PROOF OF PUBLICATION

STATE OF ALABAMA
CALHOUN COUNTY

Personally appeared before me Phillip A. Sanguinetti,
who being duly sworn, makes oath that he is President of THE

ANNISTON STAR, a daily newspaper published in Anniston,
Alabama, and that the attached notice ran as follows:

Dates: Description :

2

Sworn to and subscribed to
before me this date:

\\\L lL . e d

Notary Public

NOTIFICATION OF
INTENT
The United States Army
intends to sign a Find-
ing of Suitability to
Transfer (FOST) docu-
ment for the transfer of
approximately 93.18
acres of land compris-
ing a portion of Highway
21 that runs parallel
with the western border
of the Main Post of Fort
McCiellan to the Alabs
ma Department ¢
Transportation. Copies
of the FOST are avail-
able for public review at
the Anniston Calhoun
County Library on the
9th Floor, Jacksonville
State University, 700
Pelham Rd, Jackson-
ville, AL 36265. Public
comments on the docu-
ment will be accepted
until January 8, 2004.
Written comments may
be provided to Mrs. Lisa
Holstein, U.S. Army
Garrison Transition
Force, 291 Jimmy
Parks Blvd, Fort. Mc-
Clelian, Al 36205-5000
or e-mailed to
public comments

@mgclellan.army.mil.
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3.1

FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER
(FOST)
Highway 21
Fort McClellan, Calhoun County, Alabama
April 2004

1.0 PURPOSE

The purpose of this Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) is to document the
environmental suitability of Highway 21 property (hereafter referred to as the Property),

U. S. Army Garrison Fort McClellan (FMC), Alabama, for transfer to Alabama Department
of Transportation (ALDOT) consistent with the Fort McClellan Comprehensive Reuse Plan,
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)
§120(h), and Department of Defense (DOD) and Army policy. In addition, the FOST
identifies use restrictions necessary to protect human health or the environment as specified

in the attached Environmental Protection Provisions (Attachment 2).

2.0 PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Fort McClellan is located in Calhoun County in the foothills of the Appalachian Mountains
in northeast Alabama (Figure 1). The proposed Property for transfer is comprised of a
portion of Highway 21 that runs parallel with the western border of FMC, Main Post, from
the north to the southwest (Figure 2). The Property measures approximately 93.18 acres.
Since the 1940s the ALDOT has held an easement from the U.S. Army for the use of the
property as a highway. The ALDOT proposes to continue the use of the Property as a
highway.

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF THE PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condition of the property was based on the following:
1) a review of existing environmental documents, historical and current aerial photographs,
and recorded chain of title documents; 2) completing associated physical and visual
inspection of the site and the properties immediately adjacent to Highway 21 area; and

conducting personal interviews. Documents reviewed are listed in Attachment 1.

 Environmental Condition of Property (ECP) Categories |
-~ Teble 1 summarizes DOD Environmental Condition of Property (ECP) Catégories and codes. -

The Property proposed for transfer to the ALDOT contains 93.18 acres of Category 1 which
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3.2

33

is defined as an area where no release or disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum
products has occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent areas).

Adjacent sites to the Property are shown on Figure 3 and Table 2. Except for Parcel 142(7)
which was transferred to the Army National Guard Reserve Center, site investigations to
determine presence or absence of contamination are currently ongoing or completed for the

parcels adjacent to the Property.

Storage, Release, or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

Based on a review of existing records and available information, there is no evidence that
hazardous substances were stored for one year or more, released, or disposed on the Property
in excess of the reportable quantities listed in 40 C.F.R. Parts 373 and 302.4. Accordingly,

there is no need for any notification of hazardous substance storage, release, or disposal.

Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products

3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products (not in underground or
above ground storage tanks)

Based on a review of existing records and available information, there is no evidence that any
petroleum or petroleum products In excess of 55 gallons at one time were stored, released, or
disposed on the property. Accordingly, there is no need for any notification of petroleum
product storage, release, or disposal.

3.3.2 Above-Ground Storage and Underground Storage Tanks
Based on a review of existing records and available information, there is no evidence that
petroleum products were stored in underground or above-ground storage tanks on the

property.

3.4  Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
Based on a review of existing records and available information, there are no PCB
contaminated transformers located on the Property and no evidence of releases from PCB

equipment.

3.5 Asbestos
Based on a review of existing records and available information, there were and are no
buildings within the Highway 21 area. Therefore an asbestos containing material survey was

not ‘conducted for the Property
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3.6 Lead-Based Paint

Based on a review of existing records and available information, there were and are no
buildings within the Highway 21 area. Therefore, a lead-based paint survey was not
conducted for the Property. ‘

3.7 Radiological Materials

Based on a review of existing records and available information, there is no evidence that the
Army used or stored radioactive materials or sources on the Property.

3.8 Radon

Based on a review of existing records and available information, there are no buildings
within the Highway 21 area. Therefore, a radon survey was not conducted for the Property.

3.9 Chemical Warfare Materiel

Based on a review of existing records and available information, chemical warfare materiel
was not used or disposed on the Property.

3.10 Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC)

MEC, which distinguishes specific categories of military munitions that may pose unique
explosives safety risks, means: (a) unexploded ordnance, as defined in 10 U.S. Code 2710 (e)
(9); (b) discarded military munitions, as defined in 10 U.S.C. 2710 (e) (2); or (c) explosive
munitions constituents (e.g., trinitrotoluene, cyclotrimethylenetrinitramine) present in high
enough concentrations to pose an explosive hazard) (Attachment 2). Based on a review of
existing records and available information, the Property is not known or suspected to contain
MEC (USACE, 2001). However, since MEC has been found on adjoining property, there is
a potential for MEC to be present in the vicinity of the areas of the granted Property, which
may pose an explosive safety hazard. The deed will contain the notice for the potential for
the presence of MEC provided in the Environmental Protection Provisions (Attachment 2).

3.11 Adjacent Hazardous Conditions

M1.01 Parcel and M3 Miscellaneous Property
The M1.01 parcel and M3 Miscellaneous property is on the eastern boundary of the Property

(Figure 3). An engineering evaluation/ cost analysis (EE/CA) for the M1.01 parcel and M3
Miscellaneous property was completed in October 2001 by Foster Wheeler Environmental
Corporation (FWENC). The EE/CA indicated the possible presence of MEC in the M1.01
parcel and M3 Miscellaneous property based on results of s\amplihg"ar'id'rremé\ialjactiOns-in :
areas adjacent to the M1.01 parcel and M3 Miscellaneous property. MEC items found in the
adjacent areas included: White Phosphorus (WP) grenade, 2.36-inch practice rockets, 60 &

Final
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81 mm practice mortars, expended rifle grenades, practice hand grenades, and practice land
mines. Because all MEC was expected to be found within one foot of the ground surface, a
one-foot removal action was recommended. An Action Memorandum for this site wwas
signed on 18 January 2002.

Between 25 February 2002 and 22 July 2002, FWENC conducted a removal of all MEC at
this site to a depth of one foot below ground surface. The items recovered during this action
included: one smoke fuze, one grenade fuze, one pyrotechnic igniter, one grenade burster,
one WP grenade, one smoke pyrotechnic, one incendiary grenade, and one 60 mm high
explosive mortar. Remaining items consisted of bursting caps, material potentially
presenting an explosive hazard (MPPEH) such as munitions debris, and non-MPPEH
metallic scrap. A Statement of Clearance for the M1.01 Parcel and M3 Miscellaneous
Property was signed on 17 April 2003 and states that the property “has been given careful
search and has been cleared of all dangerous and explosive ordnance reasonably possible to
detect. The M1.01 Parcel and M3 Miscellaneous Property has been released for unrestricted
use” (Attachment 5).

M2 Parcel

The M2 parcel is on the eastern boundary of the Property proposed for transfer (Figure 3).
An EE/CA for the M2 parcel was completed in June 2000. The M2 parcel EE/CA was based
on information obtained during the EE/CA for the proposed Eastern Bypass. During the
EE/CA for the proposed Eastern Bypass, Zapata Engineering conducted intrusive sampling in
the vicinity of the M2 parcel and discovered MEC items used for training. MEC items found
included; 60-mm practice mortars, expended smoke rifle grenades, expended rocket
pfopelled ground signals (slap flares), expended practice anti-personnel mines (M3),
expended ground trip flares (M48), and unexpended M1 mine activator. In February 2000,
during a visual ground reconnaissance, the remains of a WP grenade were identified on the

ground surface adjacent to the M2 parcel.

Between May 22 and September 15, 2000, FWENC conducted a clearance to depth at the M2
parcel (Foster Wheeler Environmental, 2000). Two unexploded ordnance (UXO) items were
identified; a M-15 WP hand grenade and a M-1 practice anti-tank land mine. The UXO
items were destroyed by FWENC UXO specialists (Foster Wheeler Environmental, 2000).
Remaining items found consisted of MPPEH munitions debris and non-MPPEH metallic

scrap. . .
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The Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) has not yet concurred
with the methodologies used by the Army to locate and remove MEC at the M1.01 Parcel,
M3 Miscellaneous Property, and M2 Parcel, nor has the Department agreed that a 1 -foot
depth of clearance is appropriate at either the M1.01 Parcel or the M3 Miscellaneous
Property Parcel. The Army considered all comments received, but professional differences
of opinion prevented the resolution of all regulatory agency comments. The Army concluded
that the successful removal actions were protective of human health and the enviroriment;
therefore, consistent with its lead agency authority under CERCLA, the Army completed the
transfer of those properties.

4.0 REMEDIATION

There are no environmental remediation orders or agreements applicable to the Property.
However, in the event remedial action is found to be necessary that has not been taken by the
date of the transfer, the U.S. Army will conduct the appropriate remedial action. The deed
will contain the provision reserving the U.S. Army’s right to conduct remediation activities
as provided in Section 9.0 of this FOST.

5.0 ENDANGERED SPECIES

The Property proposed for transfer contains an area that has been identified as suitable gray
bat foraging habitat. Figure 4 shows the moderate quality foraging habitat on the Property.
The deed will include the preservation covenant provided in the Environmental Protection
Provisions (Attachment 2).

6.0 REGULATORY/PUBLIC COORDINATION

The U.S. EPA Region 4, Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM), and
the public were notified of the initiation of the FOST. The public review period was from 9
December 2003 to 8 January 2004. ADEM, EPA and the public comments received during
the FOST development were reviewed and incorporated as appropriate. There are no

unresolved comments.

7.0 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT COMPLIANCE AND
CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impacts associated with the proposed transfer of the property have been
analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act. The results of this
analysis have been documented in the Disposal and _Réuse'EIS (1998) and its associated
Record of Decision (Juné 1999) and Record -of Environmental Consideration (March 2004).
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Any encumbrances or conditions identified in such analysis as necessary to protect human
health or the environment have been incorporated into the FOST. In addition, the proposed
transfer is consistent with the intended reuse of the property as set forth in the Fort McClellan
Comprehensive Reuse Plan.

8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

On the basis of the above results from the EBS and other environmental studies and in
consideration of the intended use of the property, certain terms and conditions are required
for the proposed transfer. These terms and conditions are set forth in the attached
Environmental Protection Provisions (Attachment 2) and will be included in the deed.

9.0 FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER

Based on the above information, 1 conclude that the Property qualifies as CERCLA
§120(h)(4) uncontaminated property, is transferable under that section, and that all DOD
requirements to reach a finding of suitability to transfer the Property to the ALDOT have
been met subject to the terms and conditions in the attached Environmental Protection
Provisions (Attachment 2).

In addition to the Environmental Protection Provisions, the deed for this transaction will
contain the following provisions:

e The covenant under CERCLA §120(h)(4)(D)(1) warranting that any response
action or corrective action under CERCLA found to be necessary after the date of
transfer shall be conducted by the U.S. Army.

e A clause as required by CERCLA §120(h)(4)(D)(ii) granting the United States
access to the Property, in any case, in which a response action or correction action
is found to be necessary after the date of transfer for the Property, or such access
is necessary to carry out a response action or corrective action on adjoining

property.
W APR 2 8 g5y,
Thomas E. Lederle
Director, Base Realignment and Closure
Hampton Field Office: - . -
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Table 1

{. Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act Categories and Codes

Environmental Condition of Property
Fort McClellan, Calbhoun County, Alabama

Category Description

Category 1 Areas where no storage, release, or disposal of hazardous substance or petroleum
products has occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent
areas)

Category 2 Areas where only release or disposal of petroleum products has occurred

Category 3 Areas where release, disposal, and or migration of hazardous substance has occurred,
but at concentrations that do not require a removal or remedial response

Category 4 Areas where release, disposal, and or migration of hazardous substance has occurred,
and all removal or remedial actions to protect human health and the environment
have been taken

Category 5 Areas where release, disposal, and or migration of hazardous substance has occurred,
and removal or remedial actions are underway, but all required remedial actions have
not yet been taken

Category 6 Areas where release, disposal, and or migration of hazardous substance has occurred,

) but required actions have not yet been implemented '
. Category 7 Areas that are not evaluated or require additional evaluation

CERCLA Codes for Categories 2 through 7

HS indicates hazardous substance storage

HR indicates hazardous substance release and/or storage

PR indicates petroleum substance release and/or storage

PS indicates petroleum substance storage

® indicates possible release or disposal, unverified by sampling or analysis

CA\Documents and Settings\agnes.mayila\My Documents\FTMC\FOST-FOSL\HWY21-ROAD\Table 1 Categories.doc




Table 2

Finding of Suitability to Transfer

Highway 21 Transfer
Adjacent Properties
Fort McClellan, Alabama
Page 1 of 1
Parcel No. Site Name.

