirable
animals:

Maneuver Center of Excellence Regulation 210-5. Fort Benning Garrison
Regulation, (dated 22 February 2012), section 4-2(d) prohibits the possession of wild,
exotic, and livestock animals in family housing without permission of the Garrison
Commander.

Maneuver Center of Excellence Regulation 200-3. Fort Benning Hunting, Fishing,
and Recreation Regulation, (dated 3 August 2012), section 6-1(d) prohibits the release
into the wild or the import of any wildlife.

Maneuver Center of Excellence Regulation 40-905. Fort Benning Garrison
Regulation (dated 15 December 2011), section 2i prohibits possession of pets in
unaccompanied housing or in public buildings except for facilities designed for their use
or care. In the case of Handicap Assistance Dogs, an exception will be made for those
areas as authorized by Congress.

Georgia Department of Natural Resources Wildlife Regulations. Georgia State
Code 27-5-7, (Release or Escape from Captivity, 2012), prohibits the intentional or
accidental release from captivity of any wild animal.

5.7.3.3.2 Identification

Undesirable animals fall into three categories. First, several species of undesirable non-
native animals already have become established on Fort Benning and must be
controlled to protect natural resources or for other reasons. Second, other undesirable
non-native animals have the potential to become established. Protocols must be
developed that enable early detection of those species that, because of their
invasiveness, pose the greatest ecological or economic threat. Third, when human
health, Installation natural resources, or facility assets are at risk, localized control
measures may be necessary for undesirable native animal species. The latter situation
is infrequent enough that the focus of this operational plan is the identification and
appropriate management of species within the first two categories.

The feral swine is of the greatest immediate management concern. Wherever feral
swine have been introduced, they have become a pest species. They can cause many
problems, but their negative impact on native plants and animals is well documented.
Feral swine are discussed in more detail in section 5.7.3.3.4.

The armadillo (Dasypus novemcinctus) and coyote (Canis latrans) are animals native to
the southwestern United States that have migrated to the southeast. Additionally,
coyotes have been translocated illegally to the southeast for purposes of chasing them
with hunting dogs. Both of these species are considered naturalized on Fort Benning
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and in Georgia. Although they are non-native, no significant ecological problems are
associated with these species at Fort Benning.

The European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), House sparrow (Passer domesticus), and
rock dove (pigeon) (Columbia livia) are three birds that also are considered naturalized.
All three species were introduced into the United States in the late 1800s from Europe
and quickly became established. Of the three, the starling is one of the most common
birds in the United States and poses greatest ecological concern. Starlings are
aggressive and take over nesting holes used by eastern bluebirds (Sialia sialis), tree
swallows (Iridoprocene bicolor), woodpeckers (Family Picidae), and other cavity nesting
birds. The Eurasian collared-dove (Treptophelia decaocto) was imported from India in
the 1970s. It was first observed in Georgia in the 1980s and seems to prefer the edge
habitats created by urbanization around agriculture. The bird was first observed nesting
on Fort Benning in 1998 in a housing area on Main Post. It is unlikely that the collared-
dove will become a problem in the training areas, but it may become more common in
the cantonment areas.

The common carp (Cyprinus carpio) was introduced into California in 1872. It is now in
virtually every lake, pond, river, and stream in Georgia. Carp damage natural
ecosystems by competing with native fishes for food. Because they suck materials from
the bottom while looking for food, water quality also is degraded. The flathead catfish
(Pylodictis olivaris) is native to northeast Georgia, but it has been illegally introduced
into other areas of the state. This catfish is a voracious feeder, and redbreast sunfish
(Lepomis auritus) and bullhead (Ameiurus spp.) populations decline when flathead
catfish are introduced.

One of the greatest potential invasive animal threats is the zebra mussel (Dreissena
polymorpha). This mussel, a native of Europe, was first discovered in 1988 in North
America. It is thought to have arrived in ship ballast water. It is now widespread in the
Great Lakes and Mississippi River drainage where it out competes zooplankton for food
and disrupts natural food webs. The zebra mussel adheres to the shells of freshwater
mussels and eventually kills them. Native mollusk populations tend to crash within four
years of zebra mussel introduction, and fish populations can decrease also due to
disruption of the food chain. This species represents the greatest animal threat to Fort
Benning’s aquatic ecosystem. Zebra mussels are not known to occur in Georgia, but
are present in Alabama.

Other non-native animals, such as pythons, ferrets, and iguanas, have been observed
in the housing or barracks areas. As soon as they are reported, the Fort Benning Law
Enforcement Division (Military Police) confiscates them.

Table B.5.7 in Appendix B5 provides a list of undesirable non-native animal species
(current and potential).

Fort Benning INRMP
122



5.7.3.3.3 Management Elements

The number of undesirable non-native animal species currently occurring on Fort
Benning represents a relatively small number of species to contend with compared to
the number of undesirable plant species (more than 150). This enables monitoring and
control efforts to be more focused. Of the undesirable non-native animal species that
are known to exist on Fort Benning, currently only the feral swine requires monitoring
and control. The feral swine has the highest likelihood to cause ecological damage and
presents the most formidable challenge to control. The flathead catfish and zebra
mussel represent the greatest potential future threats to the ecological integrity of Fort
Benning. As with undesirable plants, the responsibility for management of undesirable
animals will be the responsibility of the TES Biologist from Fort Benning’'s CB.

Detection and Monitoring

In addition to the TES Program, other program areas such as forest management and
game and sport fish management assist in the detection and reporting of selected
undesirable species. Detection will focus on the flathead catfish and zebra mussel.
Monitoring is focused on the feral swine.

Control Measures

Control methods for undesirable animal species will follow the principles of IPM. Control
measures stress the use of a combination of treatments—including biological, cultural,
physical, mechanical, and chemical—in a manner that achieves a high level of
effectiveness while minimizing environmental impacts.

Introductions

Introductions of undesirable non-native animal species can occur through many
mechanisms. The previous discussion of undesirable plant introductions via planes,
ships, and rail is valid for undesirable non-native animal species as well. This includes
the need to educate personnel who are deploying and redeploying and who may bring
back species within their luggage or in their equipment, as well as addressing the
transport vehicles themselves.

Release or escape of undesirable animals, especially non-native species obtained
through the pet trade, is another avenue for introduction. For example, once an owner
becomes tired of caring for non-native (tropical) fish, the person may release them into
a pond or stream. Several incidents of possession of non-native snakes (for example,
pythons), lizards, and ferrets have occurred in the housing areas. The potential exists
for some pets to escape or to be released that could survive and become established
on mission lands. Various regulations discussed in Section 5.7.3.3.1 provide guidance
to help prevent the introduction of non-native species on Fort Benning.

5.7.3.34 Feral Swine

Feral swine, also known as wild hogs or wild pigs, are self-perpetuating populations of
swine that are able to survive off the land (free-ranging) without assistance from
humans. Swine in the United States came from several sources (Bratton 1977). Some
were brought into the United States by the earliest settlers arriving from Spain, England,
or northern Europe in the 1500s. These were domesticated swine that probably had
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their origin in Asia and were derived from one or more wild boar (Sus scrofa)
populations. Once imported into the United States, these animals escaped or were
abandoned or allowed to free range. Additionally, true wild stock of boars have been
introduced for hunting purposes. Populations of feral swine and wild boar have interbred
to the point that all can be referred to as feral swine (Bratton 1977).

History and Current Efforts

Feral swine have occurred on Fort Benning at least since the 1950s (Peter Swiderek,
personal communication); however, the occurrence of large numbers of feral swine is a
relatively recent phenomenon. In 1994 frequent sightings made it apparent that feral
swine were numerous within several areas of the Installation. The main areas of feral
swine sightings were the K9, K17, and K18 training compartments along the northern
edge of the Installation, and the CC1 and CC2 training compartments adjacent to the
extreme southern edge of the Installation. It is likely that these feral swine originated
from swine illegally released on or adjacent to Fort Benning to perpetuate hunting or
that these swine had escaped from local pig farms. By 1997, feral swine sightings had
been received from many locations of the Installation and, as a result, feral swine are
determined now to be widespread.

In 1995, Fort Benning began to allow feral swine harvesting during the gun-deer
season. In subsequent years, the feral swine hunting season was extended to year-
round per the provisions of the United States Army Infantry Circular 200-3, (now
governed by the MCoE Regulation 200-3). In 2007 Fort Benning implemented a special
feral swine control program to help reduce population numbers on the Installation. Feral
swine had become a regular problem in the Cantonment Areas and were regularly
being reported in and around housing areas and other developed sites. This program
allowed individuals to hunt and trap feral swine on the Installation at night and over bait
in an effort to reduce the population to a less destructive size. Fort Benning also
implemented a bounty program, (from July 2007 through January 2010), where feral
swine tails could be turned in to CB for vouchers redeemable at MWR for cash. During
the same time period the Conservation Branch and DES personnel implemented
trapping and shooting efforts inside the Cantonment Area which is off limits to hunting
and trapping by feral swine control participants. This combined with the additional
hunting and trapping outside of the Cantonment Area significantly reduced the reported
feral swine incidences in and around the Cantonment Areas and other housing areas.

In 1997, three relict trillium (Trillium religuum) sites were fenced with hog wire fence
(three-foot high fence supported by metal posts). The populations of this Federally
endangered plant on Fort Benning are critical to the recovery of this species. Feral
swine rooting was damaging these populations and action had to be taken to prevent
their loss. Currently, monthly inspections of the relict trillium populations are made to
monitor for further damage and to determine whether additional control measures are
needed. Additional sites may have to be fenced in the future.

In 2003, at the request of Fort Benning’s CB, a feral swine population and control study
was initiated by Auburn University. The study lasted five years and focused on control
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measures and impacts to threatened and endangered species. The goal of the study
was to develop control measures that will allow Fort Benning to restrict the feral swine
population on the Installation to a level which is not significantly detrimental to
endangered species or their habitats. A synopsis of the results of the study and
recommendations for the way ahead were provided to Fort Benning at the conclusion of
the study.

Although feral swine are considered a game species in some states, they are
considered a pest species by Fort Benning. Feral swine are a popular target for many
hunters on Benning but designating them as a game animal would imply that Fort
Benning intends to manage the population by establishing seasons and bag limits to
propagate this animal. As a result, management of this species is primarily the
responsibility of the TES Program and not the Game and Sport Fish Program, however,
both programs work cooperatively to monitor populations and facilitate control. Feral
swine are an impediment to achieving and maintaining Fort Benning’s ecological
integrity and pose other concerns as well. The following problems are associated with
feral swine:

e Soil disturbance: Feral swine can cause extensive damage through their feeding
behavior and their characteristic “rooting” with their nose. The soils of Fort Benning
are highly erodible, and the loss of vegetation and destabilization of the soils results
in soil erosion, sedimentation of streams, and increased opportunities for
colonization by invasive plant species. Sedimentation impacts aquatic biota and
degrades water quality.

e Impacts to threatened and endangered species: Feral swine activities, such as
rooting, feeding, and trampling, can devastate populations of plants and animals
sensitive to soil and ground cover disturbance. The relict trillium populations
discussed above are a good example. Because feral swine are omnivores, they may
have an adverse impact on sensitive animal species such as immature gopher
tortoises and eastern diamondback rattlesnakes.

e Competition with wildlife species: Feral swine prefer many of the same foods as
many wildlife species. For example, they readily consume large quantities of oak
acorns, a critical winter food for white-tailed deer, wild turkey, bobwhite quail, gray
squirrels, raccoons, and many other species of wildlife. Feral swine also may disturb
ground-nesting birds, such as wild turkey or bobwhite quail, and prey on eggs and
poults.

e Impacts to pine and hardwood trees: Feral swine have been known to feed
heavily on roots of various species of both planted and natural regeneration,
particularly during the summer when other foods are not available. Additionally,
extensive rooting has been observed around mature hardwoods in the Oswichee
Creek floodplain; however, the impact of this rooting is unknown. Some rooting has
been observed in longleaf pine plantations, but the feral swine do not appear to be
feeding on the seedlings.
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e Training area degradation: Various types of damage have been observed that can
have impacts on military training. Arkmann Drop Zone has hundreds of holes up to
1.5 feet deep as a result of rooting activities. These holes present a safety hazard to
parachute jumpers. Additionally, feral swine have chewed up targetry cables on
Carmouche Range, requiring replacement and installation of protective measures to
prevent repeated occurrences. Other potential damage may include the rooting up
of roads, bivouac sites, and other training areas.

e Disease transmission: Feral swine are susceptible to two serious diseases:
brucellosis and pseudorabies. These diseases can be transmitted to domestic
livestock and can cause production losses and decreased profits. Hunters are also
at risk of brucellosis when they field-dress feral swine. They should take the
precaution of using rubber gloves when field-dressing. Pseudorabies is a fatal
infection in farm animals, such as cattle, sheep, and goats, as well as in cats and
dogs. Wild mammals, such as raccoons, skunks, foxes, opossums, and small
rodents, also can be fatally infected.

e Automobile accidents: Feral swine can attain weights of 300 pounds or more and
sometimes travel in packs of 10-20 animals. Most feral swine are black in color and
are often active at night. For all these reasons they pose a serious hazard to
motorists.

e Food plot and dove field damage: Feral swine have caused serious damage to
the Yankee Road dove field and several wildlife openings.

e Other damage: Damage to Fort Benning’s golf course and outdoor recreational
areas, such as King’'s Pond, have occurred with the expansion of the feral swine
population. Additionally, feral swine can present a human safety hazard and are a
nuisance to most people.