80(6) Landfill No. 3

142(7) Motor Poo! at the Bill Nichols Army National Guard Reserve Center

178(3) Golf Course

506(3) UST at Building 3691

507(1) UST at Building 5700

M2 M2

M1.01/M3 M1.01/M3
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REFERENCES
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Explosives Final Removal Action Report, M2 Parcel, Fort McClellan, November.

Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation (FWENC), 2001, Final Engineering
Evaluation/Cost Analysis M1.01 Parcel, Fort McClellan, Alabama, December.
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 and the Alabama Department of
Environmental Management’s (ADEM) conditional concurrence to the CERFA Report
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ATTACHMENT 2

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

The following conditions, restrictions, and notifications are to be included in the deed to
ensure protection of human health and the environment and to preclude any interference with
ongoing or completed remediation activities at Fort McClellan.

- INCLUSION OF PROVISIONS:

The person or entity to whom the property is transferred shall neither transfer the property,
lease the property, nor grant any interest, privilege, or license whatsoever in connection with
the property without the inclusion of the environmental protection provisions contained
herein, and shall require the inclusion of such environmental protection provisions in all
further deeds, transfers, leases, or grant of any interest, privilege, or license.

NO LIABILITY FOR NON-ARMY CONTAMINATION:
The U.S. Army shall not incur liability for response action or corrective action found to be

necessary after the date of transfer, in any case, in which the person or entity to whom the
property is transferred, or other non-Army entities is identified as the party responsible for
contamination of the property.

NOTICE OF THE PRESENCE OF ENDANGERED SPECIES AND COVENANT:
1. Gray bats (Myotis grisescens) are known to forage near Cane Creek and are known to

roost in caves and under bridges in the vicinity. Areas within the Transferred Premises
that are adjacent to Cane Creek have been identified as suitable gray bat foraging habitat
(Figure 4 and Attachment 4). Gray bats are listed as endangered by the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) and are afforded Federal protection under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended. Section 9 of the ESA prohibits private
landowners from “taking” (harm, harass, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture,
or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct) endangered species.

2. The following measures will limit potential take of gray bats on the Transferred Premises.
Failure to follow these measures could subject the violator to criminal sanctions of the
ESA:

a) Qray bats are known to use man-made structures in the vicinity of the Property. Prior
to removing or a‘ltering the structure of a bridge, abandon'ed buildings, or cistern, the
structure should be checked for the presence of gray bats. The FW S ‘will-be contacted

if bats are found to be present.

1 .
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b) Trees along Cane Creek with moderate quality foraging habitat on the T ransferred
Premises provide protective cover and prey for foraging gray bats. Forest within 50
feet of these streams should not be removed. If removal of dead or live trees within
50 feet of this stream is necessary, the FWS should be consulted prior to cutting.

c) Gray bats primarily feed on insects with an aquatic life stage; therefore, water quality
and the physical characteristics of the streams affect the amount and types of insects
available for these bats. State and Federal regulations pertaining to water qquality and
erosion control should be followed. Additionally, modification of the stream banks
and water flow should be avoided to maintamn present water quality and physical

structure.

d) Use of pesticides, particularly Malathion, should be managed according to a FWS
consultation letter dated June 11, 1998. The Grantee should avoid (or eliminate or
minimize) fogging in the vicinity of all moderate quality foraging habitat. FWS
requested that if Malathion is used it should be sprayed only during daylight hours no
earlier than one hour after sunrise and no later than one hour prior to sunset between
March 15 and October 31. Use atmospheric conditions to determine appropriate
timing for fogging on lands directly adjacent to foraging areas.

NOTICE OF THE POTENTIAL FOR THE PRESENCE OF MUNITIONS AND
EXPLOSIVES OF CONCERN (MEC), AND COVENANT:
Fort McClellan is a former military installation with a history of munitions use; and

therefore, there is a potential for MEC to be present on the Property. MEC, which
distinguishes specific categories of military munitions that may pose unique explosives
safety risks, means: (a) unexploded ordnance, as defined in 10 U.S. Code 2710 (e) (9); (b)
discarded military munitions, as defined in 10 U.S.C. 2710 (e) (2); or (c) explosive munitions
constituents (e.g., trinitrotoluene, cyclotrimethylenetrinitramine) present in high enough
concentrations to pose an explosive hazard). Based on a review of existing records and
available information, none of the land proposed for transfer is known to contain MEC. In
the event the Alabama Department of Transportation (Grantee), its successors, and assigns
should discover any MEC on the Property, it shall not attempt to remove or destroy it, but
shall immediately notify the Calhoun County Sheriff's Department and competent Grantor or
Grantor designated explosive ordnance personnel who will be dispatched promptly to dispose

of such ordnance at no expense to the Grantee.

2
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CONDITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, AND COVENANTS BINDING AND

'ENFORCEABLE: _

These restrictions and covenants are binding on the Grantee, its successors and assi gns, shall
be included in subsequent deeds, and shall run with the land; are forever enforceable; shall
benefit the public in general and the territory surrounding the Property, including lands
retained by the Grantor; and shall further the common environmental objectives of the
Grantor and the State of Alabama; and are therefore enforceable by the Grantor and the State
of Alabama. '

~
b
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3000

DEC 1 8 2003

TECHNOLOG
AND LOGISTICS

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
(INSTALLATIONS & ENVIRONMENT)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
(INSTALLATIONS & ENVIRONMENT)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE _
(INSTALLATIONS, ENVIRONMENT & LOGISTICS)

SUBJECT: Definitions Related to Munitions Response Actions

In the past two years, the Department of Defense (DoD) has developed polices and
guidance to establish and implement a Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP).
DoD's Management Guidance for the Defense Environmental Restoration Program
(DERP), dated September 28, 2001, was DoD's initial effort in this regard.

: To further this effort, and to promote understanding, provide clarity and

‘ consistency in both internal and external discussions, a commonly understood set of
terms is required. Key among these new definitions is "munitions response” and
*»munitions and explosives of concern” (MEC). Along with "munitions constituents”
(MC), a term defined in 10 U.S .C. § 2710, these definitions also help to clarify DoD’s
intent to integrate both the explosives safety (i.e., responses to MEC) and environmental
(i.e., responses to MC that do not present an explosive hazard) aspects of a munitions
response. '

The use of accurate, descriptive terminology is important in our on-going efforts to
engage other Federal agencies, American Indian Tribes, Alaska Native Entities, the
States, and the public in our efforts to address issues related to munitions responses. 1
therefore request that you begin now to use these terms. Please note however, that as
these definitions that are not based on existing statute, regulation, or DoD directive, they
should be considered interim. In particular, this memorandum is not intended to limit or
to foreclose public comment on these terms during the forthcoming rulemaking for the
Military Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol.

Use of this terminology does not infer any specific funding authority nor does it
alter the program eligibility criteria for munitions responses or building demolition/debris
removals found in the DERP Management Guidance. Guidance for funding a munitions
response is provided in the DERP Management Guidance.

&




In addition to the definitions contained in this memorandum, there are also
relevant general statutory definitions contained in section 101 of title 10, United States
Code. That section provides authoritative definitions for the following five terms:
military munitions, operational range, range, range activities, and unexploded ordnance.

My points of contact for these definitions are Colonel John Selstrom,
(703) 604-1529 (john.selstrom @osd.mil), and Mr. Kurt Kratz, (703) 697-5372

(kurt kratz@osd.mil).

o Lo,
P.Gronc :

Principal Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Environment)

Attachment:
As stated




Attachment A ,
Definitions provided by this Policy Letter

Defense Sites. Locations that are or were owned by, leased to, or otherwise
possessed or used by the Department of Defense. The term does not include any
operational range, operating storage or manufacturing facility, or facility that is
used for or was permitted for the treatment or disposal of military munitions. (10
U.S.C. 2710¢e)(1))

Discarded Military Munitions (OMM). Military munitions that have been
abandoned without proper disposal or removed from storage in a military
magazine or other storage area for the purpose of disposal. The term does not
include unexploded ordnance, military munitions that are being held for future use
or planned disposal, or military munitions that have been properly disposed of
consistent with applicable environmental laws and regulations. (10 U.S.C.

2710(e)(2))

Explosives or Munitions Emergency Response. All immediate response
activities by an explosives and munitions emergency response specialist to control,
mitigate, or eliminate the actual or potential threat encountered during an '
explosives or munitions emergency. An explosives or munitions emergency
response may include in-place render-safe procedures, treatment or destruction of
the explosives or munitions, and/or transporting those items to apother location to
be rendered safe, treated, or destroyed. Any reasonable delay in the completion of
an explosives or munitions emergency response caused by a necessary, unforeseen,
or uncontrollable circumstance will not terminate the explosives or munitions
emergency. Explosives and munitions emergency responses can occur on either
public or private lands and are not limited to responses at RCRA facilities.
(Military Munitions Rule, 40 CFR 260.10)

Munitions Constituents (MC). Any materials originating from unexploded
ordnance, discarded military munitions, or other military munitions, including
explosive and nonexplosive materials, and emission, degradation, or breakdown
elements of such ordnance or munitions. (10 U.S.C. 2710 (e)(4))

Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC). This term, which distinguishes
specific categories of military munitions that may pose unique explosives safety
risks, means:

(A) Unexploded Ordnance (UXO0), as defined in 10 U.S.C. 2710 (e) (9);
(B) Discarded military munitions (DMM), as defined in 10 U.S.C. 2710 (e) (2);
or
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(C) Munitions constituents (e.g., TNT, RDX) present in high enough
concentrations to pose an explosive hazard.

Munitions Response. Response actions, including investigation, removal and
remedial actions to address the explosives safety, human health, or environmental
risks presented by unexploded ordnance (UXO), discarded 1m11tary munitions

- (DMM), or munitions constituents (MC)

Munitions Response Area (MRA). Any area on a a defense site that is known or

suspected to contain UXO, DMM, or MC. Examples include former ranges and
munitions burial areas. A munitions response area is comprised of one or more
munitions response sites.

Munitions Response Site (MRS). A discrete location within a MRA that is
known to require a munitions response. o
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Attachment B

Definitions provided by 10 USC 101
(FY 2004 National Defense Authorization Act)

Military Munitions. Military munitions means all ammunition products and
components produced for or used by the armed forces for national defense and
security, including ammunition products or components under the control of the
" Department of Defense, the Coast Guard, the Department of Energy, and the
National Guard. The term includes confined gaseous, liquid, and solid propellants,
explosives, pyrotechnics, chemical and riot control agents, smokes, and '
incendiaries, including bulk explosives and chemical warfare agents, chemical
munitions, rockets, guided and ballistic missiles, bombs, warheads, mortar rounds,
artillery ammunition, small arms ammunition, grenades, mines, torpedoes, depth
charges, cluster munitions and dispensers, demolition charges, and devices and
components thereof. ' - '

The term does not include wholly inert items, improvised explosive devices, and
nuclear weapons, nuclear devices, and nuclear components, other than non-nuclear
components of nuclear devices that are managed under the nuclear weapons
program of the Department of Energy after all required sanitization operations
under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) have been
completed. (10 U.S.C. 101(e)(4)

Operational Range. A range that is under the jurisdiction, custody, or control of
the Secretary of Defense and— _ '
(A) that is used for range activities; or
(B) although not currently being used for range activities, that is still
considered by the Secretary to be a range and has not been put to a new use
that is incompatible with range activities.
(10 U.S.C. 101(e)(3)

Range. The term ‘range,” when used in a geographic sense, means a designated
land or water area that is set aside, managed, and used for range activities of the
Department of Defense. Such term includes the following:
(A) Firing lines and positions, maneuver areas, firing lanes, test pads,
detonation pads, impact areas, electronic scoring sites, buffer zones with
restricted access, and exclusionary areas.
(B) Airspace areas designated for military use in accordance with
regulations and procedures prescribed by the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration.
(10 U.S.C. 101(e)(3)
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Unexploded Ordnance gLJXO[ Military munitions that:
(A) have been primed, fused, armed, or otherwise prepared for actxon
(B) have been fired, dropped, launched, projected, or placed in such a
manner as to constitute a hazard to operations, installations, personnel, or
material; and ‘
(C) remain unexploded whether by malfunction, design, or any other cause.
(10 U.S.C. 101(eX5)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HUNTSVILLE CENTER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 1600
HUNTSVILLE, ALABAMA 35807-4301

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

14 APR 2003

CEHNC~DE

MEMORANDUM for Site Manager, U.S. Army Garrison, ATTN: ATZN-ENV
(Mr. Ron Levy), 291 Jimmy Park Boulevard, Fort McClellan,
Alabama 36205-5000

SUBJECT: Statement of Clearance for the M1.01 parcel and M3
Miscellaneous Property at Fort McClellan, Alabama

1. Enclosed for your use is the Statement of Clearance related
to Ordnance and Explosives (OE) Removal Action completed on the
subject property. The U.S. Army Engineering and Support Center,
Huntsville has reviewed the Final Removal Report and concurs
with its findings. The report discusses the action taken and
the OE items recovered from the property.