Current efforts to monitor and control the feral swine population include hunting, fencing
of sensitive areas, and trapping. These efforts and management objectives are
discussed in more detail in Section 5.7.5.5.

5.7.3.4 Pest Vertebrate Species within the Cantonment Areas

Lands that are not used for operational training at Fort Benning are used to support
cantonment functions. The cantonment areas at Fort Benning have been developed into
a wide variety of land uses that comprise the elements necessary for a complete urban-
style community. There are four cantonment areas within the Installation boundaries:
Main Post, Sand Hill, Kelley Hill and Harmony Church, which are discussed in Section
3.4.6 of this INRMP.

This operational plan does not cover pest management activities in the cantonment
area for cockroaches, termites, mosquitoes, mice, and other household pests; those are
addressed in detail in Fort Benning's Integrated Pest Management Plan. Instead, the
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focus of this section is on those pest management activities conducted by CB, within the
cantonment areas and on any coordination measures the section may need to conduct
with other Fort Benning organizations to meet its responsibilities.

The Wildlife Management Section is responsible for the control of some pest vertebrate
species, except for stray dogs and cats. The latter are the responsibility of the DES,
Animal Control (Military Police). Pest wildlife infesting government structures are
removed by GADNR-licensed wildlife trappers under contract by Fort Benning’s DPW.
Pest wildlife infesting family housing structures are removed by GADNR-licensed
wildlife trappers under contract by the family housing privatization partner. A Vertebrate
Pest Control Responsibility Matrix is available from the IPMC to more clearly define
responsibility for control of pest animals.

57341 Environmental Policies

The principles and techniques of IPM shall be used to control all pests. The procedures
for implementing IPM shall be as follows:

¢ identify the problem and the pest(s) responsible as accurately as possible

e evaluate all available management and control alternatives and establish an
action threshold

e choose the safest, most economical, and most efficient solution that achieves the
desired result with the least environmental impact

e time control and management techniques to achieve maximum beneficial results.

5.7.3.4.2 History and Current Efforts

History of Control Activities

Fort Benning’s CB has been responsible for pest vertebrate species (hereafter pest
wildlife) management for many years. Most management efforts have focused on
responding to pest wildlife complaints. A pest wildlife complaint is considered an
incident when anyone from the Fort Benning community (active duty, dependent, DoD
civilian, contractor) contacts the CB about an animal-related situation in the cantonment
area. A situation usually addresses a person’s concerns about the safety of their
families and pets, protection of their property, appearance of their yard, or an animal
that has been injured, orphaned, abandoned, or illegally held. Normally, these animals
are native or naturalized wildlife species, such as white-tailed deer, coyote, gray
squirrel, armadillo, bat, snake, raccoon, and songbirds. Occasionally, a non-native
species, such as a python, may be the subject of the call. Normally, the Conservation
Branch does not respond to dog, cat, insect, mice, or rat complaints. Dogs and cats are
the responsibility of the Animal Control Section, Law Enforcement Division, DES
(Military Police).

Responsibility for handling pest vertebrate complaints has changed over the years.
Currently, the Fish and Wildlife Technician of Fort Benning’s CB administers the
program; however, all Conservation Branch employees may have to respond to
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complaints. About 100-150 complaints are handled annually. Fort Benning’s goal is to
respond to pest vertebrate complaints in a timely, safe, and ethical manner. The desired
result is a satisfied customer who is relieved of a problem and the capture and
relocation of the offending animal without harm.

Current Control Activities

Pest wildlife complaints are divided into two categories: family housing (residential)
areas and non-housing areas. Barracks and the Cuartels are considered non-housing
areas. A licensed pest wildlife control contractor will handle family housing area
complaints under the direction of property managers. Fort Benning’s CB will respond, if
necessary, to incidents involving protected and game species or dangerous wildlife
outside of the structures, and will handle protected and game species or dangerous
wildlife in non-housing areas. For other non-housing area wildlife complaints during
normal business hours (0800-1700, Monday-Friday), Installation personnel will contact
the DPW Work Order desk (545-2135).

Outside of normal business hours, only priority complaints will be handled. Pest
vertebrate complaint calls that are designated “high priority” include: (1) bats inside
offices or residences; (2) snakes inside offices or residences; (3) venomous snakes in
yards or other cantonment areas; and (4) raccoons, foxes, or skunks that are active
during daylight hours or appear to be sick. Bats inside structures are a particularly
urgent complaint because of the possibility of rabies transmission.

A pest wildlife complaint form documents each complaint. After resolution of the
complaint, information on the complainant’'s name, phone number, and address is
entered into the Excel database. In some cases, complaints are handled over the
phone, but in most instances an on-site visit is required.

Most pest wildlife complaint calls originate from housing areas, barracks, and office
complexes. Occasionally, unusual complaint calls are handled. For example, white-
tailed deer and feral swine can gain entry inside the Lawson Army Airfield fence where
they are a hazard to aircraft. Additionally, feral swine root up the dirt portions of the
airfield and can damage airfield assets such as underground cables. Fort Benning’s CB
works with airfield personnel to locate entry points in the fence and to shoot or trap the
deer and swine.

Coordination

Besides the coordination with the Military Police and DPW described in the previous
section, coordination with several other organizations and agencies is necessary to
effectively handle the full range of nuisance species complaints. For example, the
Wildlife Management Section coordinates with the Environmental Health Section,
Preventive Medicine Services and/or Veterinary Services, Medical Department Activity
when a bat exposure occurs. Potential exposure situations may include any one of the
following: (1) an observable scratch or bite marks, (2) a bat in a room with sleeping
persons, (3) a bat in a room with an unattended infant, or (4) a child that acknowledges
physical contact with a bat. Because the Wildlife Management Section employee is
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often the first on the scene, a preliminary determination of an exposure situation is
made and then documented on the bat complaint questionnaire mentioned in the
section above. If a bite or scratch is confirmed, the affected person is directed to go to
Martin Army Hospital immediately. If an unvaccinated pet is exposed, the owner is
directed to take the pet to Veterinary Services immediately. Any bat involved in a
potential exposure situation is taken to Veterinary Services as soon as possible for
rabies testing. Within 10 days Veterinary Services determines whether the bat is
positive for rabies. If the bat is positive, potentially affected individuals are directed to go
immediately to Martin Army Hospital regardless of the exposure situation. The
Environmental Health Office is contacted as soon as possible after an exposure has
occurred to document information related to the incident in an animal bite report.
Additionally, all of the preceding information is documented on the bat complaint
guestionnaire.

Construction Inspection Branch, Engineering Division, DPW, coordinates bat exclusion
and sealing activities in government buildings, barracks, and the Cuartels. The purpose
of exclusion is to remove the bats from the building unharmed and then to seal up the
entry holes to prevent future problems. This work is normally conducted by a contractor
under the supervision of the Construction Inspection Branch with technical assistance
from the Wildlife Management Section. The exclusion work follows state regulations.

In some cases, the buildup of feces behind the walls can require the plasterboard walls
inside the structure to be torn down, cleaned, and rebuilt. This effort may require
occupants to be relocated to another facility. In situations such as the preceding, as well
as when a facility requires bat exclusion work, Fort Benning’'s CB may request the
Environmental Health Section to conduct a bat survey to ascertain whether a health
hazard exists. If such a hazard exists, the Environmental Health Section will document
the hazard condition via letter. The letter itself, however, is not authorization to move
occupants to another facility. The final authority to remove and relocate facility
occupants rests with DPW.

Disposition of injured, orphaned, or abandoned wildlife is handled by transporting the
animal to a licensed rehabilitator. These persons are specially trained and licensed by
the GA DNR and/or the USFWS. Priority of effort is given to raptors, such as eagles,
hawks, ospreys, and owls, though a reasonable effort is made to get any animal to a
rehabilitator. Raptors are transported to the Southeastern Raptor Rehabilitation Center
located at Auburn University, Alabama. Fort Benning has a “Scientific Collecting” permit
(29-WKR-99-73) issued by the GA DNR Permit Office. This permit covers a number of
activities, including the capture and transport of injured wildlife for rehabilitation. Fort
Benning also has a “Nuisance Wildlife” permit that is issued by the GA DNR. This permit
allows the capture and relocation of certain species, such as bats, squirrels, and deer.
Finally, Fort Benning has a “State of Georgia Animal Nuisance Control Program
Memorandum of Agreement between Georgia Department of Natural Resources and
Fort Benning” that covers the shooting of nuisance or injured deer on the Installation.
All nuisance deer must be donated to the needy.
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In addition to the above coordination activities, Fort Benning’s CB can at its discretion
seek the assistance of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, APHIS, Wildlife Services
organization (formerly Animal Damage Control). Via a MOU with the DoD, Wildlife
Services can provide Fort Benning with expertise on animal damage management. The
MOU establishes the procedures for planning, scheduling, and conducting animal
damage control activities (exclusive of routine, vertebrate pest control operations) on
military installations. All such activities must be coordinated with the appropriate state
and other Federal agencies having management responsibilities for the animal species
to be controlled, except for situations in which the specific animal damage control
authority has been delegated to Wildlife Services or DoD military installations.

5.7.3.4.3 Dead Animals

Personnel detailed to the Staff Duty Desk will remove carcasses from roads and road
shoulders in the cantonment area(s) under their responsibility. Fort Benning’s CB will
respond to carcasses on the airfield and roads and road shoulders outside of
cantonment areas covered by the Staff Duty Desk. Carcasses occurring in other
locations (golf course, ranges, family housing, etc.) are removed by maintenance staff
assigned to the area. If a carcass appears too large to be safely handled by local
maintenance staff, a Work Order request may be submitted to DPW for review (not
applicable to family housing). Carcasses are to be relocated to an uninhabited area well
off the road shoulder and allowed to decay naturally. Carcasses of hawks, owls, and
other birds of prey may only be moved by Fort Benning’s CB.

5.7.4 Administration

Review and revision of this pest management operational plan shall be accomplished
concurrent with the schedule for the INRMP as a whole as stated in Chapter 6. As a
result, this operational plan shall be reviewed annually and updated (revised) if
necessary, updated as mission or environmental changes warrant, and otherwise
updated at least every five years. As indicated in section 5.7.4.2.5, the Pest
Management Consultant (or a designated pest management professional) shall review
the Installation’s pest management programs onsite at least every 36 months and
annually review Installation pest management plans for adherence to DoD policy and
Army standards. Onsite review requirements can be met by formal program reviews,
environmental audits, or assistance visits. The Pest Management Consultant’s review
shall be used, in part, as a basis for determining whether a revision to this operational
plan is necessary.

5.7.4.1 Funding
574.1.1 Kudzu

Funding sources for kudzu containment are Environmental Funds and Forestry Funds
(U.S. Army Forestry Reimbursable Account and DoD Forestry Reserve Account).
Environmental Funds for kudzu containment are provided by the U.S. Army through the
GERB process. Pesticide application for kudzu treatment is either contractor applied
(but overseen in-house) or applied by Fort Benning’s LMB personnel.
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5.7.4.1.2 Forest Insects and Disease Organisms

Funding sources for insect and disease suppression are Forestry Funds and USFS Pest
and Disease Suppression Funds. In most cases, revenues are generated from timber
harvesting, so additional funding is not critical to implementation of suppression
operations. Additional funding for southern pine beetle suppression is requested on an
as-needed basis when epidemics occur. Southern pine beetle infestations will continue
to be monitored and suppressed as required, whereas most disease problems will be
controlled with scheduled timber management activities.

57.4.2 Personnel

Although the responsibilities for pest management are to some degree Installation-wide,
a few organizations carry the primary responsibilities for implementation and oversight
of the natural resources component of Fort Benning’s Pest Management Program.
These include the Directorate of Public Works, Family and Morale, Welfare, and
Recreation, and Emergency Services, and the Medical Department Activity. Besides
their own specific responsibilities for pest management activities they perform, each of
the preceding organizations that contracts pest management services has oversight
responsibility associated with the performance of that contract. Additionally, all Fort
Benning organizations that are responsible for the application of pesticides (whether in-
house or by contract) must address the potential impacts of their applications on natural
resources. Unless otherwise specifically addressed in this operational plan,
responsibilities for cantonment area and other non-natural resources management-
dependent, pest management operations (including satellite operations) are not
identified.

Because the AEC Pest Management Team plays such an important oversight role in
regard to an installation’s pest management operations, specific responsibilities of the
consultant also are identified. These responsibilities as they pertain to this operational
plan are listed in Section 5.7.4.2.5.

5.74.2.1 Directorate of Public Works
5.7.4.2.1.1 Environmental Management Division

The EMD is responsible for the overall coordination and oversight of the Installation’s
IPM Program, natural resources component and this operational plan. The chief of this
division is designated the Installation’s Environmental Coordinator. The Environmental
Coordinator will work closely with the IPMC on issues involving pest management.