2. Based upcn the actions taken, as documented in the Final
Removal Report, it is recommended that the M1.01 parcel and M3
miscellaneous property be made available for unrestricted use.
Any residual risk remaining as a result of this removal action
will be managed through a deed notice. This deed notice will
provide information on notification requirements in the event an
OE item 1is encountered.

3. If you have any questions or comments regarding this
submittal, please contact me at (256) 895-1300 or Mr. David
Douthat, OE Director, at (256),895-1510.

Encl HARRY AR
CoL,
Commanding




Statement of Clearance
Ordnance and Explosives
M1.01 Parcel and M3 Miscellaneous Property at
Fort McClellan, Alabama

The M1.01 Parcel and M3 Miscellaneous Property located within the boundary of Fort
McClellan, Alabama has been given careful search and has been cleared of all dangerous
and explosive ordnance reasonably possible to detect. The ordnance items described in
the enclosed final removal report were recovered from the property.

It is recommended that:

The M1.01 Parcel and M3 Miscellaneous Property may be used for any purpose for
which the land is suited.

This action has been conducted in accordance with Army Regulation 384-64
(Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards), AR 405-90 (Disposal of Real Estate),
and the DDESB approved Explosives Safety Submission.

SUBMITTED BY:

Y 4‘/'4**5‘/ 14 Ao 03

Harry NS Date
COL,

Commander, Engineering and Support Center,
Huntsville

APPROVED BY:

/ﬁhgﬂm /7W03

Glym‘FD( Ryan Date
BRAC Site Manager

Enclosure:

Ordnance and Explosives Site Specific Final Report, M1.01 Parcel and M3
Miscellaneous Property, Fort McClellan, Alabama




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HUNTSVILLE CENTER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 1600
HUNTSVILLE, ALABAMA 35807-4301

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

CEENC-DE (200-1c)

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Garrison, Environmental
Section, ATTN: ATZN-ENV (Mr. Ron Levy),
Building 215, 15th Ave, Fort McClellan, AL

36205-5000

SUBJECT: Statement of Clearance for the M2 Parcel, Fort
McClellan, AL A

1. Enclosed for your use is the Statement of Clearance related
to Ordnance and Explosives (OE) Removal Actions completed on the
subject property. The U.S. Army Engineering and Support Center,
Huntsville has reviewed the Final Removal Report and concurs
with its findings. The report discusses the action taken and
the OE items recovered from the property.

» 2. Based upon the actions taken, as documented in the Final

‘Removal Report, it is recommended that the M2 parcel be made
available for unrestricted use. Any residual risk remaining as
a result of this removal action will be managed thru a deed
notice. This deed notice will provide information on
notification requirements in the event an OE item is

encountered.

3. If you have any questions or comments regarding this
submittal, please contact me at 256-895-1300 or Mr. David
Douthat, OE Director, at 256-895-1510. '

Encl .
COF~"EN

Commanding




Statement of Clearance
M2 Parcel, Fort McClellan, Alabama

The M2 Parcel, located within the boundary of Fort McClellan, Alabama, has been given
careful search and has been cleared of all dangerous and explosive ordnance reasonably
possible to detect. The ordnance items described in the enclosed final removal action

report were recovered from the property.
It is recommended that:

The M2 Parcel be used for any purpose for which the land is suited. Any residual risk
remaining as a result of this removal action will be managed thru a deed notice. This
deed notice will provide information on notification requirements in the event an OE item

1S encountered.

This action has been conducted in accordance with Army Regulations 385-64
(Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards), 405-90 (Disposal of Real Estate) and
the DDESB approved Explosives Safety Submission.

SUBMITTED BY:

i = T

Harry L. Spdar— v (date)
Col, EN

Commander, Engineering and Support Center,
Huntsville

APPPROVED BY:

Ah 0G4 lie oo

GIyf'D. Ryan (date)
BRAC Site Manager

Enclosure:

Ordnance and Explosives Final Removal Action Report
M2 Parcel, Fort McClellan, Alabama
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Ordnance and Explosives Removal Action
M2 Parcel, Fort McClellan, Alabama

Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation performed an ordnance and explosives (OE)
clearance action to remove dangerous OF materials from the M2 Parcel located at F ort
McClellan, Alabama. The work was executed in accordance with work plans approved by
the Engineering and Support Center, Huntsville and with the Explosive Safety
Submission approved by the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board for this
project, and was performed in a manner consistent with current accepted industry
standards for detection and removal of dangerous OE materials. However, complete and
total assurance that all potentially dangerous OE items have been removed is not
possible. Therefore, residual OE contamination may still be present within the limits of
the M2 parcel.

by S s/

JBhn C. Mcllrath, P.E. (date)
ﬂ’roject Manager ‘
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Section 1:

Introduction

Fort McClellan, Alabama, was recommended for closure by the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission in July 1995. This recommendation was accepted by the President
and Congress and became legally binding under provisions of Public Law 101-510 on 28
September 1995. Approximately 17,360 acres (7025 hectares) on Main Post have been
declared surplus property for disposal by the Army and available for reuse by others. In
addition, approximately 1140 acres (461 hectares) of BLM property on Main Post, cumently
leased by the Army, may also be disposed by the Army as an interrelated action. The Army
will retain all of Pelham Range (22,245 acres) and portions of the Main Post cantonment area
(approximately 409 acres) for use by the Army Reserve and Alabama Ammy National Guard.

An Environmental impact Statement (EIS) is currently in preparation to analyze environmental
effects of disposal and reuse altematives for the surplus property. The Army’'s proposed
action is disposal, while reuse is an interrelated action of others (non-Army). Reuse planning
is the responsibility of the Fort McClellan Reuse and Redevelopment Authority (FMRRA) of
Alabama, a locally charted entity. In addition to the Army’s proposed action of disposal, there
is also the Army’s interim period between closure of Fort McClellan and disposal of surpius
property. During this period there will be caretaker, environmental investigations and
remediation, unexploded ordnance investigations and removals, and other actions necessary
to prepare the property for transfer. These actions have potentigl to affect threatened and

endangered species.
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This Biological Assessment (BA) determines effects on threatened and endangered species
resulting from the interim period (caretaker operations) and from proposed disposal and reu'
of surplus property. This BA was developed in accordance with 50 CFR Part 402 and the -

| Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended. This BA incorporates information by
reference [50 CFR Part 402.12 (g)] from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Disposal and Reusdbf Fort McClellan, Alabama, nereafter referred to as the DEIS. The DEIS

was provided to the FWS, Daphne, Alabama Field Office.

As a result of consultation with the FWS (Appendix A), review of information available
_ regarding the presence of listed species on FMC, and coordination with individuals with related
. . expertise, the BA focuses upon the assessment of effects to gray bats. Potential for effects to
federally endangered red-cockaded woodpeckers (Picoides borealis) were also evaluated.
Effects of the proposed action to these species are unlikely. Effects of d'isposal and reuse of
Main Post to rare species othér than federally protected species are addressed in the EIS.

The red-cockaded woodpecker was last detected on FMC in 1968. Subsequent surveys in
1972, 1982, 1985, 1992, and 1997 failed to find red-cockaded woodpeckers on FMC, and the
species is considered extirpated on the Installation. The nearest known extant populaﬁo"
inhabits the Talladega National Forest, approximately 5 to 7 miles (8 to 11 kilometers) east ot
. Main Post. Based upon guidance describep in “Guidelines for Preparation of Biological
Assessments and Evaluations for the Red-cockaded Woodpecker” (Henry 1989), and
discussions with Mr. Ralph Costa, Recovery Coordinator for the red-cockaded woodpecker, we
determined the proposed action is unlikely to affect red-cockaded woodpeckers. Issues
regarding suitable red-cockaded woodpecker habitat on Main Post, and potential future
‘recovery of red-cockaded woodpeckers on the installation are addressed in the DEIS.
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Section 2:

Description of the
Prgposed Action

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Under provisions of the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 19880 (Public Law 101-510), the
1995 Commission recommended closure of FMC, except for land and facilities required for a
Reserve Component enclave and minimum essential facilities as required to provide auxiliary
support to the chemical demilitarization operation at Anniston Ammy Depot, Alabama.
Consistent” with this Congressional mandate, the Ammy will cease performance of aclive
missions at FMC no later than 12 July 2001.

Pursuant to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 and recommendations of
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1885 pertaining to FMC, continuation of
operations at the Instaliation is not feasible. Surplus property at FMC will be disposed of
placed in caretaker operations after closure. The Amfs preference is to dispose of surplus
property.

Depending‘ upon numerous factors, disposal of excess property at FMC is expected to occur
as a single event transferring all excess property to one or more owners, of over time with
multiple transactions involving the same or different owners. Regardless of the method of
disposal, timing, or identity of new owners, reuse of excess property at FMC is reasonably

foreseeable. This BA addresses effects of actions required to accomplish the Army’s preferred
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siternative for disposal and reuse of Fort McClellan: Encumbered Disposal and Medium-High

intensity Reuse.

- 2.2 LOCATION OF FORT MCCLELLAN

Fort McClellan is in Calhoun County, in northeast Alabama contiguous fo the city of Anniston
aﬁé approximately 65 miles (504' kilomelers) east of Rirmingham, Ajabama (Figure 2-1). Fort
- Mg:CleIlah includes three tracts of state end federal govemment-owned tands in the foothills of
the App’alachiaﬁ Mountains:

. Maih Post;co_nsi'sting of approximately 18,829 aces (7660 hectares), adjoins Anaiston,
' Alabama, and stretchés six miles to the northeast towards Jadksonville, Alabama, in the
valley west of the Choccolocco Mountains. Approximatsly 12,000 acres (4858 hectares) of
Maln Post are characterized by undeveloped mountains, of Wwhich approximately 1140

acres (481 hectares) are public domain lands withdrawn ttom the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM).

« Choccelocco Corridor, consisting of approximately 4288 acres (1775 hectares) leased from

the State of Alabama, is east of Main Post and connects FMC with the Talladega National
Forest, Within the Talladega National Forest, approximately 100,000 acres (40,470
hectares) of woodlands are accessible for training in the event of national emergency of
with approval of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). The Choccolocco Corridor lease to the

Army will not be renewed, and ownership of the land will remainiwith the State of Alabama.

« Pelham Range, consisting of approximately 22,277 acres (9015 hectares), is located
approximately eight miles west of FMC's Main Post cantonment area. Pelham Range,
which adjoins Anniston Ammy Depot one-half mile west of US Highway 431, is used for
maneuvers, firng rsnges, and field training. The entire Pelham{Range will remain as Army

property, but will be licensed from the U.S. Amny to the Alabama Army National Guard.

2.3 DISPOSAL AND REUSE AREA

The BRAC 95 sctions include retention of a Reserve Component gnclave, facilities to support

chemical demilitarization operations at Anniston Army Depbt, and two cemeteries.
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Accordingly, the Army plans to retain approximately 409 acres (165 hectares) of land within
Main Post, and the entire Pelham Range area, for these purposes. The Main Post enclave
area will include 16 discrete parcels (Table 2-1, Figure 2-2). In addition, BLM owns 1140 acres
(461 hectares) in three parcels of land along the eastem boundary of Main Post (Figure 2-2).
These BLM lands may be disposed along with the Amy’s excess property. Approximately

18,500 acres (7486 hectares), including BLM property, are available for disposal and reuse
(18,929 acres Main Post total area less 409 acres to be maintained for Reserve training,

support facilities for Anniston Army Depot, and two cemeteries).

This 18,500-acre (7486 hectares) area includes the heavily developed area in the flat
northwestemn portion of FMC. Cane Creek and its tributaries flow west through Main Post.
The Main Post's administrative, housing and community service facilities are generally located
along the northem and southem banks of Cane Creek. - Firing ranges are located north, east,
and south of the developed area and have firing fans generally oriented toward the
Choccolocco Mountains. The remaining portion of Main Post includes the Choccolocco
Mountains and contains large areas of undeveloped, forested tracts historically utilized for

training and recreational activities.

The Main Post cantonment area contains various buildings including administration,
- transportation, maintenance, family housing, barracks, libraries, museums, a post office,
banks, recreational facilities, community facilities, an auto craft shop, and health care centers.

These buildings vary in condition, size, and reuse potential.