5.7.4.2.1.2 Land Management Branch

The EMD LMB is responsible for managing the Kudzu Containment Project (section
5.7.3.1.6) and the Forest Insect and Disease Suppression Project (section 5.7.3.2) as
part of the Forest Management Program (Chapter 5.2). Each of the pests considered
under these two projects can have a direct adverse effect on Fort Benning’s natural
resources. As a result, LMB is responsible for monitoring their occurrences and impacts,
as well as for implementing containment/suppression measures.
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5.7.4.2.1.3 Conservation Branch

The EMD CB is responsible for the management of certain undesirable plants (section
5.7.3.1), management of undesirable animals on mission lands (section 5.7.3.3), and
some capture and removal of bats and other nuisance vertebrates (except for stray cats
and dogs) in the cantonment area (section 5.7.3.4). Contract services are being utilized
for some vertebrate pest control functions within the cantonment area.

5.74.2.2 Directorate of Family and Morale, Welfare and Recreation

Business Operations Division, through the Director of Golf Course Maintenance (Course
Superintendent), is responsible for supervising and monitoring the conduct of Fort
Benning’s Pest Management Program as it pertains to the 350 acre golf course.
Responsibilities include: diagnosis of all pest problems (diseases, insects, invasive
plants [weeds]), selection and scheduling of all pesticide applications, supervision of
pesticide application, follow-up assessments to measure the degree of control achieved,
maintenance of an appropriate inventory of equipment and pesticides and of accurate
records of their use, and assurance that the program is carried out safely and in
accordance with all applicable environmental regulations. The Environmental Specialist
also assists in the preparation of statements of work for pest control contracts entered
into by Fort Benning’s Mission Installation Contracting Command.

5.74.2.3 Directorate of Emergency Services

Animal Control (Military Police) is responsible for animal control on the Installation,
including capturing and removing stray dogs, cats, and, when necessary, other pest
wildlife in coordination with the Fort Benning’s CB, Wildlife Management Section. The
Fort Benning Safety Office is responsible for conducting hazard communication training.

57424 Medical Department Activity

Three sections within the Preventive Medicine Service have responsibilities: the
Environmental Health Section, the Industrial Hygiene Section, and the Occupational
Health Section. The Environmental Health Section is responsible for conducting routine
scheduled surveillances for medically important pests (that is, those pests that function
as disease vectors) at food service and medical treatment facilities, barracks, child care
facilities, detention centers, dependent schools, and, as required, family housing and
other areas. The Environmental Health Section also monitors sanitation conditions
where appropriate. The Industrial Hygiene Section is responsible for conducting training
on the proper use of “Personal Protective Equipment.” The Occupational Health Section
is responsible for conducting medical surveillance of military and DoD civilian personnel
that apply pesticides at Fort Benning. For the purposes of this operational plan,
Preventive Medicine Service’s primary responsibility is to coordinate with the Fort
Benning’s CB, Wildlife Management Section on those animal control operations
undertaken by the section that potentially involve disease vectors and health issues.
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5.74.25 Army Environmental Command Pest Management Team

Responsibilities for Pest Management Team members are based on responsibilities
outlined in DoDI 4150.07 and AR 200-1, Chapter 5. The AEC Pest Management Team
shall:

e review installation pest management programs onsite at least every 36 months
and annually review installation pest management plans for adherence to DoD
policy and Army standards; provide professional oversight of installation pest
management program goals and objectives

e ensure that installations procure, acquire, and use only those pesticides that
have been recommended by the AFPMB and approved by the AEC pest
management consultant (Pesticides approved by the AFPMB are assigned a
National Stock Number.) The consultant can approve local procurements of
pesticides not assigned a National Stock Number if desired.

e review and approve the technical portions of contracts, including augmentation
contracts, involving pest management before solicitation to ensure such
contracts reflect IPM methodologies and appropriate pest management
standards; act as a technical consultant during the performance of the contracted
work

e assist installations with the pesticide portion of environmental audits

e determine the training and experience necessary for installation pesticide
applicators to perform their pest management activities

e when designated as a certifying official, certify the competency of installation
pesticide applicators

e accredit installation professional pest management personnel, Pest Management
Quality Assurance Evaluators, and the IPMC

e approve preventive pesticide treatment approaches only when installation
surveillance information or records documenting past disease vector or pest
problems require this type of approach

e when designated and certified in aerial application pest control, approve
installation pest management projects requiring aerial application of pesticides

e approve research projects involving new pest management technologies
e use installation reports that address pesticide applications and non-chemical pest

management operations to evaluate the efficiency of the installation’s overall pest
management program and pest management operations.
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5.7.4.3 Manpower and Equipment Resources
5.74.3.1 Kudzu

Manpower is currently available to handle pesticide treatments in-house or to administer
contracts for kudzu eradication. LMB personnel accomplish spot treatment applications
and administer/oversee broadcast treatments accomplished under contract.

5.7.4.3.2 Forest Insects and Disease Organisms

The main forest diseases, littleleaf disease and fusiform rust, are handled by salvage
logging operations or by normally scheduled timber harvest operations. Because this is
the case and timely suppression is not critical as it may take 10 years or more for the
disease to cause tree fatality, the existing staff is sufficient to handle most foreseeable
disease suppression operations.

Because southern pine beetle epidemics are cyclical, seasonal, and require immediate,
timely oversight, additional manpower always is needed during these periods. The use
of overtime by forestry technicians and the hiring of temporary personnel are normally
the best options for southern pine beetle suppression operations. Additionally, LMB
personnel can be used to operate dozers for push, pile, and burn of unmerchantable
timber or inaccessible areas. Contractors also can be used for cut and leave
suppression support.

5.7.5 Initiatives

This operational plan provides a framework for IPM relevant to natural resources at Fort
Benning. Some of these initiatives are fully in place while other will be pursued as
resources become available.

5751 Undesirable Plants

e Continue development of invasive and other appropriate plant species lists: Several
draft lists have been developed and are included in specific tables within this
operational plan (Appendix B5). These lists will need to be updated frequently.
These lists will be review and updated as necessary during the annual INRMP
review.

e Update the identification guide for the “Least Wanted” plants: This guide will include
pictures and descriptions of each plant and will be used as a reference by CB and
LMB personnel for field identification.

e Develop native plant stocks: Fort Benning will continue to develop native plant
stocks for use in rehabilitation and restoration projects.

e Post signs at all managed fish ponds and at Uchee Creek Marina: Warning signs
will be posted at the preceding locations that instruct fishermen and boaters to
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remove before entering and upon leaving the water all aquatic weeds that are
attached to boats, trailers, boat motors, and vehicles.

5.75.2 Kudzu

Known kudzu populations on Fort Benning will continue to be monitored annually and
treated as necessary. Areas will continue to be reforested with longleaf pine when the
kudzu in the population is deemed eradicated.

5.7.5.3 Harmful Forest Insects and Disease Organisms

Southern pine beetle and littleleaf disease will continue to be the major insect and
disease emphasis for suppression. Minimizing losses by salvaging timber through
commercial timber harvest will be a major focus, as will reforesting the harvested areas
with longleaf pine. Longleaf pine is more resistant than loblolly and shortleaf pine to
many of the insects and diseases that plague the other southern yellow pine species.

5.7.5.4 Undesirable Animals

e Continue development of undesirable animal lists: A draft list of currently occurring
undesirable non-native animal species and those invasive species that potentially
could be introduced to Fort Benning is provided in Table B.5.7 in Appendix B5. This
list will be evaluated at least annually to determine whether an update is needed.

e Continue monitoring for invasive mussel species with an emphasis on the zebra
mussel.

5.75.5 Feral Swine

Overall, Fort Benning’s management objectives are to monitor and control the feral
swine population. Eradication is not an achievable objective considering the extensive
acreage of the Installation, the large acreage that is not readily accessible (impact
areas), and the potential source pool of feral swine outside the Installation.

Monitoring — Based on the research conducted by Auburn University, a feral swine
density survey was developed and is conducted annually in February of each year. This
camera survey provides a minimum known alive estimate and allows Fort Benning’s CB
Personnel to track population trends. Currently the population is in an upward trend.
Hunter harvest information and other methods will be evaluated for monitoring the
distribution, spread, and abundance of the feral swine population. This information will
supplement trend data and may help to prioritize control efforts. Monitoring methods
that will be evaluated and may be incorporated into a comprehensive feral swine
management program are discussed below:

¢ Range technician observations: Range technicians work out of Range Division,
DPTMS. These personnel inspect ranges and training areas for safety and
environmental compliance on a daily basis.
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e Military Police automobile accident reports: The Military Police keep Vehicle
Accident Reports of all vehicle collisions involving feral swine.

e Monitoring of sensitive areas: Relict trillium sites are monitored monthly for feral
swine activity.

Control measures — Control of feral swine is difficult, but all measures continue to be
evaluated to determine which are the most feasible and productive. A combination of
measures will be needed to control feral swine populations, though the focus will be to
control feral swine in selected areas. High-priority areas include military assets,
Cantonment Areas, TES habitat, UEAs, archeological sites, and the golf course.
Research conducted by Auburn University demonstrated that wild pigs can be
controlled or eliminated from a specific area using lethal control; however efforts must
be focused on removing entire sounders not just maximizing harvest.

Staff: To truly focus on feral swine control, a full time employee dedicated to
developing and implementing a strategic plan for feral swine control is a necessity.

Hunting/shooting: The Commanding General’s Natural Resources Advisory Council
is a forum comprised of a chairman (military O-6),voting representatives from
Subordinate Command units and non-voting members from various directorates,
other tenant units and staff agencies. The objective of the Advisory Council is to
keep the Commanding General advised on the scope and character of hunting,
fishing, and other natural resource issues on Fort Benning. The Advisory Council
can be used to develop additional control measure strategies related to hunting. One
possible approach is to consider expanding hunting and trapping opportunities.
Additionally, volunteers can be issued special permits to shoot and trap feral swine
in selected training compartments outside the current feral swine hunting season.

Trapping: FortBenning’s CB has been periodically trapping feral swine on the
Installation since 1996. In-house trapping efforts occur as necessary to help lower
feral swine numbers in and around sensitive locations. Use of multiple-catch box and
corral traps is effective, but it can be logistically demanding. Long-term trapping may
be feasible in sensitive areas such as relict trillium sites or in the UEAs. The CB has
the capability to erect traps rapidly to handle urgent situations, such as damage to
parade fields, bivouac areas or targetry and when feral swine invade cantonment
areas. In addition to in-house trapping, Fort Benning has a volunteer trapping
program to assist with control efforts.

Fencing: Fencing has proven effective in protecting relict trillium sites. Fencing
requires at least monthly inspections to repair damage from falling limbs and tree
blowdown. In the future, it may be necessary to use fencing to protect other sensitive
plant sites or training assets.
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5.8 ACUB IMPLEMENTATION

Fort Benning is threatened with loss of mission capability due to encroachment from
surrounding lands and limitations on full use of Installation lands for training activities and
infrastructure. To date, the threats and limitations have been manageable. However,
impending growth and development, training needs, and unrelenting stewardship
responsibilities combine to increase the likelihood of both external and internal
encroachment, representing new challenges for Fort Benning’s training mission. An Army
Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB) program is a logical and timely strategy to address these
challenges. Another program that addresses encroachment is the Joint Land Use Study
that is discussed in Appendix F2.

5.8.1 ACUB Plan Goal

An ACUB Proposal for Fort Benning (see Appendix F1) was developed during 2004-2005
that outlines the rationale and approaches to establish an ACUB around portions of Fort
Benning, using a combination of no-development easements, conservation easements,
and conservation-focused land acquisitions. The buffer lands are intended to facilitate
training activities by: (1) channeling incompatible growth and development away from
critical portions of the Installation boundary, and (2) reducing conflict between Fort
Benning's training mission and its environmental stewardship responsibilities. Fort
Benning’s ACUB Proposal was developed by TNC in close partnership with Fort Benning’s
EMD, DPTMS, Range Division, and Staff Judge Advocate (SJA).

5.8.2 ACUB Policy and Guidance

The Sikes Act (10 USC 2684a) authorizes the DoD to partner with non-Federal
governments or private organizations to establish buffers around installations. The Army
implements this authority through the ACUB program, of which the Assistant Chief of Staff
for Installation Management (ACSIM) has overall management responsibility. DoD’s
Readiness and Environmental Protection Initiative (REPI) provides funding for the military
to work with state and local governments, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and
willing land owners to help prevent encroachment of training areas. The funding leverages
public/private partnerships and additional financial commitments to promote innovative
land conservation solutions that benefit both military readiness and the environment.

Fort Benning has made a substantial commitment to its ACUB program emphasizing
multiple conservation benefits from buffering encroachment to protection and restoration of
protected/listed species habitat. In 2009 the Army’s Biological Assessment for the MCoE
proposed to accelerate the ACUB program at Fort Benning and to develop and implement
a “Red-cockaded Woodpecker Off-Post Conservation Plan” (included in Appendix E as
part of the RCW ESMC), as well as establish a larger stakeholder partnership via a formal
conservation partnership (Chattahoochee Fall Line Conservation Partnership), such as
those established at Fort Bragg and Eglin Air Force Base. This Partnership was
established in 2011, and it will continue to leverage resources and help develop the
science necessary to protect and ecologically connect the buffer lands to Fort Benning.
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5.8.3 ACUB Program Activities

Fort Benning’s ACUB program is focused on implementing land protection strategies as
presented in the ACUB proposal described in Appendix F1. By 2014, the ACUB program
at Fort Benning intends to protect over 20,000 acres around Fort Benning via non-federal
fee purchase acquisitions and permanent conservation easements with a goal of
protecting about 40,000 acres by 2020. TNC along with partners intends to ecologically
enhance over 20,000 acres by applying appropriate restoration and management
techniques, such as prescribed fire and timber harvest. TNC works to develop the science
and expertise necessary to restore, manage, and connect the ACUB landscape. TNC will
also seek creative ways to increase non-military funding to support land protection and
stewardship activities on ACUB as well as education and public outreach opportunities.

5.8.3.1 Project Review

While TNC is granted considerable latitude in reconnaissance and preliminary landowner
contacts for potential ACUB projects, the responsibility to recommend projects for ACUB
funding will lie with an ACUB Implementation Review Team consisting of representatives
from Fort Benning’'s DPTMS, EMD of DPW, and SJA. Recommendations will be made to
the Garrison Commander, and will be informed by TNC’s best available information on
opportunity, leveraged funding, training benefit, conservation value, and the priority
guidelines described below. Review of overall ACUB implementation success by the DA’s
ACUB Program management staff will be conducted annually, with a biennial in-depth on-
site review.

5.8.3.2 Prioritization

Specific strategies identified in the ACUB Proposal are spatially explicit and include
overlapping areas that share the distinct goals associated with each strategy. Figure 5.8.1
illustrates the intersection and overlap of these strategy areas, from which four separate
priority zones can be designated. Each of the four priority zones provide opportunities to
prevent or divert encroaching incompatible land use, and/or to protect, secure, or restore
habitat that will ultimately benefit Fort Benning’s training mission. The four zones can be
described and ranked as follows:

1. Northeastern Buffer with Fall-Line Habitat. This zone is highest priority and
represents the intersection of the No-Development Zone with the northeast Fall-
Line corridor. Proximity to Hastings Range, likelihood of development associated
with the Fall Line Freeway, and Fall Line habitat potential combine to make it high
priority. This zone also offers opportunities to secure Gopher Tortoise viability,
watershed protection, RCW viability, and other Fall Line conservation targets. It
ranks highly also because of significant funding leverage available from
conservation partners interested in protecting rare plant communities in this area.

2. Western Buffer with RCW Habitat. This zone is also high priority and represents
the intersection of the No-Development Zone with the western RCW corridor.
Opportunity to expand RCW habitat off-Post, potential for development associated
with Phenix City and Fort Mitchell, and proximity to Lawson Army Airfield combine
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to make it high priority. Probability of success is somewhat lower than for Zone 1,
due to less connectivity to existing RCW habitat on Fort Benning.

3. RCW Habitat Corridor (west of Zone 2). This zone is primarily of conservation
significance, offering further opportunity to expand RCW habitat (and other mature-
pine habitat conservation targets) off-post. It is also included because of significant
funding leverage available from conservation partners interested in protecting and
connecting such habitat throughout east-central Alabama. It ranks lower than Zone
4 due to lower connectivity to existing RCW habitat on Fort Benning.

4. Northern Noise Buffer. This zone is high priority due to its association with noise
from ranges in the northern part of Post, and other training activities, and its current
rapidly-developing status off-Post. With a few notable exceptions, it lacks broad
habitat significance and in some cases may be too-far developed already. Much of
it is already a smoke-sensitive area. High land values make this a high-cost area
for purchasing land interests.

Additional areas around Fort Benning may become suitable for the ACUB program in the
future and added as a priority by Fort Benning. Other site-level prioritization efforts are
being developed and utilized to guide the ACUB program. A GIS Model which considers
both human and ecological factors has been developed and used to analyze protection
strategies. Additionally, species specific models (RCW & Gopher Tortoise) are becoming
available to evaluate the potential of ACUB properties to support endangered species
populations on Fort Benning.

5.8.4 ACUB Administration

5.8.4.1 Funding

Fort Benning’'s ACUB program competes with all other DoD installations for annual REPI
funding. Historically, funding through this process has been low. The majority of Fort
Benning’'s ACUB funding has been received through Army and Installation sources. Fort
Benning’s ACUB partner TNC, has also provided cost-share through grants (e.g. National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation) and corporate and private donations. In the future, the
ACUB program will also depend on Fort Benning’s engagement in the Chattahoochee Fall
Line Conservation Partnership (CFLCP) and the Partnership’s ability to leverage and
bring additional non-DoD funding to the program. However, there is no guarantee of
military funding in the future.

584.2 Personnel

Fort Benning personnel provide government oversight of the ACUB program, of which
TNC is the primary participant. The ACUB program is implemented via a cooperative
agreement between The US Army Research Development and Engineering Command
(now transferred to the Mission and Installation Contracting Command) and The Nature
Conservancy on behalf of Fort Benning, where funding is provided to TNC for land
acquisition and land management activities. TNC is co-located on Fort Benning with
FBCB.
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5.8.5 Progress of ACUB Program
The following summarizes progress of the ACUB program from FY 2001-2013:

Funding: Fort Benning was obligated $60.5M from various DoD sources to implement
ACUB strategies. Majority of the funds were from Army sources. TNC and the CFLCP
have contributed over $5M in partner-share via grants and donations, and continue to
increase contributions.

Land Protection: Fort Benning’s ACUB program has protected over 23,000 acres, with
80% in fee ownership by TNC and the remaining with permanent conservation
easements. Current land protected areas is depicted in Figure 5.8.2.

Land Stewardship: TNC and the CFLCP are just beginning to scale up restoration and
management of ACUB lands. Over 2,000 acres of longleaf has been planted, 700 acres
of sandpine removed, over 5,000 acres burned, and various understory restoration
projects are underway.

The CFLCP was formally chartered in 2011 and is composed of a nine member
Steering Committee (Fort Benning, TNC, GA DNR, Chattahoochee Valley Land Trust,
Joseph W. Jones Ecological Research Center, Longleaf Alliance, USFWS, GFC, and
NRCS) along with 16 other organizations and individuals. The CFLCP goal is to provide
strategic coordination and leveraged resources for land conservation, including Fort
Benning’s ACUB priority areas.

The timeline provided here begins with the identification of encroachment threats. Going
forward (2014 and beyond), it presumes an annual review and evaluation of current
implementation priorities.

Initiatives and Future Goals

2014-2018
e Continue to develop capacity for the CFLCP to support the ACUB Plan.

e Protect approximately at total of 40,000 acres for buffering and natural resource
objectives

e Scale up restoration and management on ACUB.
e Develop and pursue long-term disposition strategies for the ACUB landscape such
as GA-DNR Wildlife Management Areas, City Parks, TNC Preserve and other

conservation buyer models.

¢ Identify mechanisms and funding sources for establishing long-term stewardship
funding for ACUB conservation lands.
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e Continue to evaluate and pursue opportunities for demographically connecting
RCW and Gopher Tortoise populations on Fort Benning to the ACUB landscape
and the ability of Fort Benning to count off-Post properties toward the RCW
recovery landscape.
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CHAPTER 6 INRMP IMPLEMENTATION AND SUSTAINABILITY

To implement the INRMP effectively, priorities for projects, avenues for funding support,
mechanisms for monitoring implementation of the INRMP and providing oversight, command
support, coordination with conservation partners, and long-term strategies to achieve
sustainability are needed. This chapter outlines the components, approaches, and strategies
necessary for plan implemention. This chapter is devoted to describing how the INRMP will be
implemented, especially what needs to be done, the desired end products, who will do it, how
will it get funded, and how will our efforts be sustained into the future, as well as long-term
strategies for sustainability of the military mission.

6.1 IMPLEMENTATION OF OPERATIONAL PLANS
Over the course of its implementation, the INRMP and its operational plans will:

+ Enable Fort Benning to make progress toward achieving a sustainable natural resource
base and a realistic training environment which is embodied in the diversity of the longleaf
pine ecosystem

+ Establish appropriate stewardship policies that serve to protect both natural and cultural
resources

« Ensure compliance with environmental laws

» Provide a continuity of direction and effort that can accommodate changes in personnel and
leadership

* Promote cost-effectiveness through better planning and coordination

+ Promote good public relations by demonstrating the Installation's commitment to
stewardship

* Make use of innovative strategies to accomplish specific management objectives

6.1.1 Needs and Responsibilities

Fort Benning is a huge land mass (approximately 182,000 acres) located in two states. There
are 97 plants and animals on Fort Benning considered species of conservation concern due to
some type of state or Federal designation (endangered, threatened, candidate, rare, at risk,
etc). Under The ESA, Fort Benning is required to help recover the population of the RCW and
relict trillium. For one of the Federally endangered species, RCW, Fort Benning has been
designated as one of 13 recovery populations. In addition, relict trillium (Trillium reliquum), a
Federally endangered plant species, depends on the continued viability of its populations at Fort
Benning for its recovery. Fort Benning's forest resources are vast, including 137,000 acres of
manageable forestland. Timber harvest, prescribed burning, and reforestation programs need to
be substantial enough to ensure proper management of the timber resource and restoration of
the longleaf pine system. Over 16,000 acres of wetlands are present that must be protected.

The Conservation and Land Management Branches of Fort Benning’'s EMD have the primary
role and responsibility for the implementation of the INRMP. The ITAM and the cultural
resources program of EMD also are key players, as well as TNC. A large and diversified staff
(described in Section 6.1.2) is necessary to support the training mission, to ensure
environmental compliance, and to demonstrate to the American people that Fort Benning is a
leader in environmental stewardship.
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6.1.2 Human Resources
6.1.2.1 EMD Staffing

The Table of Distribution and Allownaces (TDA) approved staffing for the current natural
resources organizations are presented in Figure 6.1 (Conservation Branch) and Figure 6.2
(Land Management Branch). The Conservation Branch has a TDA staff of 18 people addressing
four program areas: Red-Cockaded Woodpecker, Threatened and Endangered Species, Soll
and Wetlands Conservation, and Fish and Wildlife. Currently, there are 21 CB personnel (17
Government Civilian [GS] and 4 Contract Manpower Equivalents [CME]) —including the Chief,
12 RCW personnel (three biologists including a GS12 lead, nine technicians including two GS9
lead technicians), one soil conservationist, one soil conservation technician, one threatened and
endangered species biologist, three threatened and endangered species technicians, one fish
and wildlife biologist, and two fish and wildlife technicians.

The Land Management Branch has a staff of 16 personnel addressing three program areas:
Forest Management, Fire Management, and Land Management Support. The current LMB staff
of 17 includes a Chief, two lead foresters, one GIS forester, two foresters, 9 forestry technicians,
and CME. Fort Benning will find it necessary to hire additional sources of temporary labor to
assist in the completion of some projects. These temporary hires could include seasonal
employees, university interns, Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education (ORISE) hires,
Student Conservation Association hires, and contractors. However, the core, permanent natural
resources management professionals currently in-house provide the foundation and fulfill the
supervisory roles necessary to continue the successful natural resources program at Fort
Benning.

6.1.2.2 Outside Assistance

Despite a robust staff, the magnitude and complexity of the requirements are such that outside
assistance often is necessary. The type of assistance can vary but usually takes the form of a
partnership, which may involve funding, facilities to work in, support such as GIS, or simply an
agreement on how two organizations will work with each other to achieve common goals. For
example, a number of cooperative agreements have been established with TNC that provide a
staff based at Fort Benning to assist with a variety of projects, including facilitation of the
development of the INRMP, implementation of the INRMP, uneven-age sustainable forestry
practices, and vegetation classifications. In addition, the TNC project director is able to work
outside the boundaries of Fort Benning and address landscape-level conservation planning
concerns.

A Memorandum of Understanding with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (U.S.
Department of Agriculture) provides expertise and contract administration on soil conservation
projects. The USFWS provides a satellite office co-located with natural resources personnel to
facilitate coordination and consultation. The USFWS has the ability to work outside the
boundary of Fort Benning and develop agreements with landowners concerning longleaf pine,
RCWs, riparian area protection, and other issues. Many other players are involved, including
USACE, the GADNR, ADCNR, the Georgia Environmental Protection Division, universities,
contractors, and others facilitating numerous natural resources projects.
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Figure 6.1.1 Conservation Branch Organization
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Figure 6.1.2 Land Management Branch Organization
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6.1.3 Projects and Priorities

Fort Benning's identification and prioritization of current and future projects are guided by a
number of interrelated elements, including a vision statement, mission statement, issues, goals
and objectives, and desired future ecosystem conditions. Fort Benning's approach to natural
resource management is captured in the Installation's vision of the relationship between its
military mission and the natural resources upon which that mission depends. The Installation
also has developed a natural resource management mission statement that provides an
overarching premise for how Fort Benning will manage its lands. These statements are:

Fort Benning Natural Resource Vision Statement: Support the military mission while
promoting the ecological integrity of the Fort Benning landscape.

Fort Benning Natural Resource Mission Statement: Through a collaborative effort between
natural resources professionals and military personnel, Fort Benning will strive to promote the
long-term ecological sustainability of its lands for multiple-use opportunities. Fort Benning will
apply sound land management practices and adaptive management strategies that conserve
ecological integrity through the restoration, maintenance, and preservation of natural biotic
communities and otherwise promote the health of Installation ecosystems through rehabilitation
and maintenance. This ecosystem management approach will encompass stakeholder
interests, regulatory requirements, and fiscal constraints.

Issues: An issue is defined as a point of debate, discussion, or dispute. From a natural
resources management perspective, an important step in the management planning process is
the identification of issues. Issue development helps to identify a concern, explains why it is
important, and provides direction in its resolution. Well-developed issues can serve as the basis
for focused goals and objectives.