2.4 ENCUMBERED DISPOSAL

The Army's preferred disposal altemative is encumbered disposal. The Encumbered Disposal
Alternative incorporates Army-imposed constraints on future owners as a condition of property
disposal and reuse. Encumbrances may restrict future land use. Encumbering parcels will
result in disposal actions that are timely, support Army requirements, and are compatible with

future reuse plans.

Following closure of FMC, and prior to disposal, the Army is responsible for identifying
significant cultural, natural, and man-made resources that must be used wisely or protected
after ownership is transferred to non-Federal control. If appropriate, ‘constraints protecting
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~ TABLE 2-1. Fort McClellan Army National Guard/Reserve Component enciave
—‘ property on Main Post.

Estimated Size of Area - -

Area Description Acres Hectares
1000 Area, Battalion Headquarters, Parking 244 9.9
Building 2290 (Dispensary) 1.4 ' 0.6
Buildings 2281 / 2282 34 1.4
Joint Information Center 1.8 0.7
Battalion Headquarters 03 0.1
2200 Area and Triangle 53 21.4
Operations and Maintenance Shop # 10 54 2.2
Post Cemetery 34 1.4
U. S. Army Enclave 18 7.3
" Military Operations in Urbanized Terrain Site 7.5 3
Chemical Defense Training Facility 26.5 10.7
Chemical stockpile Emergence Preparedness 2 0.8
Program / Emergency Operations Center / Range
Control
Boiler Plant 0.5 0.2
Chapel 1.5 0.6
1600 /1700 / 1800 Area 256 103.6
Prisoner of War Cemetery 4 1.6
TOTAL 409.1 165.5
@
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these resources may be incorporated as deed encumbrances or covenants during land
transfer. The encumbrances placed on parcels of land will depend on the resources present.

After FMC is closed, all excess land will be placed in caretaker status until transfer of
ownership. In addition to caretaker activities, the Army may conduct environmental restoration

as appropriate before dispdsing of property.

2.4.1 Caretaker Status

Existing facilities and support equipment and systems at FMC are major assets encouragirg
and facilitating reuse after the Army completes its disposal action. Following closure, FMC
tacilities and equipment will be subject to caretaker operations until transfer to new ownér(s)
occurs. Under caretaker status, the Army will carefouf Qacated facilities, conduct environmental
restoration, and as circumstances arise, make interim leasing arrangements to the extent

allowed by regulation and available funding.

In consultation with the FMRRA, the Armmy will determine required levels of maintenance and
repair of the Installation's facilities and equipment. Initial levels of maintenance will not exceed
the standard of maintenance and repair in effect on the date of closure approval, will not be
less than maintenance and repair required to be consistent wnh government standards for
excess and surplus properties, and will not require any property improvements, including
construction, alteration, or demolition, except when demolition would be required for health,
safety, or environmental purposes, or would be economically justified in lieu of continued

maintenance expenditures (DoD 1995).

Typical activities that will continue during the caretaker phase include the maintenance of
tenced areas to ensure adequate security, mowing and weed control on grounds within the
cantonment area for aesthetics and fire protection, and trimming and maintenance of trees and
brush to avoid interference with roadways, fences, or buildings. Diseased trees and
vegetation will be identified and removed as appropriate. Irrigation and erosion control will be
addressed as necessary. Natural resources management, hunting, and wildiife management
would aiso be continued at a er level of effort. The level of security at Fort McClellan would
be the same as town and county jurisdictions within the surrounding area.
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2.4.2 Environmental Restoration

The process leading to transfer of excess Ammy land includes certification that properties .—m'

suitable for disposal, and that environmental restoration of contaminated sites is accomplished
to the degree required to proted human health and the environment and support proposed
reuse. Environmental réstoraﬁon activies at FMC will focus on remediating identified
hazardous contamination caused by past training and waste disposal. The Environmental
Baseline Survey (EBS) for Fort McClellan (Environmental Science and Engineering, inc. 1997)
identified the status of environmental restoration activies. The EBS identifies several sites
that still require investigation to determine potential environmental hazards and appropriate
restroration measures. Parcels requiring additional investigation and potential remedial actions

‘will be addressed in the BRAC Cleanup Plan.

The presence of unexploded ordnance (UXO) on a BRAC parcel is considered to be a safety
hazard. All UXO concems are addressed on a case-by-case basis. It is anticipated that
excess property at FMC will be disposed of in a number of smaller parcels rather than the
entire Installation in one transaction. Therefore, specific UXO investigétions and remedial
actions will be accomplished over a period of several years. Timing of investigations will be. )
based upon the intended reuse, disposal priorities, the complexity of proposed rernedial}
_ actions, and other pertinent factors. Identifying specific locations and extent of pre-disposal
cleanup activities will be accompiished during Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies
(RI/FS) for Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) compliance for hazardous and toxic wastes and Engineering Evaluations/Cost
Analysis (EE/CA) compliance for ordnance and explosives, including UXO. These processes

and studies provide for public participation and are subject to regulatory review.

2.5 MEDIUM-HIGH INTENSITY REUSE

The Fort McClellan Comprehensi\}e | Reuse Plan developed by the FMRRA is used for
development of the proposed action, altematives, and effects analysis for reuse of FMC
(FMRRA 1997). Department of Defense policy states the local community’s reuse plan will be
used to define the proposed reuse action, and will be the basis for analysis of reuse
altematives. In the absence of a final approved local reuse plan, analyses will use the best
available information, including draft reuse plans, to describe probable reuse altematives. . .
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Accordingly, a draft final reuse plan was provided to the Army by the FMRRA in June 1997.
The draft final reuse plan prepared by the FMRRA represents the Medium-High Intensity
Reuse (MHIR) level described in the DEIS. Medium-High intensity is the more probable and
attainable level of development for FMC based upon FMRRA analysis of the existing ha;ket
and ability to absorb additional development The Armmy has adopted the FMRRA reuse plan

- as their preferred reuse altemnative to be analyzed in the EIS.

The FMRRA draft final reuse plan provides a balance of public and private reuses of the
excess property, including residential, office, retail, industrial, training/education, recreation
and open space uses; and, retention of certain community facilities. Approximately one-half of
the existing 6,083,000 square feet (565,110 square meters) of building space on Main Post is
proposed for retention, including the Post Headquarters and adjacent administration buildings;
the Military Police School facility; selected instructional, recreational and housing facilities; the
independent School; and the Commissary. Less than 4000 of the 18,500 acres comprising the
disposal area is proposed for development, with the remaining area reserved for passive

recreation and open space.

2.6 RELATED PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES

In addition to activities necessary to accomplish disposal and reuse of excess property, the
Army proposes certain activities to protect gray bats-utilizing the property. 'Projec( design
features (PDFs) described in this section are an integral part of the proposed action. To
minimize or avoid potential adverse effects to gray bats, each PDF addresses particular
activities associated with disposal and reuse of excess property at FMC (Table 2-2). The Armmy
commits to PDFs intended to protect gray bats during pre-disposal activities (Table 2-2). |

Project design féatures intended to protect gray bats following transfer of excess property will
be incorporated into deeds (Table 2-2). °"Reuse PDFs" notify new property owners of the
presence of gray bats and identify measures necessary to protect gray bats. The wording of
reuse PDFs is shown as it will appear in deeds to the FMC golf course and properties within 50
feet of streams identified as moderate quality foraging habitat for gray bats (Cane, Dothard,
Remount, South Branch, ingram, and Twin Mountains creeks) when these properties are

transferred out of Army ownership (Figure 2-3).
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TABLE 2-2. Pre-disposal and reuse activities addressed by project design features to
minimize or avoid potential adverse effects to gray bats. '

Activity During Pre-Disposal Period Following Disposal -
Modification of roost habitat : PDF No. 1 PDF No. 7
Modification of foraging habitat PDF No. 2 PDF No. 7
Exposure to toxicants PDF Nos. 3 & 4 PDF No. 8
Modification of water quality PDF Nos. 4,5, &8 PDF Nos.7& 8

2.6.1 Project Design Feature Number 1

Fort McClellan has conducted extensive studies to determine if gray bats roost on the
Instaliation (3D/I 1996a, 1996b, 1997). There are no caves on FMC and no gray bat roost
sites have been identified on the Installation. Gray bats are known to roost in two caves
approximately 1 mile (1.5 kilometers) northwest of Main Post, and under two bridges within 160
feet (50 meters) of Main Post. There is potential for gray bats to use similar man-made
structures on Main Post. The Army proposes the following measures to minimize potential
impacts to roosting gray bats during the period between closure of FMC and disposal of

- excess property:

e Before any bridge, cistemn, or abandoned building is removed or modified, the structure will

be inspected for the presence of bats.

» If bats or evidence of their recent use are found within or on a structure to be removed or
modified, the species of bat will be identified.

 If gray bats or other federally listed species are present the FWS will be consulted prior to
disturbance of the structure.

2.6.2 Project Design Feature Number 2

Fort McClellan will manage gray bat foraging habitat on Main Post Current guidelines
(Garland 1996, 3D/ 1896b) for FMC protect riparian forest by prohibiting tree removal within
S0 feet (15.2 meters) of streams on the Installation designated as providing high or moderate
quality foraging habitat for gray bats. If an activity required for disposal or reuse of excess
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property involves removal of trees within this 50-foot zone, the Army will consult with the FWS.
The FWS has previously concurred that tree clearing outside of this zone or along streams
designated as low quality foraging habitat will not affect gray bats, and no consultation is
required for such projects (3D/l 1996b). The Army also will consult the FWS if any activity
requires alteration of water quality, water flow, or bank stability within streams providing high or
moderate quality habitat for gray bats (Figure 2-3).

2.6.3 Project Design Feature Number 3

Pesticide use on Main Post will decrease as Army presence is reduced during caretaker status.
However, the FMC golf course will maintain its current level of pesticide use until disposal.
Due to the frequency of pesticide use and proximity of the golf course to known roosts and
suitable foraging habitat, protective guidelines have been established for pesticide use on the
FMC golf course. Appendix B contains a list of pesticides that are expected to be used on the
golf course. A product summary, including use guidelines, for each of these pesticides also is

included in Appendix B. The product summaries in Appendix B provide background

information on each pesticide. Use guidelines listed within the product summaries were
primarily derived from product labels, material safety data sheets, and manufacturer's

comments, and address both human health and environmental concems.

Fort McClellan will implement the following guidelines to avoid effects to gray bats from

pesticide use on the golf course.

e Do not spray pesticides directly onto or into streams, lakes, ponds, or other bodies of

surface water.

« Do not allow pesticides to drift onto water, and do not apply when weather conditions favor
drift or runoff from treated areas.

« Do not apply within 20 feet (6 meters) of banks or natural levees associated with streams,
lakes, ponds, or other bodies of surface water. llloxan® should not be applied within 100

feet (30 meters) of surface water.
e Apply pesticides only during daylight hours.

e Apply pesticides only for approved uses.
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+ Follow all use and disposal directions as specified on labels. ‘

2.6.4 Project Design Feature Number_d L o

Identifying specific locations and extent of pre-disposal cleanup activities will be accomplished
during Remedial investigations/Feasibility Studies (RI/FS) for Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) compliance for hazardous and toxic
wastes and Engineering Evaluations/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) compliance for ordnance and
explosives, including unexploded ordnance. At sites requiring environmental restoration prior
to disposal, potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to endangered and threatened
species will be assessed. Contaminant type and potential transfer of contaminants into the
environment will be identified. If screening level risk assessments indicate a likelihood of
exposure exceeding safe levels, Section 7 consultation with the FWS will be initiated.

2.6.5 Project Design Feature Number §

' Surface water quality will be maintained by the Army at or exceeding its current level. Thirty-
one industrial stormwater outfalls are identified in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

(SWPPP) for FMC (CH2M Hill 1994). Fort McClellan cumrently has a National Pollution Q
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (No. AL0O055999) for 14 industrial outfalls and
- one process water discharge site. To maintain water quality, FMC will continue to implement
Best Management Practices identified in the SWPPP and continue to comply with NPDES

permit requirements until disposal.

2.6.6 Project Design Feature Number 6

Fort McClellan will implement erosion control measures during environmental restoration
activities, including hazardous waste cleanup and UXO removal. These measures will
minimize the movement of sediment to streams utilized by foraging gray bats. Standard
erosion control measures in place for all BRAC-related environmental restoration activities are

described below.

» Vegetative and structural erosion control practices will be constructed and maintained
according to standards and specifications of Fort McClellan's Soil Erosion Plan (Nakata

Planning Group 1994).
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e Construction shall foliow Alabania Clean Water Law requirements for construction
activities.

 All erosion and sediment control measures are to be in place prior to, or as the first step in

construction.

e All areas disturbed by construction activities shall be seeded and muiched or sodded and
fertilized uniess the area is to be paved or buiit upon.