Goals and Objectives: The management goals and objectives define the broad, overall natural
and cultural resources management direction for Fort Benning. In the context of this plan, goals
are defined as the general target or end result desired to be achieved through integrated
resource management. Objectives are defined as more specific targets of which attainment will
contribute to the accomplishment of management goals. Tasks are the actual activities and
projects that will attain the objectives. These goals, objectives, and tasks are presented
throughout Chapter 5 (Operational Plans by Program Area).

Desired Future Ecosystem Conditions: A desired future ecosystem condition (DFEC) "is an
attempt to envision all aspects of an ecosystem in the future, including human organization and
needs, in measurable terms" (Leslie and others 1996). The DFEC is an end state that will be
realized if goals and objectives are met. The DFECs are expressed in the context of a military
training environment and are organized around the central theme of ecological integrity. Desired
ecosystem conditions should be achievable and based on the natural or historic range of
ecosystem variation as best as can be determined. Some key DFECs include in abbreviated
form: The RCW population is recovered, landscape-scale native species richness are
maintained, invasive species are controlled, at least 80,000 acres on Fort Benning are managed
as pine and mixed pine/hardwood with longleaf as the predominant upland species, fire-adapted
communities burn every one to three years, hardwood community diversity includes viable
populations of all alliances, hydrologic regimes and erosion rates reflect natural rates, and
ecotones are the result of dynamic ecosystem processes.
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Operational plans (Chapter 5) are the implementation vehicle for management objectives.
Operational plans describe what is being done, when it is being done, where it is being done,
and how it is being done. Operational plans describe current management activities and list
future potential projects (tasks) designed to meet the program objectives.

A project is defined as an activity that has a definable product, a time limit, and a cost
associated with it and, that when completed, will assist in meeting a management objective. For
example, projects include the development of a plan, a program, a strategy, a protocol, a model,
a study, a research project, a construction project, a survey, or criteria to characterize
something. These projects may be done in-house, by contract, or both.

Year-to-year congressional appropriations may affect the Army's mission or lead to changes in
Fort Benning's mission. Mission changes and funding availability may affect the ability to
conduct certain projects and the prioritization of those projects. Those projects which require
funding will proceed only once funding is obtained. Nothing in this plan can be interpreted to
violate the Anti-Deficiency Act. In every case, Fort Benning will ensure that constraints on the
military mission are minimized and avoided whenever possible with a goal of being invisible to
training

6.1.4 Funding Options
6.1.4.1 Environmental Program Requirements

Funds for most natural and cultural resource programs, (other than forestry, game and
sportfish), are acquired through the annual GERB reporting system which requests Operations
and Maintenance, Environmental Conservation Funds. Annual funding requests are submitted
to IMCOM in the spring and projected for five years. In 2013, Fort Benning requested
$2,555,438 from 26 GERB submissions addressing pest plants (kudzu), TES management
(primarily RCW), soil conservation projects, and archeological support for endangered species.
The legal driver for most GERB projects are the BOs of 2002 (RCW ESMP), 2004 (DMPRC),
2007 (BRAC/Transformation), and 2009 (MCoE). The projected natural resource GERB projects
for Fort Benning from FY 2014-2018 are provided in Table 6.1.1

6.1.4.2 Forestry Funds

Fort Benning receives about $100 to $200K annually to fund the operation of the Forest
Management Program. The Forestry Reimbursable Funds are received through IMCOM. The
funds are derived from proceeds of forest product sales from all Army Installations. Fort Benning
produces about $100K to $200K annually from timber sales, which indirectly help fund the
account. By law the funds can only be used for reimbursement of expenses directly related to
the economic production of timber products and its harvest.

6.1.4.3 Fish and Wildlife

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Funds are obtained from the sale of hunting and fishing permits.
Ten percent of the funds collected go to DFMWR for administration related to permit sales while
the other 90% is deposited to the Army account 21X5095. Current fees for hunting permits are
$28 for Soldiers rank E1-E4 and $31 for all other hunters. Fishing permits are $12 for Soldiers
rank E1-E4 and $15 for all other fishermen. Soldiers rank E1-E4 can purchase a combination
hunting and fishing permit for $32 while all other sportsmen pay $37. The reduced fee for
Soldiers rank E1-4 is allowed by AR 200-1. However, DODI 4715.03 states that everyone
should be charged the same fees. This conflict is being reviewd by HQDA and until such time
as the discrepancy is resolved Fort Benning will continue to provide reduced fees to junior
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Table 6.1.1 Garrison Environmental Requirements Build (Dollars) FY 2014 — FY 2018

FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18
1. DMPRC, BRAC/MCoE
Conservation Compliance $188,849 194,514 200,349 206,360 212,550
Support - ESA, CO
2.TES Management Supplies
and Equipment - ESA, CO $84,000 $86,520 89,115 91,788 94,541
3. Endangered Species Mgt,
Surveys, Monitoring - ESA, CO $112,875 97,850 100,785 103,808 106,920
4. Endangered Species Heavy
Maneuver Effects Vegetation $90,000 92,700 95,481 98,345 101,295
Monitoring - ESA, C1
5. Wetlands Protection - C1 $32,000 32,960 33,948 34,967 36,016
6. Endangered Species Heavy
Maneuver Effects (Hayden 270,950 287,370
Model) - ESA, C1
/- EOD Supportfor REWin A20 | ¢94 909 92,700 95,481 98,345 101,295
-ESA, C1
8. Invasive Plant Control - C2 $110,800 85,800 86,374 91,025 93,755
9. Herbicide Midstory - ESA, $70,000 72,100 74,260 76,490 78,784
10. Comply with BO Erosion
Control Plan Implementation - $315,000 324,450 334,180 344,170 354,500
ESA, C1
11, Gopher Tortoise Monitoring | g53 000 54,590 56,227 57,900 59,640
12. Endangered Species $200,000 206,000 212,180 218,470 225,000
Planning Level Surveys - C2
13 \Vidire Detection Services | g15,102 $15,102 $18,000 $18,500 $19,000
-ESA, CO
14. Natural Resources Support-
Fire/Habitat Management - $85,806 $88,380 $91,031 $93,763 $96,575
ESA, CO
15. Consultation with Federally
Recognized Tribes- CO $60,000 $61,800 $63,654 $67,530 $69,556
16. Historic Properties Projects
Review- C1 $63,000 $64,890 $66,837 $68,842 $70,907
17. Architectural Historian- C1 $85,000 $87,750 $90,177 $92,882 $95,668
18. Forest management /
Wildfire Suppression $120,000 $123,600 $127,308 $131,127 $135,061
Operational Expenses - ESA,C0O
19. Aerial Photos for Natural
Resources Management - ESA, $0 $25,000 $0 $30,000 $0
Cil
20. Reforestation of Longleaf
Pine - ESA, C1 $266,530 $274,526 $282,762 $291,245 $299,982
21. Endangered Species
Habitat Protection -C2 $64,400 66,332 68,321 70,371 72,482
TOTALS $2,106,362 $2,418,514 $2,186,470 $2,573,298 $2,323,527

** ESA — Endangered Species Act Requirement

*** CO — Class Zero, C1 — Class One, C2 — Class Two
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enlisted personnel. Guest permits can be purchased in durations varying from 1 to 30 days with
costs between $10 and $175. The goal is to generate about $100K annually from the sale of
these permits to be used for management of game and sport fish. These funds are used to
purchase supplies and support some manpower requirements to manage wildlife openings,
stock, fertilize, and lime fishing ponds, print hunting and fishing regulations, purchase and
maintain tractors and other equipment, and other related requirements. Generally, funds are not
sufficient to cover all Fish and Wildlife funding requirements.

6.1.4.4 Integrated Training Area Management Funds

ITAM funding is obtained by annual submission to TRADOC of the Work Plan. The total Fort
Benning requirement for fiscal years 2014 through 2018 totals $18.5M (Table 6.1.2). When
adequately funded, the ITAM program helps sustain training lands via maintenance projects to
correct soil erosion problems in heavy maneuver areas.

6.1.4.5 Other Funds

Other funds that may become available to complete projects include DoD Forestry Reserve
Account, DoD Legacy Grant, construction project mitigation funds, U.S. Department of
Agriculture (Pest Management Board) funds, DoD "Sustainable Forests, Protecting Our Future"
funds, and end-of-fiscal-year funds (subject to availability of Funds).

6.1.4.6 Summary of INRMP Implementation Costs

The average annual costs of fully implementing the INRMP are presented below by funding
category. These total annual costs represent an estimate of the cost of implementation:
however, some variability from year-to-year can be expected. Average annual costs are
presented in Table 6.1.2.

The total average annual funding necessary to fully implement this INRMP from FY 2014
through FY 2018 is approximately $9.4M. The total cost over five years of fully implementing
this INRMP is approximately $19.5M (not including ITAM).

Table 6.1.2 Summary of Implementation Costs (Dollars)

PROGRAM FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18
Garrison
Environmental 2,106,362 2,418,514 2,186,470 2,573,298 2,323,527
Requirements Build
DA Civilians 2,909,075 2,996,347 3, 086,237 3,178,824 3,274,188
Forestry 200,000 206,000 212,000 218,000 255,000
Fish and Wildlife 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
ITAM 3,000,000 3,500,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
TOTALS 8,315,437 9,220,861 9,584,707 10,070,122 9,952,715
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6.1.5 Command Support

The Garrison Commander and other personnel on command positions at Fort Benning fully
support this INRMP. The command is dedicated to ensuring the long-term sustainability of the
natural resources and the management of those resources necessary to support the military
mission. The Garrison Commander should lead in environmental stewardship by ensuring that
personnel at all levels are fully engaged in the daily activities necessary for protection and
enhancement of natural resources. To ensure top-down implementation of this INRMP, the
command should project natural resources protection as a vital part of mission implementation.
Leadership should impress upon all personnel the importance of each individual taking
responsibility for his or her role in carrying out of the provisions of the INRMP. To put the need
for appropriately managing our natural resources into perspective, the command should
emphasize that natural resource protection is just as important as other mission fundamentals.
General Dennis J. Reimer, former Chief of Staff, Army, said it best:

"Environmental responsibility involves all of us. The environmental ethic must be
part of how we live and how we train. By working as a team we can preserve both
the natural diversity of military training areas and our opportunity to train the way
we plan to fight now and in the future."

The command should hold each responsible individual accountable for actions required by this
INRMP and other applicable environmental requirements, by use of the established disciplinary
system.

The Garrison Commander should require integration of natural resource stewardship early in
the planning process. Proponents of projects or training should coordinate with the appropriate
environmental staff in sufficient time to incorporate any input or make any necessary changes to
the planned activity. This can be accomplished by inviting environmental specialists to
participate in project planning meetings and submitting requests for environmental evaluations
early in the process.

Implementation efforts must be realistically evaluated and revised as needed. The Installation
Commander has various committees tasked with duties that will assist with implementation of
the INRMP, such as Environmental Quality Control Council (EQCC), Staff Assistance Visit, and
specially designated Process Action Teams. Annual and periodic review processes such as the
Installation Status Review (ISR), Environmental Performance and Assessment System (EPAS),
Army Environmental Database — Environmental Quality, the annual BO update to USFWS, and
the annual RCW status report to USFWS and DoD are all mechanisms to monitor the success
of INRMP implementation.

6.2 LONG-TERM STRATEGIES FOR SUSTAINABILITY

The original development of EOs 13423 and 13514, their directives’, Fort Benning’s 25 Year
Strategic Sustainability Plan, and the Army’s Sustainability Program Guidelines have been
incorporated into the DoD’s new policy and guidance of “Net Zero Installations” - Energy,
Water and Waste. As well these have been respectively integrated into Fort Benning’s Long
Term Sustainability Strategy including the Maneuver Center of Excellence “Key Tasks” and
IMCOM’s Lines of Effort. This most recent strategy of Net Zero has given increased focus to the
Installation’s sustainability planning initiatives that will help to reduce overall energy dependency
and the Installation’s carbon footprint.
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Fort Benning remains focused in the support of its primary missions: military training, force
projection, and providing a quality community for the Soldiers including their Families, and
others living and working on the Installation. To achieve the Installation’s Sustainability Initiative
goals, Fort Benning is developing long-range objectives and targets that integrate these
priorities. As the Army Strategy for the Environment explains, sustainability “meets current as
well as future mission requirements worldwide, safeguards human health, improves quality of
life, and enhances the natural environment.” The biotic aspect of long-term sustainability
planning is achieved by ensuring the ecological integrity of natural resources to make the land
sustainable for future Soldiers and missions. Maintaining the quality of life for Soldiers, their
Families, and Installation personnel requires safeguarding natural systems and working
effectively with the community.

The long-range plans of the Sustainability Initiative are achieved through creation of first its
measurable shorter-term goals that seek to decrease adverse impacts to the environment
through such mechanisms as the INRMP and the Environmental Management System (EMS).
The long term goals are as important though they may be considered more fluid with respect to
the ever changing developments around the world and the Army’s role in those developments.
Fort Benning’s EMS is based on the International Organization for Standardization 14001
Standard (ISO 14001) for EMS, which utilizes a “Plan, Do, Check, Act” cycle for continual
improvement. The EMS reviews Fort Benning’s activities and determines those that have a
significant impact on the environment. Objectives and targets to decrease identified impacts are
established, and Environmental Management Programs are formulated to achieve these
objectives and targets.

The EMS, INRMP, and Installation Sustainability Initiative are closely linked. Sustainability is a
cross-functional concept that encompasses both the natural and built environments and
includes such components as operations and land management. Sustainability planning
incorporates natural resource considerations into decision-making, and the INRMP provides the
information needed to achieve those goals and objectives. The EMS also provides shorter-
range, measurable objectives to help achieve the long-range goals of overall Installation
sustainability of its infrastructure and economic, social aspects, as well as environmental
components.

6.2.1 Installation Sustainability Initiative

Fort Benning has made significant strides by championing projects that curtail the Installation’s
overall carbon footprint, as is the case with maximum support in Virtual Training Simulators
that conserve energy and reduce impacts on the environment, the introduction of advanced
Waste to Energy Technologies reducing our energy dependency and carbon footprint, as well
as minimal training expansion into forestry lands while planting thousands of additional acres in
new trees that capture and sequester carbon. These on-going investments in sustainability
benefit not only Fort Benning but the entire region in reducing the overall carbon footprint.

Fort Benning has over 137,000 acres of manageable forestland and approximately 16,900 acres
of wetlands. For sheer scale and natural diversity, no place in the vicinity can rival Fort Benning.
The Installation is known to shelter 340 species of wildlife—including the bald eagle, RCW, and
gopher tortoise (Georgia’s state reptile). This irreplaceable natural heritage is matched by Fort
Benning’s rich historic and cultural legacy. EMD consults with the Tribes that have historic ties
to the Chattahoochee River Valley, and the Cultural Resource Management Program includes
over 4,000 cultural resources sites that have accumulated over the past 12,000 years or more
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including over 600 historic buildings and structures. Fort Benning also has one National Historic
Landmark — Uchee Town, on the Alabama side of the reservation.

Fort Benning’s Sustainability Program is in close planning and support EMD’s efforts but
alsohas responsibility for and expertise in, the following areas:

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)

Fort Benning’s Net Zero Tracking Report

Carbon Analysis of Production and Sequestration on the Installation
Sustainability, Garrison and MCOE Plans Integration

Environmental Management Systems Review

Advanced Energy Technologies Analysis

Sustainable Out Reach Program

Public Public Shared Services Program

Fort Benning’s Sustainability Program is committed to maintaining the Installation in a way that
supports all the Army’s missions, while safeguarding natural and cultural resources. Being a full
partner with other communities in the region is essential to this effort and sustainability iskey.

6.2.1.1 Mission and Capabilities

To become a sustainable Installation, Fort Benning must manage its resources to support the
present mission, which is to provide trained, adaptive, and ready Soldiers and Leaders for an
Army at War, while developing future requirements for the Individual Soldier and the Maneuver
Force, and providing a world class quality of life for our Soldiers and Army Families.

Fort Benning is an Army power projection platform with intense, realistic military training critical
to its mission. At 283 square miles, the Installation is one of the largest in the world. Fort
Benning’s training areas consist of ranges, impact areas, drop zones, and maneuver areas.
The training mission at Fort Benning requires intensive land use, and Fort Benning’s training
areas are used almost every day of the year by active, Reserve, and National Guard units.

Fort Benning proper is a city unto itself. In addition to barracks for thousands of single Soldiers,
there are over 4,000 family housing units on the Installation for married officers, and enlisted
Soldiers and their Families. The post has seven schools as well as a major hospital, childcare
facilities, numerous chapels, banks, restaurants, post exchanges, service stations,
campgrounds, swimming pools, and most other types of facilities found in a civilian city of
equivalent size.

Fort Benning has a long and distinguished history supporting Army active and Reserve
component units, Air Force, Marine Corps, Army civilians, military families, retirees, and
veterans. It maintains combat ready forces through tough, realistic training that benefits from
unrestricted access to the lands and resources on Fort Benning. How well Fort Benning takes
care of its lands will define the Installation’s legacy for future generations. In sum, Fort Benning
has a responsibility to sustain its resources through the manner in which it designs, builds,
transports, and otherwise performs its mission, as it transforms its weapons systems, tactics,
infrastructure, and assets in the coming decades.

6.2.1.2 Strategic Approach

The Plans, Analysis and Integration Office (PAIO) realized the importance to manage, measure,
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monitor, and continuously improve if Fort Benning is to forward energy independence and
remain a significant carbon consumer and storage reservoir for our region. Currently, the
Installation utilizes the “Fort Benning 2012 Net Zero Tracking Report” which has three main
objectives that ensure continuous improvement in reducing the overall footprint on the
Installation: 1) Baseline and Track Fort Benning’s Energy, Water, and Waste Equivalent Carbon
Production, 2) Baseline and Track Fort Benning’s Carbon Capture, Sequestration and Offset,
and 3) Advance the Net Zero Mission through informed planning while ensuring a continuous
improvement path.

Other areas being quantified are the extensive tree stand verifications and basal concentration
analysis, both in carbon consumption and storage above and below ground. Installation
personnel manage and monitor forest stands through an active control plan to enhance tree
growth, avoid deforestation that may be the result of improper planning, reforestation of
thousands of acres through the planting of tree saplings, promote minimal impact on the
environment with Soldier training by increasing the use of virtual simulators, and by promoting
all sustainable tools available such as ensuring LEED in all construction projects. By producing
the Net Zero Tracking Report Fort Benning is continuously improving with proper analysis and
planning that promotes Sustainability.

A shrinking Army, dwindling resources, and increased commitments present daunting
challenges for Fort Benning. These challenges will require the Installation to better manage for
the future to accomplish its mission, safeguard people’s quality of life, and protect human health
and the environment. By applying the principles of sustainability, Fort Benning will become a
“flagship” Installation capable of supporting Army operations throughout the world.

Fort Benning initiated its planning for sustainability with a commitment to balancing the “Triple-
Bottom Line” of mission, environment, and well-being. Using the Natural Step Framework, Fort
Benning conducted its first sustainability workshop in June 2004 when it encouraged
participants to identify major focus areas into which all Installation activities fall, as well as
potential impacts that affect its mission and the surrounding communities. Additionally,
workshop participants evaluated interactions they have with Fort Benning’s environment.
Ultimately, this process produced both 5 Year and 25-year sustainability goals for Fort Benning.

6.2.1.3 Climate Change and Strategies for Adaptive Management

The updated guidance for INRMPs (DoDI 4715.03, March 2011) added a requirement to
consider climate change in INRMPs. Natural resources managers may use models to predict
climate changes and evaluate needed research, data collection, and potential future
management strategies as they make changes in ecosystem structure; however, due to their
uncertainty, these models should be used to support and not guide environmental planning and
natural resources management decisions.

Scientific research indicates that climate change will have long-term, irreversible, adverse
consequences on natural resources, including terrestrial and aquatic habitats. Currently, models
are the only way to project future changes for Benning and the surrounding region, and to
evaluate needed research, data collection, and potential management strategies. A range of
scenarios is possible using accepted models, and local data sets need to be developed and
integrated through collaboration and consensus.

Key questions for NEPA analysis include whether the proposed action is expected to cause
climate change effects, whether the proposed action combined with other past, present, and
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reasonably foreseeable actions would cause such effects, and whether sufficient information is
available to describe the nature and extent of the proposed action’s effect. Developing
mitigation for climate change should be included in NEPA analysis, and support the
sustainability of natural resources and military mission. Mitigation of the potential adverse
effects of climate change should be focused on adaptive management to achieve annual and
long-term planning goals for conservation and sustainability.

Strategies for adaptive management to mitigate potential adverse effects of climate change are
summarized as follows:

1) Identify data and research needs for ensuring an effective response to the impacts of climate

change:

Identify species and communities resilient/vulnerable to climate change impacts
by conducting climate change vulnerability assessments

Improve the application of models through data collection and validation (as
feasible and needed) and for using such science-based models in environmental
and natural resources management planning

Improve the graphical depiction of the potential impacts of climate change on
species ranges and population abundances in climate change vulnerability
assessments

2) Adapt and mitigate the adverse impacts of climate change, including stresses on
infrastructure, aquatic vegetation, erosion, and shifts in distributions of terrestrial endemic
species ranges and population abundances, and plant communities:

Ensure that species/community conservation priorities and expenditures reflect
climate change risks, such as those on the margins of their distribution patterns

Identify restoration projects to provide habitat elements for specific species,
which could be altered by climate change

Provide for the management of threatened, endangered, and other special status
species to avoid or minimize impacts from climate change

Monitor plant community composition and productivity for changes in status, or
condition attributed to climate change and implement management strategies to
address these concerns

Monitor intertidal and near shore environments for changes in status, or condition
attributed to climate change and implement management strategies to address
these concerns

3) Address the impact of human use of resources by emphasizing preventative technologies:

Improve water conservation

Improve storm water management through use of low impact development
technologies

Improve coordination between natural resources and development project
proponents to ensure more energy-efficient design features.
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4) Ensure that Benning personnel have access to climate change education and outreach in
order to help minimize effects of climate change through modification of individual behavior and
lifestyle consumption patterns that contribute to climate change.

6.2.2 Fort Benning’s Sustainability Management System

Fort Benning began its Sustainability Program at the Installation’s Sustainability Goal Setting
Conference in May 2005. Fort Benning, HQDA, and members of the local and regulatory
communities convened to establish aggressive, realistic, and quantifiable goals; develop a
reporting mechanism to keep leadership informed and ensure planners stay the course; and
work with community stakeholders to ensure Fort Benning’s history of proud service to the
nation and the local area continues. Even today many years later this effort has played a
significant part in overall Installation planning and will continue to do so. Fort Benning continues
to develop and institute EMS for the Installation and its lands to help ensure mission
requirements continue to be met.

An EMS is a management system that integrates environmental accountability in both daily and
long-term decision making. It provides an explicit structure to manage activities and processes
and decrease negative impacts to the environment. The measurable goals, objectives, and
targets of the EMS are reviewed and updated yearly per the guidance found in the 1998
Environmental Management Systems Primer for Federal Facilities.

The Army had based its EMS procedures under EOs 13148 and 13514 and on ISO 14001. ISO
14001 is an internationally accepted standard, not an environmental compliance system, that
allows Fort Benning to develop the most effective way to manage its unigue environmental
activities. Many entities around the world, including Fort Benning, use the approach of “Plan,
Do, Check, Act,” to establish an Environmental Policy. Fort Benning’s Environmental Policy
establishes the overall direction for the Installation’s EMS and a commitment to execute the
mission while being environmentally responsible.

The “Plan” phase occurs when Fort Benning reviews all of its operations to identify those that
may have a significant impact on the environment and ascertain what legal requirements apply.
With this information, the installation creates objectives and targets to reduce impacts and
improve upon the identified operations.

The “Do” phase occurs when Fort Benning implements activities to achieve the objectives and
targets that were established in the Plan phase. Implementation occurs through developing a
structure of responsibilities and establishing lines of communication, as well as by training
personnel and documenting current and future EMS activities for reducing environmental
impacts.

The “Check” phase occurs when Fort Benning is monitoring and measuring its activities and
correcting deficiencies. In addition, the EMS team will periodically audit the EMS to ensure that
it is working properly and that legal requirements are being met.

The “Act” phase occurs when Fort Benning’s top management within an organization meets to
review records and audit results to verify that the EMS is being implemented and is functioning
correctly. During this phase, methods to improve the existing system are developed and
evaluated.
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Implementing Fort Benning’s EMS will help to ensure long-term mission viability and preserve
Fort Benning'’s resources for its Soldiers and future generations.
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APPENDIX A

FORT BENNING LANDSCAPE
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APPENDIX A1 PHYSICAL SETTING

A.1.1 TOPOGRAPHY

Most of Fort Benning is located south of the Fall Line; however, there is a small area of the
Piedmont Province located in the northeastern part of the reservation. The Fall Line is defined
by the overlap of Coastal Plain strata on top of Piedmont rocks. This is also the area where the
Piedmont basement rocks are first exposed in streams flowing to the Atlantic Ocean and the
Gulf of Mexico (Gulf South Research Corporation 1999).

The location of Fort Benning in relation to the Fall Line makes the Installation unusual. The
result is the overlapping diversity of Piedmont and Coastal Plain habitats and the associated
occurrence of ecotonal plant and animal communities. The effect is not limited to terrestrial
communities, but also is reflected in the physical features and biotic composition of the streams
that pass through or arise within the installation. The predominately rolling terrain is highest in
the east, rising approximately 740 feet above sea level, and lowest in the southwest along the
Chattahoochee River, about 190 feet above sea level (Figure A.1.1).

Along the Fall Line Sandhills, crystalline rocks of the Piedmont are overlain by marine or fluvial
sediments. The crystalline and sedimentary deposits may be exposed in relatively close
proximity. For this reason Fort Benning contains a varied topography. Upland slopes range from
steep to gently sloping and comprise most of the land on the installation. The remaining area
consists of relatively flat uplands or terraces adjacent to or near the Chattahoochee River
(Benson 1997).