2.6.7 Project Design Feature Number 7

Project Design Feature No. 7 advises new property owners of the presence of gray bats and
identifies measures necessary to prevent take of gray bats. The following paragraphs will be
placed in deeds for parcels within 50 feet -of streams identified as moderate quality foraging
habitat for gray bats (Figure 2-3). e

Gray bats (Myotis grisescens; are known to forage near (insert name of

streém(s) with high or moderate quality foraqing habitat on this parcel,_as shown
on page 14 of this BA) or-on-this-parcet-oftand-and are known to roost in caves
and under bridges in the vicinity. This parcel has been identified as suitable

gray bat foraging habitat Gray bats are listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) and are afforded federal protection under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended. Section 9 of the ESA
prohibits private landowners from “taking” (harm, harass, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attembt to engage in any such
conduct) endangered species.

The following measures will limit potential take of gray bats on this parcel.
Failure to follow these measures could subject the violator to criminal sanctions
of the ESA.

e Gray bats are known to use man-made structures in the vicinity cf this
parcel. Prior to removing or altering the structure of a bridge, abandoned
building, or cistern, the structure should be checked for the presence of gray
bats. The FWS will be contacted if bats are found to be present.

ascHon2
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Trees along (insert name of stream(s) with high or moderate quality foraging
habitat on this parcel,_as shown on page 14 of this BA) provide protective

cover and prey for foraging gray bats. Forest within 50 feet of this stream -

should not be removed. If removal of dead or live trees within 50 feet of this
stream is necessary, the FWS should be consulted prior to cutting.

Gray bats primarily feed on insects with an aquatic life stage; therefore,
water quality and the physical characteristics of streams affect the amount
and types of insects available for these bats. State and federal regulations
pertaining to water quality and erosion control should be followed.
Additionally, modification of stream banks and water flow should be avoided
to maintain present water quality and physical structure.

2.6.8 Project Design Feature Number 8

°

Project Design Feature No. 8 will be incorporated as a deed restriction for disposal of the FMC

golf course.

Gray bats are known to forage over the golf course. If you change land use of
this area, you must contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. If land use
changes to something other than a golf course, the U.S. Fish and Wildiife

Service may require preparation of a Conservation Agreement or Habitat -

Conservation Plan.

Pesticides curmrently used on the golf course include: baconil@ 2787; Dursban
50wW; 2,4-D Amine 4; MSMA; Pendimethalin; Hloxan® 3EC: Koban 30;
Dimension®; and Roundup®. Use of these pesticides in compliance with the

following guidelines will not adversely affect gray bats.

Do not spray pesticides directly onto or into streams, lakes, ponds, or other

bodies of surface water.

Do not allow pesticides to drift onto water, and do not apply when weather
conditions favor drift or runoff from treated areas.

ForT MoCLn L
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Dc not apply within 20 feet (6 meters) of banks or natural levees associated
with streams, lakes, ponds, or other bodies of surface water. llloxan®
should not be applied within 100 feet (30 meters) of surface water.

Apply pesticides only during daylight hours.
Apply pesticides only for approved uses.

Follow all use and disposal directions as specified on labels.
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Section 3:

Scope of Analysis.

3.1 EFFECTS ANALYSIS AREA

The effects analysis area is defined as all surplus property within Main Post boundaries,
including BLM property, and four known gray bat roosts outside Main Post boundaries
(Weaver Cave, Lady Cave, Highway 21 bridge over Cave Creek, and Highway 21 bridge over
Cane Creek). Effects to gray bats within this area are assessed. This BA does not assess

effects of activities on property retained for the National Guard/Reserves.

The BLM may elect to have the Armmy dispose of the 1140 acres of public domain land within
Main Post. The BLM property is included in the effects analysis area. This BA analyzes
disposal of BLM property by the Army as an interrelated action.

3.2 EFFECTS ANALYSIS APPROCH

This BA focuses upon aspects of the proposed action with reasonable potential to affect gray
bats. We assess potential effects of the Amny’s preferred altematives for disposal and reuse
of excess property at Fort McClellan. Potential impacts to gray bats analyzed in this BA are
characterized in Table 3-1.

Bomcn Amsesmasr . score o tevives
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TABLE 3-1. Activities and resultant impacts analyzed for the disposal and reuse o
Main Post. ’

Activities Type of impact
Exposure to toxicants : Gray bat fatality or iliness
Modification of forest cover near stream comridors Deterioration of foraging habitat

Removal or modification of known/potential roost Modification or disturbance of roosts
structures or caves, increased human presence near

roosts

Sedimentation, deterioration of surface water Reduction of aquatic prey base
chemistry, deterioration of stream substrate or banks

Army actions necessary to dispose of excess property énd activities to occur during caretaker
status are assessed to determine potential effects to roosting and foraging gray bats. The
Army has incorporated protective measures into the proposed action as PDFs. The purpose of
these PDFs is to reduce or eliminate potential impacts of proposed Army activities. Project
Design Features are part of the proposed action and are analyzed as proposed Army activities. q

Reuse of excess property is guided by the FMRRA reuse plan. Potential effects of reuse of
" Main Post by privaté entities are also addressed in this BA. Additional PDFs have been
incorporated into the Army’s proposed action regarding reuse of disposed property. -Reuse
PDFs are intended to inform new property owners of the presence of gray bats, potential
impacts to this species from particular activities, and responsibility of the land owner to avoid
take as regulated by the ESA. Reuse PDFs will be included in deeds to new property owners.
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Section 4:

Natural History,
Status, and
Distribution of Gray
Bats (Myotis

grisescens)

4.1 LEGAL STATUS

Gray bats were listed as endangered by the FWS on 28 April 1976 and are protected under
the ESA, as amended (Public Law 93-205). A recovery plan for gray bats was formulated by a
FWS-sponsored recovery team (Brady et al. 1982). The recovery plan outlines three primary
objectives: (1) prevent disturbance to important roost habitat, (2) maintain, protect, and restore
foraging habitat, and (3) monitor population trends.

4.2 PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION

The pelage of gray bats is uniformly gray from the base to the tip of the hair. They have a
forearm length of 1.6 to 1.8 inches (40 to 46 millimeters) and a wingspan of 10.8 to 11.8
inches (275 to 300 millimeters; Barbour and Davis 1969). A characteristic distinguishing this
species from its congeners is the attachment of the wing membrane to foot at the ankle. In
other species of myotine bats, wing membranes attach to the foot at the base of the toe.
Additional distinguishing characteristics of gray bats include notched toenails and lack of a
keeled calcar (Brady et al. 1982, Barbour and Davis 1969).
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4.3 RANGE

Gray bat populabons are concentrated in the cave regions of Missouri, Kentucky, Tennesseq
and Alabama with only a few known populations in southem Indiana (Brack et al. 1984,
Mumford and Whitaker 1982, Barbour and Davis 1969). The cave regions of the above states
comprise the summer and winter range for this species.

4.4 HABITAT REQUIREMENTS
4.4.1 Foraging Requirements
4.4.1.1 Foraging Habitat

Gray bats forage predominanﬂy over water and in adjacent riparian vegetation. Foraging gray
bats require open water (e.g., streams and iakes) that produces aquatic-based insects for
food, and provides drinking water. Both large and small perennial streams are used by
foraging gray bats (LaVal et al. 1977); there are no known limits to the size of streams gray
bats will utilize for foraging. LaVal et al. (1977) observed gray bats flying downstream more
often than upstream upon departure of a cave near a stream. This suggests a preference for
wider downstream areas. Mist netting over streams has indicated some gray bats use ever
the smallest of permahéntly flowing streams, but most gray bats appear to use larger streams

- (LaVal et al. 1977).

Cover provided by riparian vegetation may be an important characteristic of foraging areas.
Riparian vegetation provides shelter from predators, especially on nights with a bright moon
(Fenton et al. 1877, LaVal and LaVal 1980). Observations of gray bat foraging on nights with
a fdll moon versus nights with a new moon indicate lunar illumination may affect foraging
activity. When released near caves, a greater percentage of gray bats flew cross-country from
a release site during bright moon conditions than during new moon conditions (LaVal and
LaVal 1980). During new moon nighis. 62% of gray bats observed were foraging over water or
in riparian stn‘ps; but on bright moon nights only 23% were seen foraging in these areas.
During bright moon nights 20% of gray bats observed were foraging in ridge and hillside forest,
while no gray bats were seen foraging in these forests on new moon nights (LaVal and LaVal
1980). Fenton et al. (1977) also observed bat activity in open areas was reduced on nights

with a bright moon. .
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Gray bats utilize open flyways over streams. Gray bats generally forage close to the water

“surface (Clawson 1984). Foraging usually occurs below treetop height, often lower than 6.5
feet (2 meters) (LaVal et al. 1977). Gray bats foraging over a lake in Missour were observed
feeding from water level up to approximately 4.9 feet (1.5 meters), and occasionally as high as
9.8 feet (3 meters) (Clawson 1984). Large streams and nivers typically provide an abundant
food source and ample flight space. Gray bats will use smaller streams if there is enough prey
and if the stream corridor provides a clear fiyway. Dense, overgrown vegetation along small
streams commonly reduces of eliminates open space over the water.

Clawson (1984) observed gray bats foraging adjacent to biuffs near a lake, but concentrations
of foraging gray bats were found over deep water in the center of the lake and over shallow,
weedy areas. Gray bats foraged alone or in pairs, rarely in groups of three or more (Clawson

1984, LaVal et al. 1977).

LaVal et al. (1977) used a helicopter to observe gray bat foraging activity. The bats foraged
over water with brief forays into riparian vegetation. The use of riparian forest likely accounts
for the presence of terrestrial-based insects in their diet The bats tended to be concentrated
in groups of two or three adjacent to heavily wooded bluffs and hillsides. Few bats were
observed foraging adjacent to pastures. LaVal and LaVal (1980) reported some or all gray
bats from a matemity cave may switch from one foraging area to another during the course of
a season, even when the change involves flying the opposite direction over pastures to a

different body of water.

4.4.1.2 Prey

The diet of gray bats has been characterized from fecal analysis. Gray bats consume both
. aquatic and terrestrial-based insects. Clawson (1984) analyzed fecal samples taken from
reproductively active gray bats captured at four Missouri caves. He identified 53 families
comprising 13 orders of insects in the fecal pellets. Size of prey ranged from 0.08 to 1 inch (2
to 25 millimeters),. but most were small, 0.08 to 0.4.inches (2 to 10 millimeters). Abundance of
terrestrial and aquatic forms was variable due to variation in availability in the habitat occupied
by the bats. Overall, Diptera (flies), Coleoptera (beetles), and Homoptera (plant hoppers) were
the most frequently observed prey in the diet Hymenoptera (wasps) and Plecoptera
(stoneflies) were less frequent prey items. Ephemeroptera (mayflies) appeared to be a rare
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item in the diet of gray bats; however, this may be due to their extreme digestibility. Temporal
changes in diet apparently refiected dianges in the insect fauna (Clawson 19&). .

Brack et al. (1984) collected fecal sampies from five gray bat matemity caves in Missouri.- At
three of these caves, reproductive females consumed predominately aquatic-based insects

(orders Trichoptera (caddisflies), Plecoptera, Ephemeroptera, and Diptera) on most sample
dates. In contrast, juVeniIes at these three caves often ate more temrestrial insects (orders
Lepidoptera (moths), Coleoptera, Homoptera, Hemiptera (true bugs), and Hymenoptera). At
the other two matemity caves, reproductive females and juveniles sometimes consumed more
terrestrial-based insects than insects with an aquatic life stage. Males and non-reproductive
females at two of the matemity caves typically consumed more aduatio-based than terrestrial-
based insects. In all ages and sexes, individual variability in the types of insects eaten was

generally high (Brack et al. 1994).

LaVal and LaVal (1980) examined 6272 fecal pellets obtained from 685 gray bats. Resuits

showed insects of the aquatic orders Plecoptera, Ephemeroptera, and especially Trichoptera,

are extremely important in the diet, accounting for as much as 98% in some samples. During

late summer, small Coleoptera (Asiatic oak weevils) were commonly eaten, accounting for as

much as 50% of the diet (Brack et al. 1994, LaVal and LaVal 1980). Asiatic oak weevils are a ’

~ terrestrial species; therefore, indicating use of riparian forest during foraging. LaVal and LaVal
(1980) found that on occasion, Lepidopteé were taken in sizable numbers (more than 50%

moths at one site on two nights). At two of five sites, Diptera became important in late June

and early July, comprising up to 55% of the diet on one night.

Comparisons of prey selection and prey availability indicate gray bats are 'opponunistic'
feeders. They appear to concentrate on aquatic-based insects available where they forage,
but take advantage of other insects (especially Lepidoptera and Coleoptera) when they are
abundant in their foraging areas (Brack et al. 1994, Clawson 1984, LaVal and LaVal 1980).
Clawson (1984) found significant correlation between the types of insect captured in light traps
(availability) and the types -of insects eaten -at-foraging sites. Significant correlation of prey
availability and prey selection was found for insect orders Coleoptera, Diptera, Hemiptera, and

Plecoptera (Clawson 1984).

.
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4.4.1.3 Foraging Travel Distance

Gray bats are known to fly up to 22 miles (35 kilometers) in a single night to forage over large
bodies of water (Tutte 1976). During summer mist netting over streams in eastem Missouri,
gray bats were recaptured a mean distance of 6.8 miles (11.1 kilometers) from the cave in
which they were banded (LaVal et al. 1977). Bats netted over streams were |ater recaptured
at caves a mean distance of 7.8 miles (12.5 kilometers) from the stream site where they were
banded (LaVal et al. 1977). LaVal and LaVal (1980) reported a maximum upstream diSpersal
distance of 12.4 miles (20 kilometers) from a cave. They also reported gray bats flying cross
country as far as 15.4 miles (24.8 kilometers) from a cave to a lake. Gray bats released from
Hémbﬁck Cave on Guntersville Reservoir, Alabama, were detected with radiotelemetry at sites
up to 18.6 miles (30 kilometers) from the release point (Thomas and Best in press).

Gray bats may fly from summer caves for some distance before foraging. After reaching a
suitable foraging area, a gray bat may remain within a limited portion of stream or lake for the
remainder of the evening. While observing gray bats foraging along a Missouri stream, LaVal
et al. (1977) noted foraging areas of individuals seemed to be less than 0.6 miles (1 kilometer)

in length.

4.4.2 Roosting Requirements

With few exceptions (3D/1 1997, Grigsby 1965, Gunier and Elder 1971), gray bats roost in
caves year-round (Barbour and Davis 1969). Because of unique habitat requirements, <5% of
available caves are used as roosts by gray bats (Tuttle 1979). The majority of the population
hibemates in five or six caves (Barbour and Davis 1969). Gray bats appear to prefer summer
roost caves within 0.6 mile (1 kilometer) of a large river or lake, and rarely roost in caves >2.5
miles (4 kilomeiers) from these features (Tuttle 1976). Gray bats are intolerant of disturbance
and may desert a cave if disturbed (Tuttle 1979). Tolerance level of gray bats using atypical
roosts such as bridges is undocumented. During winter, gray bats congregate in large, tight
clusters on the cave ceiling. These clusters are sometimes several layers thick (Barbour and
Davis 1968). Gray bats tend to select roost sites in hibemacula with a temperature between 7

and 10°C.

In late March or early April, gray bats begin leaving hibemacula, and males and females
migrate to summer transient caves (LaVal and LaVal 1980). By the middie of May pregnant
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females move from transient caves to matemity caves (LaVal and LaVal 1980). Matemity

caves often have large streams running through them. During the matemity season, male'
and non-reproductive females roost in caves used by transient bats. Caves used by a large. .

number of males during the matemity season are commonly called bachelor caves.

By late July most females and juveniles leave matemity caves (LaVal and Laval 1980). After
this time, matemity caves are often used as transient caves by males and females. During late
July and August, gray bats of mixed ages and sexes can be found at many caves throughout
the summering area, with frequent movement between caves (LaVal and LaVal 1980). In
September females begin to congregate at transient caves, and by the end of the month most
females retum to hibemacula (LaVal and LaVal 1920). Males remain in the summering areas
later than females. Most males leave summering areas by November, however, a small
number of males may remain in summer transient caves through winter (LaVal and LaVval

1980).

4.5 REPRODUCTION

Males become. reproductively active in October and November (Barbour and Davis 1969).
Mating occurs at hibemacula. Females store sperm, and fertilization is delayed until spﬁng’
After leaving hibemacula, females migrate to transient caves in summering areas. In May,
pregnant females form large colonies at matemity caves. Matemity colonies may contain from

a few hundred to a quarter of a million individuals (Barbour and Davis 1969).

Females produce a single young in June (LaVal and LaVal 1980). Neonates are left in the
cave while adults forage, but females retum frequently to nurse their young (Barbour and
Davis 1969). By the middle of July, young forage on their own. At this time the matemity
colony disbands and disperses among other caves in the summering area (LaVal and LaVal

1980).

4.6 PRESENCE IN ALABAMA

The range of gray bats includes all of eastem Alabama (Barbour and Davis 1969). Northem
Alabama supports the majority of known gray bat populations in the state. Fem Cave, in
Jackson County, Alabama supports the largest number of hibemating gray bats range-wide
(Figure 4-1). It is located near Paint Rock, approximately 87 miles (140 kilometers) north '
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Fort McClellan. About 750,000 gray bats hibemate in Fem Cave (Gray Bat Recovery Team
census 1991). In summer, Fem Cave is used by a matemity colony of about 400 gray bau’

(Hudson 1995).

The largest gmy bat summer colonies in Alabama roost in Sauta Cave, Jackson County, and
Hambrick Cave, Marshall County (Figure 4-1). Sauta Cave (also named Blowing Wind Cave)
is a bachelor cave, housing primarily males during the matemity season. Hudson (1995)
reports 105,000 to 180,000 gray bats using Sauta Cave during summer. In 1983, §50 non-
volant young were observed in the cave, suggesting a matemity colony was established that
year (Hudson 1985). Human disturbance of bats at Sauta Cave is discouraged by gates at
both entrances of the cave. Sauta Cave is located on the Wheeler National Wildlife Refuge
near Scottsboro, approximately 62 miles (100 kilometers) north of Fort McClellan. The cave is
less than 328 feet (100 meters) from North Sauty Creek, a tributary of the Guntersville
Reservoir. Both North Sauty Creek and Guntersville Reservoir provide foraging habitat for the

colony at Sauta Cave.

Hambrick Cave is primarily a matemity cave. Approximately 55,000-67,000 gray bats roost in
the cave during summer months (Hudson 1995). Hambrick Cave is located at Guntersville
Reservoir, near the Guntersville Dam, about 43 miles (70 kilometers) north of Fort McClellan.
. Gray bats fly upstream and downstream from this cave to forage (Thomas and Best in press).

Two other large gray bat matemity caves are known in Alabama. Cave Springs Cave in
Morgan County contains a population of approximately 65,400 gray bats (Figure 4-1). 1t is
located about 71 miles (115 kilometers) northwest of Fort McClellan. Key Cave in Lauderdale
County is approximately 118 miles (190 kilometers) northwest of the Installation (Figure 4-1).
Key Cave houses.a matemity colony of 25,000 to 35,000 gray bats (Hudson 1995). Both
caves are near the Tennessee River or its tributaries.

Gray bat numbers have decreased over the past two decades; populations in two Alabama
caves having.decreased dramatically. Georgetown Cave and Sanders Cave once housed
matemity colonies consisting of nearly 50,000 gray bats each, but have contained few or no
gray bats in recent years (Hudson 1995). At Georgetown Cave in Colbert County, fewer than
10 bats have been observed emerging during each of the past three years (Hudson 1995).
Georgetown cave is located over 124 miles (200 kilometers) northwest of Fort McCIellan‘
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(Figure 4-1). Sanders Cave in Conecuh County cumrently contains a large population of the
southeastemn myotis (Myotis austroriparius), but gray bats have not been documented there in
over 20 years (Hudson 1995). Sanders Cave is located more than 124 miles (200 kilometers)
south of Fort McClellan (Figure 4-1).

4.7 GRAY BAT OCCURRENCE NEAR FORT MCCLELLAN

During August 1995, 3D/Intemnational, Inc. (3D/) captured two post-lactating female gray bats
along Choccolocco Creek in the Choccolocco State Forest (3D/1 1996a). The capture site is
approximately 2 miles (3.3 kilometers) from the eastem boundary of Main Post (Figure 4-2).

There is an historical record of a gray bat captured in Anniston (Hall 1981). No data exist
describing the gender or season of capture. for this specimen.

in July 1997, 3D/l found gray bats roosting in four locations near Main Post (Figure 4-3). The
Highway 21 bridge over Cane Creek approximately 160 feet (50 meters) outside Main Post
served as a bachelor roost for at least seven adult males during the matemity season (4 July
1997), and served as a transient roost for at least 17 gray bats (males and females) on 29 July
1997. A single gray bat of unknown sex was found under the Highway 21 bridge over Cave
Creek approximately 160 feet (50 meters) oufside Main Post on two occasions during summer

1997.

On 29 July 1997, 3D/l discovered adult male, adult female, and juvenile gray bat§ roosting in
Weaver Cave and Lady Cave, both located approximately 1 mile (1.5 kilometers) from the
northwestem boundary of Main Post (Figure 4-3). Two clusters (n = 4, 6) and one solitary gray
bat were found in Weaver Cave. Two clusters (n = 6, 7) of gray bats were found in Lady Cave.
Additional gray bats may roost in reaches of the caves not investigated. The time of year and
mix of ages and sexes in these colonies indicates these bats were transitory. Weaver Cave
and Lady Cave had previously been investigated for the presence of gray bats during the
matemity season (early. July 1997), but no.individuals .or sign of gray bats were found (3011
1997). These caves may serve as roosts for matemity colonies in the future.
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FIGURE 4-2. Localion of gray
bals caplured on or near Maln Post
during mist nel surveys in 1995,

1996, ond 1997.
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4.8 GRAY BAT OCCURRENCE ON FORT MCCLELLAN

3D/Intemational documented gray bats using Fort McClellan during mid- and late-summer (3D/Iq
1996a, 1996b, 1997). Reproductive and transient adults have been captured over Cane
Creek. Mist net surveys conducted during August 1985 resulted in capture of 13 gray bats
(five post-lactating females, seven adult males, and one of undetermined sex) on Cane Creek
within Pelham Range (Figure 4-2). Mist net surveys conducted in June and July 1996 resuited

in the capture of two gray bats (a lactating female and an aduit male) on Pelham Range and

two adult maie gray bats on Main Post along Cane Creek at the golf course (Figure 4-2). Mist

net surveys conducted in June and July 1997 resulted in the capture of one adult male on
Cane Creek near the golf course and two post lactating females on Cane Creek just within the
eastemn boundary of Pelham Range (Figure 4-2).

The capture of a reproductive female and thrée adult males during summer 1996 indicated at
least one matemity colony and one bachelor colony is located within approximately 22 miles
(35 kilometers) of the Installation. Gray bats may travel as far as 22 miles from a roost site to a
foraging area in a single night (Tuttle 1976). Radiotelemetry studies conducted by 3D/l in 1997
revealed one bachelor roost under a bridge, a second bridge roost for a single gray bat, and
two transitional cave roosts outside FMC boundaries (Figure 4-3); no roosts were found on the q

Installation.

The August 1985 captures of post reproductive females and adult males indicate gray bats
also forage on the Installation during the transient period following the matemity season. After
the matemity season, females and juveniles generally disperse to caves other than the
matemity cave. Therefore, several different caves or structurés may be used hear or on the
Installation throughout summer and fall. This information is important for determining potential

effects of seasonally dependent activities on foraging and roosting gray bats.
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Section 5:

Relevant Studies
Completed .
on Fort NicClellan

This BA analyzes potential for, and magnitude of, direct, indirect, and cumulative effects based
upon the best available scientific and commercial data, including studies described in this
document. 'Fort McClellan has completed studies to:

. Assess the location and quality of suitable gray bat habitat on FMC

o« Document presence and distribution of gray bats on FMC

Assess the environmental fate of certain training chemicals used on FMC

Identify roost sites used by gray bats foraging on FMC

This assessmeht incorporates results of these studies to identify potential effects of disposal

and reuse of the Installation on gray bats.

5.1 LITERATURE REVIEW AND HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION

To assess the current status of gray bats on and near Fort McClellan, 3D/l reviewed published
and unpublished literature pertaining to cave locations and bat occurrence in Calhoun and
surrounding counties (3D/1 1996a). 3D/Intemnational also solicited information regarding these

BROLOGICAL ARSESIMENT Smcwo$
BRAC ACTIONS RELEWAT STUOIES COMMLETED O FORT MCCLELLAN
FORT MCOLELLAN 34




issues from state and local agencies and private organizations, including the National
Speleological Society. .

A £eard1 for caves was conducted on FMC between 1 and 4 March 1996 (3D/1 1996a). The
search revealed no caves within FMC boundaries. 3D/intemational also searched histoncal
records ‘for caves near the Installation. Thirty-five caves were recorded within 22 miles (35
kilometers) of gray bat capture sites on Main Post (Table 5-1 and Figure 5-1).

" In February and July 1996, 3D/l assessed the quality of habitat on Main Post and Pelham
Range for foraging gray bats. Streams, lakes, and ponds on the Installation were ranked as
- providing high, moderate, or low quality habitat for gray bats. High quality habitat was found
only on Pelham Range along Cane Creek. Moderate and low quality foraging habitat was
identified on Main Post (Figure 5-2). SDnntemaﬁonal provided recommendations for
management of high and moderate quality habitat to be incorporated into the FMC
Endangered Species Management Plan (3D/1 1996a).

5.2 INVESTIGATIONS TO DETERMINE PRESENCE OF GRAY BATS AT FORT

MCCLELLAN ’ .