A.1.2 SURFACE GEOLOGY

The surface geology at Fort Benning is depicted in Figure A.1.2. The sedimentary sequences of
the Coastal Plain that overlie the crystalline basement rocks at Fort Benning consist of materials
deposited during the Cretaceous, Tertiary, and Quaternary Periods. The Cretaceous Period
sediments form the uplands and consist of the five following geologic formations. Descriptions
are taken from Reinhardt and others (1994).

e Kr - Ripley Formation (Upper Cretaceous): Fine to very fine, calcareous quartz sand,
massive burrowed to bioturbated, greenish-gray, weathers to dusky yellow, contains
abundant muscovite, glauconite, and locally abundant carbonaceous debris; local
clean quartz sand lenses. Ledge-forming, carbonate-cemented sand beds and
calcareous concretions are common in upper part of unit. Thickness ranges from 133
to 250 feet. The Ripley Formation is found only along the southeastern boundary of
Fort Benning. This area is also where the highest elevations on the installation are
found.
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Figure A.1.1 Topography and Drainage Network
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Figure A.1.2 Geology
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e Kc - Cusseta Sand (Upper Cretaceous): Medium to coarse quartz sand, pale yellow
to light olive gray, thinly bedded to laminated clay, medium olive-gray to brownish-
black, and micaceous fine sand, light olive-gray. Formation thickness ranges from
150 to 233 feet.

e Kb - Blufftown Formation (Upper Cretaceous): Fine sand to sandy clay, calcareous,
glauconitic, and micaceous, light brownish-gray to olive-gray, interfingers with
medium to coarse sand, quartzose, pale yellow. Locally abundant carbonaceous
debris, shell beds, and calcareous concretions. Formation thickness ranges from 200
to 433 feet.

o Ke - Eutaw Formation (Upper Cretaceous): Fine to very coarse sand, very pale
orange to yellow, and clay, brownish -gray. Thickness of the unit ranges from 100 to
280 feet.

e Kt - Tuscaloosa Formation (Upper Cretaceous): Fine to very coarse sand, pale
yellowish-green to pale orange, crossbedded, quartzose and containing abundant
potassium feldspar, interbedded with massive sandy clay, pale olive to reddish-
brown, locally mottled. Gravelly and poorly bedded deposits at base difficult to
distinguish from residuum on underlying crystalline rocks. Thickness ranges from
165 to 500 feet.

A.1.3 SOILS

There are two basic soil provinces on Fort Benning: the Georgia Sand Hills and the Southern
Coastal Plains. The Georgia Sand Hills is a narrow belt of deep sandy soils with rolling to hilly
topography. These soils are primarily derived from marine sands, loams, and clays. South of the
Sand Hills are the Southern Coastal Plain soils, which are divided into nearly level to rolling
valleys and gently sloping to steep uplands. Southern Coastal Plain soils in this area have a
loamy or sandy surface layer and loamy or clayey subsoil (Cooperative Extension Service
1993).

The soil surveys by the U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS) for Fort Benning on the Georgia side are for Chattahoochee and Marion
Counties (Green 1997) and Muscogee County (Johnson 1983). The soil survey for Russell
County, Alabama, was updated and published in 2003. Table A.1.3 includes the NRCS soill
survey findings for those soils series found on Fort Benning.

A.1.3.1 GENERALIZED SURFACE SOIL TEXTURES

A soil texture map for Fort Benning is provided in Figure A.1.3. Features on this map represent
the relative proportions of sand, silt, and clay in a soil. The dud areas of A20 and K15 are not
mapped in the modern method of soil surveying as these areas have restricted access. As a
result, data from a 1928 soil survey (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1928) was manually
digitized to fill in the gaps.
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Table A.1.1 Soil Series from Natural Resources Conservation Service Classification,
(in descending order of acreage).

Series Acres
Unclassified 26,537
Nankin sandy clay loam 26,244
Troup loamy sand 22,332
Cowarts and Ailey soils 15,376
Bibb sandy loam 10,087
Troup, Vaucluse, and Pelion loamy
sands 8,863
Ailey loamy coarse sand 5,897
Nankin sandy loam 5,453
Wagram loamy sand 5,077
Troup loamy fine sand 4,490
Lakeland sand 4,321
Vaucluse sandy loam 4,315
Water 3,021
Congaree-Toccoa complex 2,372
Pelham loamy sand 2,288
Toccoa sandy loam 2,198
Udorthents-Urban land complex 2,193
Ochlockonee sandy loam 2,134
Eunola sandy loam 2,125
Wickham fine sandy loam 1,909
Chastain loam 1,530
Troup and Esto loamy sands 1,509
Esto and Troup loamy sands 1,446
Esto sandy loam 1,386
Esto, Fuguay, and Ailey loamy sands 1,238
Stilson loamy sand 1,089
Troup-Springhill-Luverne complex 1,064
Orangeburg-Urban land complex 1,049
Maxton loamy sand 1,005
Dothan loamy sand 1,003
Udorthents, loamy 914
Fuquay loamy sand 910
Susquehanna sandy loam 900
Orangeburg loamy sand 808
| Bigbee-Ochlockonee complex 793
Lucy loamy sand 745
Chewacla loam 740
Urban land-Orangeburg complex 700
Dothan-Urban land complex 639
Urban land 639
Kolomoki fine sandy loam 525
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Series Acres
Dothan fine sandy loam 524
Fuquay loamy fine sand 313
Springhill sandy loam 294
Ocilla loamy fine sand 293
Kinston, Mantachie, and luka soils 285
Bladen loam 256
Annemaine fine sandy loam 243
Uchee-Cowarts complex 242
Fluvaquents 218
Wahee fine sandy loam 205
Orangeburg fine sandy loam 196
Red Bay sandy loam 178
Hydraquents 152
Blanton loamy sand 149
Congaree loam 143
luka sandy loam 140
Dogue fine sandy loam 106
Esto-Urban land complex 98
Pits 80
Gritney fine sandy loam 72
Psamments 71
Lynchburg loamy fine sand 68
Riverview loam 60
Dogue loam 56
Orangeburg sandy loam 51
Urban land-Troup complex 41
Eunola-Urban land complex 37
Vance sandy clay loam
Udorthents, clayey
Wahee-Bladen complex
Total Acres 182,447
A.1.3.2 HIGHLY ERODIBLE SOILS

Based on the available soil survey data, most of Fort Benning's soils are identified as highly
erodible (Figure A.1.4). The degree of erodibility is determined by factors such as drainage,
permeability, texture, structure, and percent slope. The dudded impact areas of A20 and K15
were not mapped because of access restrictions.
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Figure A.1.3 General Surface Soil Texture
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A.1.4 CLIMATE

Fort Benning is located about 170 miles north of the Gulf of Mexico and 225 miles west of the
Atlantic Ocean, with a climate classified as humid temperate. The seasons are well defined, with
hot, humid summers and mild winters. The coldest month is usually January and the warmest
month is usually July. Most summer days have high temperatures over 90°F, with many
reaching 95°F, but seldom approaching 100°F. The highest recorded temperature is 107°F. The
mean low temperature from November through February is 37°F, but seldom drops below 20°F.
The lowest recorded temperature is 0°F. Annual precipitation averages about 51 inches.
Heaviest rainfall occurs in March, July, and December and the lightest in September, October,
and November. Snow occurs occasionally, but usually quickly melts (National Climatic Data
Center 1999).

A.1.5 HYDROLOGY
A.1.5.1 STREAM NETWORK AND IMPOUNDED WATER

The Chattahoochee River, along with the Flint River to the east, is a major component of the
Apalachicola River drainage basin of eastern Alabama, western Georgia, and the Florida
Panhandle. Most streams found within the installation drain into the Chattahoochee River
through Upatoi Creek on the Georgia side and Uchee Creek on the Alabama side. The most
southern portion of Fort Benning drains directly into the Chattahoochee River, and the northwest
portion of the Installation drains into Bull Creek. A very small area in the southeast corner of the
Post drains into the Flint River Basin to the east. The proximity of Fort Benning to the Piedmont,
Fall Line Sand Hills, and the Chattahoochee River increases diversity of streams within the
installation (Figure A.1.5).

The streams at Fort Benning are referred to as either Piedmont or Coastal Plain in origin.
Piedmont streams originate in the Piedmont and generally flow in a southerly direction on Fort
Benning. Major Piedmont streams include Baker, Cox, Dozier, Kendall, Randall, Uchee, and
Upatoi Creeks, as well as the Chattahoochee and Tar Rivers. Coastal Plain streams originate in
the Coastal Plain and generally flow from east to west on the Georgia side and west to east on
the Alabama side. Ochillee, Pine Knot, Little Pine Knot, Sally Branch and Bonham Creeks are
the major Coastal Plain streams on Fort Benning. Oswichee Creek has intermediate
characteristics between Piedmont and the Coastal Plain streams.

The Chattahoochee River is a major river that flows through approximately 20 miles of the
Installation, separating it into its Alabama and Georgia portions. Several dams have been built
on the Chattahoochee River upstream and downstream of Fort Benning to regulate river flow
and produce hydroelectric energy. The northern portion of Lake Walter F. George, on the
Chattahoochee River, extends into the southwest portion of the installation. The River Bend
area, which is part of the Lake Walter F. George impoundment, constitutes the only lake on the
installation. Numerous oxbows, abandoned meander channels, isolated ponds, and wetland
areas are found along the Chattahoochee River.

On Fort Benning there are 14 man-made ponds that range in size from one to 72 acres.
Additionally, numerous natural ponds such as beaver ponds are present.
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Figure A.1.4 Highly Erodable Soils
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A.1.5.2 WETLANDS

The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) conducted by the USFWS in 1982 shows that Fort
Benning contains about 16,926 acres of wetlands (Figure A.1.6). The inventory described
lacustrine, riverine, and palustrine systems. On Fort Benning wetlands include impounded
water, flowing water, river floodplains, stream floodplains, small stream swamps, wooded
seepage bogs, herbaceous and shrub seepage bogs, and gum/oak ponds.

The wetland delineations were produced through stereoscopic interpretation of 1:58,000 scale
color infrared photography. The majority of the photography was taken during the winters of
1980 through 1982. Field checks of the areas were made prior to the actual delineation.
Distinctive characteristics seen in the photos were identified in the field using vegetation and soil
types, as well as additional input from field personnel. These maps are useful for planning
purposes, but they do not meet the criteria of the delineation of wetlands for regulatory
purposes, and in accordance with the Clean Water Act. Further surveys and wetland boundary
delineations are often required prior to the USACE Regulatory Office concurring with the
wetland delineation.

A.1.5.3 GROUNDWATER

Fort Benning is in the Coastal Plain hydrologic province of Georgia and Alabama, whose
principal ground water source is the Cretaceous aquifer system. The aquifer systems are
directly related to the various geologic formations. The Georgia Geologic Survey identifies these
Cretaceous aquifers in the Fort Benning area as the A-3 through A-6 aquifers. Aquifer A-6 is
part of the upper Tuscaloosa and the overlying Lower Eutaw formations. Aquifer A-5 is part of
the basal sedimentary sequence of the Blufftown Formation. Aquifer A-4 is in the upper
sedimentary sequence of the Blufftown Formation. The A-3 aquifer correlates with the Cusseta
Sand Formation. The recharge area for these aquifers is the Sand Hills area, which includes
Fort Benning (GA DNR 1986).

A.154 FORT BENNING AREA HYDROLOGIC UNIT

Fort Benning lies completely within the USGS Hydrologic Unit Code 03130003 (Figure A.1.7).
This hydrologic unit is located in parts of both Alabama and Georgia. This is a level of
classification known as a cataloging unit and it represents all or part of a surface drainage basin,
a combination of drainage basins, or a distinct hydrologic feature (Seaber, et. al. 1987).

A.1.55 WATERSHED MANAGEMENT UNITS

Watershed management units were delineated at Fort Benning to use as a framework for
monitoring water quality and erosion, watershed restoration projects, and for other management
activities. The watershed management units at Fort Benning were created by considering both
the stream surface drainage network and a appropriate unit size for management purposes.
The units had to be large enough for planning purposes, yet small enough to monitor. The
watershed delineation for Fort Benning also includes those areas outside the installation
boundary that have close hydrologic connection to the installation. Fort Benning is composed of
29 Watershed Management Units (WMU) (Figure A.1.8). Seventeen of the WMUs occur
completely or almost completely within the boundaries of the installation and 12 of the WMUs
are partially within the boundaries of Fort Benning.
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Figure A.1.6 Wetlands

,f '\ 7\
f{i Alabama Georgia \
I G

g —

2

0 1 4
e iles

Map Created December 2013
Land Management Branch

Legend

D Installation Boundary
Wetlands

Fort Benning INRMP
170



Figure A.1.7 Fort Benning Area Hydrologic Unit
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Figure A.1.8 Watershed Management Units

o 1 2 6
| —

Map Created December 2013
Land Management Branch

Legend
D Installation Boundary
|:] Training Area

Fort Benning INRMP
172




APPENDIX A2 UNIQUE ECOLOGICAL AREAS AND SPECIES OF
CONSERVATION CONCERN

Certain natural resources—because of their rarity, uniqueness, vulnerability, or ecological
significance—achieve a prominent conservation status and, as a result, require focused
monitoring and management. At Fort Benning, such resources are separated into two
categories: Unique Ecological Areas (UEA) and species of conservation concern. Designation
and management of UEAs and consideration of all species of conservation concern (including
but not limited to Federally listed species) in management plans represent proactive approaches
to natural resources management. Moreover, designation of UEAs demonstrates a shift from
the single-species focus of the past to a community- / ecosystem-based approach.