During 1996, 3D/ investigated the presence of gray bats at potential roosting and foraging
_ sites on and near FMC (3D/l 1996b). Caves near the Installation, and man-made structures on
Main Post were searched for signs of gray bat colonies. The distribution of gray bats on Main
Post and Pelham Range was investigated by mist netting stream comdors identified as

moderate or high quality foraging habitat.

During February and March 1996, four caves just outside Main Post and Pelham Range were
searched for hibemating bats or signs of summer use by gray bats. No gray bats or guano

accumulation were found ( 3D/l 1996b).

Structures on main post such as bunkers, storm sewers, and abandoned cisterns were
investigated for live bats, guano, stains -on ceilings or beams, bat carcasses, and other
evidence indicating bats currently or historically used these features. No gray bats were
observed roosting in man-made structures on the Installation. However, fresh bat guano found
in an abandoned cistem in February 1996 indicates an undetermined species of bat had been

using this structure. Fort McClellan personnel reported seeing bats roosting within the cisterr"
)
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TABLE 5-1. Names and locations of caves within 22 miles (35 kilometers) of gray bat capture

‘ sites on Main Post (3D/1 1996a, Vamedoe 1573).
Location Relative to Main Post Capture Sites
Distance
Cave Name County kilometers miles Direction
Unnamed Cave Calhoun 0.9 0.6 North
Littie Weaver Cave Calhoun 1.0 0.6 North
Weaver Cave Calhoun 1.9 1.2 Northwest
Lady Cave Calhoun 1.9 1.2 Northwest
Meadows Cave Calhoun 5.0 3.1 Northwest
Erby Cave Calhoun 11.0 6.8 North
Oxford Cave Calhoun 12.7 7.9 South
Wilson Cave Calhoun 14.3 8.9 North
Cedar Mountain Cave Cathoun 17.9 11.2 Northwest
Maxwellborn Cave Calhoun 18.1 11.3 Northeast -
Daugette No.2 Cave Calhoun 18.8 11.7 Northeast
Daugette No.1 Cave Calhoun 18.8 11.7 Northeast
Baswell Cave Calhoun 20.0 12.4 West
Millers Cave Calhoun 20.7 12.9 Southwest
.ﬁ Green Valley Cave Calhoun 25.1 15.6 Northwest
Small Cave Etowah 25.1 15.6 Northwest
Lin and Randys Pit Calhoun 25.3 15.7 Northwest
Short Cave Calhoun 25.3 15.7 Northwest
Greens Creek MT. Cave Calhoun 25.4 15.8 Northwest
Joint Cave Etowah 25.5 15.8 Northwest
Little Sink Cave Etowah 25.5 15.8 Northwest
Crawl Cave Etowah 25.5 15.9 Northwest
Abrupt End Cave Etowah 25.6 15.9 Northwest
Quarry Side Cave Etowah 26.3 16.3 Northwest
Mule Glove Pit Etowah 26.3 16.3 Northwest
Zuber Quarry No.1 Cave Etowah 26.3 16.4 Northwest
Cedar Tree Pit Etowah 26.4 16.4 Northwest
Zuber Quarry No. 2 Cave Etowah 26.4 16.4 Northwest
Coluin Cave Etowah 26.4 16.4 Northwest
Coluin Pit No.2 Etowah 26.4 16.4 Northwest
Spiral Cave Etowah 26.5 . 16.5 Northwest
Robertson Cave Calhoun 26.6 16.5 Northeast ]
Wrights Cave Calhoun 26.8 16.6 Northeast
— Dulaney Cave Talladega 26.8 16.6 Southwest
. Merit Cave Etowah 33.1 20.5 Northwest
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Section 5
Relevant Studies Completed on Fort McClellan




during summer 1995. 3D/Intemational conducted additional investigations of this cistern
during June and July 1996 and July 1897; no bats or fresh sign was found within the cistem

(3DN 1996b, 1997). | o

From 25 June to 17 July 1996, mist net surveys were conducted at 17 sites on Pelham Range
and Main Post (3D/1 1996b). A total of 102 bats of five species were captured, including four
gray bats (one lactating female and three adult males). On Pelham Range, a lactating female
and an adult male gray bat were captured over Cane Creek near the eastemn boundary. Two
adult male gray bats were captured over Cane Creek near the golf course on Main Post

(Figure 5-3).

5.3 RADIOTELEMETRY STUDIES OF GRAY BATS AT FORT MCCLELLAN

3D/Intemational tracked gray bats captured on FMC to determine roost locations (3DA 1997).
Mist nets were used to capture gray bats foraging on Main Post and Pelham Range (Figure 5-
3). Four gray bat roosts, two caves and two bridges, were successfully located during this

study.

An adult male gray bat captured over Cane Creek near the FMC golf course was tracked to a
roost site under a bridge (3D/1 1997). This gray bat was found roosting with approximately six
other adult males during the matemity season (4 July 1997) under the Highway 21 bridge over
Cane Creek approximately 160 feet (50 meters) outside the Baltzell gate to Main Post (Figure
3-4). One of the bats found in this colony had a red arm band (band number 1862).
3D/Intemational confirmed this bat was one captured near the FMC golf course during 1996.
On 29 July 1997, during the transitory season following the matemity season, approximately
17 gray bats (males and females) were found roosting under the bridge. The gray bats were

roosting in holes on the underside of the concrete bridge.

During this study an additional b‘ridge roost was found while searching for roosting gray bats.
On two occasions (3 & 29 July 1997), a gray bat was observed roosting on the Highway 21
bridge over Cave Creek (Figure 5-4). The bridge is approximately 160 feet (50 meters) outside
the westem boundary of Main Post. This study establishes knowledge of gray bats using man-
made structures in Alabama. The study also documents use of a bridge during matemity and

transitory seasons.
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3D/Intemational tracked two post-lactating females and one adult male captured over Cane
Creek on Pelham Range to the region of Weaver Cave and Lady Cave (Figure 5-4). Previous
investigations of these caves (4 July 1997) revealed no gray bats. On 29 July 1997, 301
discovered gray bats roosting in both caves. Seven gray bats, including the adult male and
one of the post-lactating females with transmitters, were roosting in Weaver Cave. Thirteen
gray bats were roosting in Lady Cave. The clusters of gray bats in these caves contained a

mix of adult males, adult females, and juveniles.

5.4 ENVIRONMENTAL FATE OF FOG OIL AT FORT MCCLELLAN

3D/intemational assessed the environmental fate of certain chemicals used in training at Fort
McClellan (3D/I 1996c). This study was completed to support the Biological Assessfnent for
relocation of Fort McClellan training activities to Fort Leonard Wood. Soil, water, and
vegetation samples were collected and analyzed for the presence of chemicals used duning
military training. Insects and bats also were collected and anaiyzed for presence Jf these
chemicals in body tissues to determine potential effects to endangered bat species. Gray bats
were first discovered on Fort McClellan during this study in August 1995. Gray bats were
captured on Pelham Range and Choccolocco Creek (Figure 5-3).
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Section 6:

Affécted Environment

6.1 PHYSIOGRAPHY AND SURFACE DRAINAGE

All but the eastem most portion of FMC lies within the Valley and Ridge physiographic province
of the Appalachian Highlands. The portion of FMC west of Choccolocco Creek lies within the
Piedmont province. The lower elevations [700 feet (210 meters) above mean sea ievel (MSL)}
occur along Cane Creek, near Baltzell Gate Road, while the maximum elevations [2063 feet
(619 meters) above MSL] occur on Chocceolocco Mountain, which traverses the installation and
the area in a north-south ‘direction, with the steep easterly slopes grading abruptly into
Choccolocco Valley. The westem slopes are more gradual, with the southem extension
maintaining elevations up to 900 feet (270 meters) above MSL near the westem installation
boundary. The northem extension decreases in elevation in the vicinity of Reilly Army Airfield.
The central portion of FMC is characterized by flat to gently sloping land.

The Choceolocco Mountains, -located in the eastem portion of FMC, form a major surface
water divide. Choccolocco Creek and its tributaries drain this portion of FMC and flow
southward to the Coosa River. FMC west of the drainage divide is drained by three creek
systems, Cane, Choccolocco, and Tallasseehatchee creeks (Figure 6-1).

|mcTend
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6.1.1 Surface Water

The Cane Creek watershed is among six major watersheds occuming within Calhoun County.
Cane Creek, with its tributaries (Cave, Remount, South Branch, and ingram creeks), originates
on FMC (Figure 6-1). Cane Creek fiows westerly across Main Post and Pelham Range and
drains the majority of the installation [approximately 20 square miles (52 square kilometers)).

South Branch receives runoff from the south-central portion of Main Post, then joins Cane
Creek before Ieavihg Main Post on the westemn boundary. Cane Creek receives surface runoff
from the central portion of Main Post. The north-central portion of Main Post is drained by
Cave Creek, which leaves Main Post on the northwestem boundary. A small portion of the
area along the northem installation boundary and north of the Cave'Creek watershed, drains
into the Tallasseehatch»ee Creek watershed (mdqding its southem tributaries, Little
Tallasseehatchee, Weaver's and Dothard creeks). Dothard Creek has headwaters originating
both on and off the installation and drains the area around Reilly Lake (Figure 6-1). These
creek systems originate on the westem side of the Choccolocco Mountains and flow west
through Main Post. They are fed by springs originating from underlying limestone strata.

Choccolocco Creek occurs to the east of the Choccolocco Mountains, passing along the
eastemn and southem portions of FMC. The Choccolocco Creek drainage includes four small
tributaries originating near the southem boundary (Faison, Davis-Silver, Royal-Davis, and Twin

Mountains creeks).

Surface water features other than streams and creeks within Main Post boundaries include
Lake Yahou [13.5 acres (5.4 hectares)), Reilly Lake [B.5 acres (3.4 hectares)], Cappington
Ridge [0.3 acres (0.12 hectares)}, and Duck Pond [0.5 acre (0.2 hectares)]. Surface drainage
is collected in small, independent networks that drain areas varying from 20 to 60 acres (8 to
24 hectares; Science Applications Intemational Corporation 1993).

Freshwater. springs .occur throughout.Calhoun County, often.appearing along the trace of
thrust faults (Moser and DeJamette 1992). On FMC, the springs appear as seeps and include
the Marcheta Orchid Seep, Bains Gap Seep, Cave Creek Seep, and Marcheta Hill Crow
Poison Seep. Unmapped springs and seeps potentially occur over much of the FMC area.
Karst features, including sinkholes, have been identified in the area of FMC (U.S. Army Corps
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of Engineers 1992). Weaver Cave interrupts the drainage of Cave Creek from FMC prior to its
reemergence approximately 1300 feet (390 meters) downstream (Figure 6-1). - .

6.1.2 Surface Water Quality

Water quality on FMC has been characterized as predominantly good and provides for a
suitable gray bat prey base as evident from the presence of this species. If water quality
declines, aquatic-based prey could decrease, resulting in less suitable foraging habitat.

The State of Alabama has classified streams in this area as suitable for fish and wildiife use.
Water quality surveys over the past 20 years have shown good water quality at most locations

surveyed.

A number of studies provide baseline data oﬁ water chemistry and quality at FMC. A survey
conducted by the U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency (1976) found the streams of FMC
to be of good chemical quality and in good biological condition. In this study, profiles at FMC
sampling stations, had average water temperatures of 17.8°C, dissoived oxygen levels at 8.3

ppm, and average pH values of 7.5. '

Environmental Science and Engineering studied surface water quality at four sites on the
Installation in 1980. Data indicated the water had no unusual concentrations of organic or
inorganic constituents. Dissolved oxygen was at or near saturation (range 7.8 to 12.1 mg/),
and specific conductance was very low for all samples (range 18 to 21 pmhos/cm). Zinc and
hydrocarbon concentrations were aiso low (range of <0.01 to 0.02 mg/ and 0.27 to 1.0 mgA,
respectively). Two sampling sites were located on Cane Creek, which drains FMC, including
the golf course, the wastewater treatment plant, and urbanized areas surrounding Anniston,
Jacksonville, and Pelham Range. The creek was found to be highly mineralized and the
specific conductivity was elevated (range of 215 to 270 ymhos/cm). Dissolved oxygen varied
from 7.8 to 12.2 mg/, indicating sufficient degradation of organic compounds. Dissolved zinc
and hydrocarbon concentration were low (Ogden Environmental and Energy Services 19882).