A.2.1 Unique Ecological Areas

Unaltered ecosystems are highly evolved, interactive associations of abiotic and biotic
components. They cannot be duplicated artificially and, once highly disturbed, are virtually
impossible to restore. They constitute storehouses of natural diversity and provide research and
educational opportunities that may prove invaluable to future generations. In the southeastern
United States, intact representatives of native plant communities and habitats (e.g., rock
outcrops, sandhill communities) are rare. Aggregations of these communities and habitats form
natural areas. To conserve the native biodiversity of a landscape, political entity, or region,
identification and preservation of such natural areas is an important conservation tool.

Designation of natural areas is used by both Federal and state agencies to track areas of
conservation significance; however, the availability of standardized criteria for designation
differs by geographic location. No specific criteria are presently available that assess the degree
to which the area is representative, current ecological condition, potential long-term viability, and
regional conservation significance for various components of natural areas for Fort Benning’s
geographic location. Fort Benning is designating within this INRMP areas of conservation
significance. Such areas will be referred to in this plan as UEAs. Association-level descriptions
and condition ranking criteria for occurrences of plant communities have been developed for
UEAs. Once standardized criteria are available, their appropriate designation as natural areas
or some other type of conservation designation then can be determined.

A.2.1.1 AUTHORITY FOR DESIGNATION

DoD 4715.03 (Natural Resources Conservation Program, dated 18 March 2011) provides the
primary authorization for the designation of areas of conservation significance (specifically
referred to as special natural areas). The Special Designation section of the instruction states:

“Areas on DoD installations that contain natural resources (e.g., ecological, scenic,
recreational, or educational) that warrant special conservation efforts may be designated
as special natural areas, where such conservation is consistent with the military mission.
Such areas should be reassessed if mission requirements change or if the property
becomes excess and requires disposal. The INRMP shall address special management
provisions necessary for the conservation of each area.”
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A.2.1.2 DESIGNATION OF FORT BENNING’S UNIQUE ECOLOGICAL AREAS

In accordance with DoD Instruction 4715.03, Fort Benning natural resource managers identified
several areas that have unique or rare ecological characteristics or that represent the best
example on Fort Benning of a particular habitat or plant community type. These areas were
chosen based on characteristics of their soil type, topography, slope, aspect, elevation,
hydrology, flora, fauna, and other biotic and abiotic features. Many areas apparently contain
remnant native plant communities that have experienced minimal disturbance relative to other
similar communities. As a result, at least a few areas, or portions thereof, may require little or no
active management to maintain their condition. Such areas can serve as reference sites for the
biodiversity and ecological processes associated with natural communities. Additionally, each
area seems to have experienced in the past and is experiencing now only relatively minimal
impacts, if any, from military training activities. To conserve the ecological integrity of these
areas, Fort Benning will use their designation as UEAs to ensure now and in the future that
land-use planning and training activities account for their presence and their preservation
requirements.

The 19 UEAs identified to date are shown in Figure A.2.1. In total, including designated buffer
zones for the Piedmont Interface area, they encompass almost 21,400 acres. At present, most
boundaries and acreages are approximate representations and will be refined as the areas are
further studied. Each UEA was identified initially by Fort Benning staff or by USFWS, TNC, or
Georgia Natural Heritage Program staff who evaluated their condition in the field and made a
preliminary determination that each area deserved consideration as an area of conservation
significance.

A.2.1.3 MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

Management efforts for UEAs are geared toward maintaining and restoring these areas to
preserve their “naturalness.” As part of the implementation of this INRMP, management
guidelines for each area include the types of military training that are expected to not adversely
impact the ecological integrity of each area.

In 2005, TNC completed a report for Fort Benning that summarized management issues and
recommendations for UEAs on Fort Benning. This report was a culmination of efforts by TNC,
Fort Benning Conservation and Land Management Branches to identify ecological groups
based on vegetation characteristics. This report initially identified 15 UEAs, with another four
areas proposed for designation as UEAs. Since 2005, the four proposed UEAs have been
formally adopted as UEAs for a total of 19 as discussed throughout this INRMP. A detailed
description of the designated UEAs on Fort Benning is included in Appendix A3, “Fort Benning
Unique Ecological Areas: Management Plans.”

A.2.2 Species of Conservation Concern

There are 97 species (four amphibians, eight birds, seven fishes, four mammals, four mussels,
nine reptiles, and 61 plants) of conservation concern found on Fort Benning (Table A.2.1). A
species is listed as of conservation concern if it is listed by the USFWS or by the states of
Alabama or Georgia as threatened (T) or endangered (E) or is otherwise identified as a
candidate (C) species, species of special concern, state protected species, rare species,
unusual species, or a watch-list species. Several Federally listed threatened and endangered
species occur at Fort Benning. These include the RCW (E), wood stork (E), American alligator
(T [S/A], in which S/A means due to similar appearance), and relict trillium (E). Other notable
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species include the bald eagle, gopher tortoise, gopher frog, osprey, sweet pitcher plant, Indian
olive, croomia, Georgia rockcress, and Pickering’s morning glory.
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Figure A.2.1 Unique Ecological Areas
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Table A.2.1 Threatened, Endangered, and Species of Conservation Concern Known to

Occur on Fort Benning

Updated: 20 May 2013

Scientific Name Common Name Federal’ | Georgia' | Alabama’
AMPHIBIANS
Ambystoma tigrinum2 Eastern tiger salamander SC
Desmognathus apalachicolae Apalachicola dusky salamander SC SC
Eurycea longicauda guttolineata | Three-lined salamander SC
Rana capito Gopher frog SC
BIRDS
Aimophila aestivalis Bachman's sparrow R SC
Columbina passerina Ground dove SP
Falco sparverius paulus Southeastern American kestrel SC SC
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle FP T SP
Lanius ludovicianus migrans Migrant loggerhead shrike SC
Mycteria americana Wood stork E E SP
Pandion haliaetus Osprey SC
Picoides borealis Red-cockaded woodpecker E E SP
FISHES
Ameiurus serracanthus Spotted bullhead R SC
Cyprinella callitaenia Bluestripe shiner T SC
Etheostoma parvipinne Goldstripe darter R
Etheostoma swaini Gulf darter SC
Ichthyomyzon gagei Southern brook lamprey SC
Lepisosteus oculatus Spotted gar SC
Pteronotropis euryzonus Broadstripe shiner R
MAMMALS
Geomys pinetis Southeastern pocket gopher SP
Lasiurus seminolus Seminole bat SC
Myotis austroriparius Southeastern myotis SC SP
Tadarida brasiliensis Brazilian free-tailed bat SC
MUSSELS
Anodonta heardi Apalachicola floater SC
Elliptio complanata Eastern elliptio SC
Villosa lienosa Little spectaclecase SC
Villosa vibex Southern rainbow SC

Table A.2.1 Threatened, Endangered, and Species of Conservation Concern Known to
Occur on Fort Benning (continued)

Scientific Name

Common Name

| Federal® | Georgia' | Alabama’

REPTILES
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harperi

Alligator mississippiensis American alligator T (S/IA) SC
Crotalus adamanteus Eastern diamondback rattlesnake SC
Eumeces egregius Mole skink SC
Gopherus polyphemus Gopher tortoise C T SP
Graptymys barbouri Barbour’s map turtle T SP
Heterodon simus Southern hognose snake SC SP
Macroclemys temminckii Alligator snapping turtle T SP
Micrurus fulvius Eastern coral snake SC SC
Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus | Florida pine snake SC SP
PLANTS
Aesculus parviflora Bottlebrush buckeye SC
Arabis georgiana Georgia rockcress C T SC
Agrimonia incisa Incised agrimony SC SC
Aster surculous® Colonizing Aster SC
Baptisia megacarpa Apalachicola wild indigo SC SC
Brachiaria platyphylla® Broad-leaf signalgrass SC
Brickellia cordifolia Flyr's nemesis T SC
Buchnera americana Bluehearts SC
Burmannia capitata2 Blue threads SC
Carex lupuliformis Hop sedge SC
Carex stricta Tussock sedge SC
Castanea pumila Allegheny chinkapin SC
Chrysoma pauciflosculosa Woody goldenrod W
Cirsium virginianum Virginia thistle SC
Coreopsis gladiata? Alternate-leaved tickseed SC
Croomia pauciflora Croomia T SC
Echinacea pallida2 Pale purple coneflower SC
Gentiana catesbaei2 Catessby’s gentian SC
Gymnopogon brevifolius Broad-leaved beardgrass SC
Halesia carolina2 Carolina silverbell SC
Helenium brevifolium Bog sneezeweed SC SC
Helianthemum canadense Canadian frostweed SC
Helianthus smithii Smith’s sunflower SC SC
Hexastylis shuttleworthii var. Harper's Wild ginger U SC

Table A.2.1 Threatened, Endangered, and Species of Conservation Concern Known to

Occur on Fort Benning (continued)

Scientific Name

Common Name

Federal®

Georgia®

Alabama®

Hypericum canadense

Canada St. John’s wort

SC
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Hypericum nudiflorum? Bractless St. John’s wort SC
Iris brevicaulis Lamance iris SC
Isoetes melanopoda Black-footed quillwort SC SC
Lillium superbum? Turk’s-cap lily sC
Melanthium latifolium Broadleaf bunchflower SC SC
Mirabilis albida” White four-o’clock sC
Myriophyllum laxum Lax water-milfoil T SC
Nestronia umbellula Indian olive T SC
Oldenlandia boscii Bosc’s Mille graines SC
Panax quinquefolium American ginseng SC
Phacelia dubia var georgiana Georgia scorpionweed SC
Phaseolus polystachios sinuatus | Sandhills bean SC
Plantago sparsiflora Pineland plantain SC
Platanthera flava var. flava® Green wood-orchid SC
Platanthera lacera® Green fringed-orchid SC
Prunus alabamensis2 Alabama black cherry SC
Quercus arkansana Arkansas oak SC SC
Quercus georgiana Georgia oak W SC
Quercus prinoides Dwarf chinkapin oak SC
Rhapidophyllum hystrix2 Needle palm SC
Rhododendron minus2 Dwarf rhododendron SC
Rhynchospora scirpoides Bullrush baldrush SC
Rhynchospora stenophylla Narrow-leaved beakrush SC SC
Salix humilis2 Tall prairie willow SC
Sarracenia rubra Sweet pitcherplant T SC
Sarracenia psittacina Parrot pitcherplant T SC
Spiranthes ovalis Oval ladies-tresses SC
Stylisma pickeringii pickeringii Pickering's morning-glory T SC
Trepocarpus aethusae Trepocarpus SC
Triadenum tubulosum Broadleaf marsh St. John’s wort SC
Tridens carolinianus Carolina redtop SC SC
Trillium decipiens Mimic trillium W SC

Table A.2.1 Threatened, Endangered, and Species of Conservation Concern Known to

Occur on Fort Benning (continued)

Scientific Name Common Name Federal' | Georgia® | Alabama’
Trillium reliquum Relict trillium E E SC
Trillium underwoodii Dwarf mottled trillium W
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Utricularia floridana® Foxtail bladderwort SC

Verbesinia aristata Serrate crownbeard SC

1Legend: E = Endangered; T = Threatened; C = Candidate: FP = Federally Protected; SC = Special Concern; S/A =
Due to Similar Appearance; P = Proposed; R = Rare; U = Unusual; SP = State Protected (Alabama no longer lists
species as threatened or endangered. The state designates a species as SP if it is protected under state regulations
or SC if it is not protected under state regulations, but its conservation status is still of concern to the state.); W = On
the Georgia Plant Watch List, (which means plants needing additional documentation to determine conservation
status.)

Occurrence data are from: USFWS and unpublished data* from the Fort Benning Threatened and Endangered
Species Survey; Fort Benning Conservation Branch. (*Conservation Branch last performed a threatened and
endangered species survey in 2010. Surveys were also performed for site specific construction projects associated
with BRAC and MCoE, and will continue to be performed as funding is available or as new construction projects are
proposed.)

Conservation status based on: USFWS. 1997. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants. 50 CFR [Code of
Federal Regulations) 17.11 and 17.12, as amended 14 November 2013. Georgia Natural Heritage Program. 2011.
Special Concern Animals and Plants / Plant Watch Lists of Georgia. Georgia Department of Natural Resources,
Natural Heritage Program, Social Circle, Georgia. Lists: Special Concern Animals of Georgia (7 March 2011);
Tracking List of Special Concern Plants of Georgia (77 March 2011); and Georgia Plant Watch List (7 March 2011).
Alabama Natural Heritage Program. 2011. Inventory List: The Rare, Threatened and Endangered Plants, Animals of
Alabama. Alabama Natural Heritage Program, Montgomery, Alabama. June 2011. The preceding document
summarizes the information on state protected status species as identified by the Nongame Species Regulation
(section 220-2.92) of the Alabama Regulations on Game, Fish, and Fur Bearing Animals, Alabama Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries, Montgomery, Alabama.

2sSpecies was found only in Georgia, but species is not tracked by Georgia; however, species is tracked by
Alabama.

A.2.2.1 FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES

Fort Benning has one of the largest RCW populations in the southeastern United States; more
information on its management can be found in the RCW ESMC (Appendix E1). The other
Federally listed species occur as transients (wood stork), are present in small numbers
(American alligator), or are found in a few localized areas (relict trillium).

Wood storks are seen mainly on the Alabama portion of the Installation during late summer.
Usually one to 20 birds are seen each year. They use shallow water pond