Biotic surveys of Cane Creek were conducted in the fall of 1992 and again in the winter of
1993, at six sites along Cane Creek from the headwaters to the confluence with the Coosa

River (Weninegar 1993). Surface water quality data was collected concomitant with the ‘
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biological surveys. Parameters examined included ammonia, carbon dioxide, chionde,
dissolved oxygen, hardness, nitrites, pH, temperature, and turbidity. Ammonia concentrations
ranged from 0.0 to 0.1 mg/l. Carbon dioxide levels varied from a low of 5 mg/ to a high of 20
mgA. Chloride concentrations varied from lows of 15 mp/ at several stations to & high of 30
mgA at an effluent dumpsite several meters below the Highway 21 bridge. Dissolved oxygen
values ranged from a low of 6 mgA to highs of 11.0 mp/A at the two stations closest to the
headwaters. Nitrite values were low and ranged from 0.0 mgA at several locations to a high of
1.2 mgA. Values for pH were usually alkaline (7.4 to 8.2 pH units) at all stations except the one
closest to the headwaters where the waters were slighly acidic (6.3 to 6.5 pH units).
Temperatures ranged from 11.0° to 21.1°C. Only one station, that was closest to the mouth,
had any measurable turbidity with a concentration of 1.0 NTU (Weninegar 1993). |

Surface water quality data was collected as part of a multitaceted study done to characterize
the geochemical signature of mineralized and highly altered rocks at FMC (Tucker et al. 1995).
Results show the streams sampled to generally be of good water quality. Several of the
springs sampled had slightly alkaline, mineraiized water. One spring, on Range 21 had slightly
" elevated lead and copper values averaging about 16 and 6.1 parts per billion (ppb),
respectively (Tucker et al. 1995). The study also stated that high levels of heavy metals could
be a natural result of mineralization of the rocks and soils of the area. The study concluded
- that 'since springs and seeps are particularly influenced by the chemical composition of
associated rocks and soils, high lead values at some sites could be the result of these

nonanthropogenic processes (Tucker et al. 1995).

6.1.3 Geologic Structure

Fort McClellan lies almost entirely in the Valley and Ridge physiographic province of the
Appalachian Highlands, where southeastward dipping thrust faults with associated minor folding
are the predominate structural features. Consolidated rocks ranging in age from Precambrian to
Pennsylvanian have sharply folded into northeastward-trending synclines and anticlines
complicated by thrust faults that have a general northeastward-trending strike and southeasterty
dip. These thrust faults are the predominant structural features of the Calhoun County area. The
extreme eastem portion of FMC lies within the Piedmont physiographic province.

The Jacksonville Fault is a major thrust fault within the fold and thrust belt of the Appalachian
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Highlands in Alabama. This fault is the most significant structural geological feature due tggts
role in determining the stratigraphic relationships in the area and for its contribution to reg-‘
water supplies. Cambrian and Ordovician rocks associated with the fault and adjacent structures
include the Chilhowee Group; Shady Dolomite; Rome Formation; Conasauga Formation; Knox
Group, undifferentiated; Newala and Little Oak Limestones, undifferentiated; and Athens Shale.

Changes in the structural style of the fault along the strike suggest a compiex history of
deformation. Stratigraphic separation on the fault decreases toward Bynum, Alabama, where the
fault dies out on the foreland side of an apparently imbricated, southwestermn plunging anticlinal
fold making Coldwater Mountain and the southwestem end of Choccolocco Mountain. Hydrologic
conditions in areas adjacent to the fault are controlled by both stratigraphy and structure. The
permeability of rock units in the area is the result of secondary openings. The rock types with the
greatest permeability are the highly fractured quartzite beds of the Weisner Formation and the
fractured dolomite beds within the solution cavities of the Knox Group. All the other rock units
have very low primary and secondary porosity and permeability. The greatest porosity and
permeability occurs in a wide zone of fracturing where quartzite and dolomite are juxtaposed
along the Jacksonville Fault. The wide fracture zone is most prominent southwest of FMC on .
northwestem sides of the Choccolocco and Coldwater Mountains. Q

The Weisner Formation, characteristic of FMC, occurs to 2500-foot (750-meter) depths and
consists of buff shale, siltstone, sandstone, quartzite, and conglomerate. Outcrops form hills or
mountains of great relief. Quartzite and conglomerate are most conspicuous where they form
crests or ledges along the southeastem side of Choccolocco Mountain. This mountain runs north
to south, forming the eastem boundary of FMC. Locally, the Weisner Formation contains

deposits of limonite, manganese, bauxite, and hematite.

6.2 LAND COVER

Main Post land cover consists of three general types associated with the level of existing
disturbance and -land-management -programs in place: improved grounds;, semi-improved
grounds; and unimproved grounds. improved and semi-improved grounds have limited ecological
resources value because of the high level of habitat disturbance and human activity. Unimproved

grounds offer much higher ecological resource value.




Topography ranges from relatively level areas through much of the developed part of Main Po
to hills and mountainous ridges. The oak-pine forest region dominates the general are
containing Main Post. The area is transitional between north central deciduous forests ar

southem pine forests.

Most of the forested areas of Main Post have been cut in the past, leaving only very small stand
of original timber in more rugged areas of the Choccolocco Mountains. The Alabama Natur:
Heritage Program (1994) conservatively identified eight general up'lgnd ecosystermn communit
types occuming on FMC. Upland Ecological Plant Community Types for FMC include: Typi
Mesophytic Forest; Piedmont Monadnock Forest; Interior Calcareous Oak-Hickory Forest: Basii
Oak-Hickory Forest; Loblolly Pine-Shortleaf Pine-Oak Forest, Xeric Virginia Pine Ridge Forest
Dry Virginia Pine-Oak Forest; and Mountain Longleaf Pine Forest.

Forest types on Main Post vary according to local topography, soils, and ecological successiona
stage. An active tree planting program has been in operation for nearly 40 years. The forestry
program at FMC has modified the commercial forest land cover through harvesting, thinning, strip
disking, apblying fertilizer and lime, prescribed buming, and planting activities.

The forest block on Main Post is ecologically important due to its large size and unfragmented
condition, diversity and uniqueness of species and communities, rare species of animals and
plants present, and general lack of exotics and disturbance. Decreased logging frequencies and
periodic range fires that have allowed the plant communities to be maintained ‘under natural

conditions add to the ecological importance of this complex.

Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana) is found along n'dgés. and longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) occurs
along the lower slopes of hills and ridges. Short-leaf pine (Pinus echinata) is most commonly

encountered on more infertile soils.

Upland hardwoods are dominated by oak and hickory species. Mountainous hardwoods are
dominated by chestnut oak (Quercus prinus), scariet oak (Q. coccinea) and pignut hickory (Carya
glabra). Hardwoods on upland slopes and hills are dominated by southem red oak (Quercus
falcata), post oak (Q. stellata), chestnut oak, black oak (Q. velutina), blackjack oak (Q.
marilandica), pignut hickory, and dogwood (Comus florida). American beech (Fagus grandifolia),
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tuliptree (Lirodendron tulipifera), white ash (Fraxinus americana), maple (Acer spp.), white q
(Q. alba), American holly (llex opaca), and redbud (Cercis canadensis) are present in ravii
Soil type and fire history are major factors in determining the composition of forests on Main Post.

Open areas élso constitute a component of land cover. Open areas include upland oldfields,
shrubland, and mowed fields. In each case, ongoing activities on Main Post either continually or
occasionally manage the land in early ecological successional conditions. Generally open areas

are used for training programs and as weapon firing impact areas.

The primary creek system on Main Post is Cane Creek. Springs and seeps occur throughout the
area. There are also about 22 acres (8.9 hectares) of impoundments on the Main Post.

Relatively litle is documented regarding vegetation communities associated with the creeks,
springs, and seeps on Main Post. Ongoing research is underway to accurately map and

characterize vegetation communities along springs and seeps in this area.

6.3 GRAY BAT HABITAT

6.3.1 Roosting q .

Gray bats typically roost in caves year round, though different caves are used at different times
of the year. There are no known caves on Main Post. No habitat on or near Main Post has
been designated as critical habitat by the Secretary of the Interior. In general, geomoiphology
of Main Post is not conducive to cave formation. Seérches for karst features on Main Post
during 1996 revealed no caves (3D/l 1996a).

Gray bats may travel as far as 22 miles (35 kilometers) from a roost to forage each night
Therefore, roosts used by gray bats foraging on Main Post are most likely within 22 miles of
capture locations. Thirty-five caves are known within 22 miles of the gray bat capture sites on
Main Post (Table 5-1; Figure 5-1). Eighteen of these caves are within Calhoun County. litis
likely that-other caves-exist within 22 miles-of Main Post

Historical records suggest some caves near Main Post such as Weaver Cave and Lady Cave
were previously occupied by large numbers of bats (McCalley 1897). Four caves near
Installation boundaries were investigated for presence or sign of gray bats in February 1996‘
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(3DN 1996b). Baswell Cave, Weaver Cave, Little Weaver Cave, and an unnamed cave
approximately 164 feet (50 meters) south of Litie Weaver Cave were entered and searched
for gray bats or guano accumulation. No gray bats were found during the winter searches;
however, gray bats were found roosting in Weaver Cave an Lady Cave on 29 July 1997 (3D/!

1987).

Gray bats occasionally roost in man-made structures (Barker 1986, Grigsby 1995, Hays and
Bingman 1964). A colony of six adult male gray bats were found using the Highway 21 bridge
over Cane Creek and a single gray bat was found using the Highway 21 bridge over Cave
Creek (3D/1 1997). Both bridges are located just outside the westem boundary of Main Post.

6.3.2 Foraging

Although no critical habitat for gray bats exists on or near Main Post, removal or degradation of
suitable habitat in areas known to be used by gray bats may constitute take, which is
prohibited by the ESA. 3D/Intemational (1996a) characterized suitability of habitat on Main
Post and Pelham Range to support foraging gray bats. Six streams and two lakes on Main
Post were characterized as providing moderate quality habitat for gray bats (Figure 5-2). All
other streams and ponds on Main Post provide iow quality habitat due to their small size and
lack of flight space. Of the six moderate quality streams, only Cane Creek is known to be used
by gray bats (3D/] 1996b). '

6.4 CURRENT MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

The Drat* Endangered Species Management Plan (DESMP) for FMC addresses the current
status and management of endangered species found on the Installation (Garland 1996). The
DESMP providés for protection of gray bat foraging habitat through protection of riparian
forest. Forest management guidelines in the DESMP state only floodplain terraces that
contain a major pine component undergo timber harvesting. The DESMP states management
will focus on maintaining existing forested comidors along Cane Creek. These guidelines are
to be revised and updated to include information attained from studies of gray bats completed

after the DESMP was written.
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After completion of the 1996 mist net surveys for gray bats, the following guideiines were
proposed by the Ammy to aid in protecting foraging gray bats at FMC (3D/1 1896b): '

Fort McClellan will initiate ESA Section 7 consultation with the FWS for actions requiring
tree clearing within 50 feet (15.2 meters) of streams designated as high or moderate quality
gray bat foraging habitat, and for actions outside the stream border suspected of affecting

gray bats.

Conclusions of gray bat studies completed at Fort McClellan (3D/Environmental 19963,
1986b) indicate activities along streams with low quality habitat will not affect gray bats.
- The FWS will not be consulted on tree clearing activities along streams designated as low

quality foraging habitat for gray bats.

These guidelines have been reviewed and approved by the FWS (Appendix A), and will be
incorporated in the Final ESMP. |
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Section 7;

Effects _
Analysis/Discussion

7.1 EFFECT OF DISPOSAL AND REUSE ACTIVITIES TO GRAY BATS

Because specific actions that will occur during the caretaker period, during disposal, and
following encumbered disposal are not fully characterized, this analysis reflects avoidance of
effects through application of PDFs (Section 2.6). These PDFs are an integral part of the

proposed action.

Below, we assess the likelihood of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to gray bats. We
focus upon effects to summer and winter roosting habitat and summer foraging habitat, and

exposure to unsafe concentrations of environmental contaminants.

7.1.1 Direct Effects

7.1.1.1 Roost Habitat )

in general, activities that affect gray bats at matemity caves or hibemacula have potential to be
most harmful to the species because large numbers of gray bats congregate at such roost
sites. Four roost sites have been identified near FMC (3Dt 1997): Weaver Cave, Lady Cave,
the Highway 21 bridge over Cane Creek, and the Highway 21 bridge over Cave Creek (Figure
5-4). These roosts support bachelor and/or transient roost sites located outside Installation
boundaries. Because there are no known roosts within installation boundaries, no caves exist

amvon?
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on Main Post, and no critical habitat exists within the action srea, it is unlikely the propose
action will affect gray bats through modification of winter or summer roost habitat (caves ar’b
similar structures), or disturbance of roosting bats.

Caretaker and environmental restoration activities will not result in modification or disturbance
. to known gray bat roosts. All caretaker and restoration activities will be conducted within the
boundaries of Main Post. All known gray bat roosts within the action area are outside of Main

Post boundaries.

Potential exists for gray bats to use man-made structures within Main Post boundaries. During
caretaker and environmental restoration activities, the Army will avoid effects to gray bats
potentially roosting in man made structures by investigating presence of the bats prior to
disturbance or removal of structures such as buildings, bridges, or cistems. Project Design
Feature No. 1 ensures the Army will conduct such investigations and avoid effects to gray bats

roosting in man made structures within the action area.

Reuse of Main Post will not resutt in disturbance or modification of Weaver Cave or Lady Cave
due to their distance from Main Post. However, road construction or improvements neeessar’
for accommodating reuse of Main Post may require disturbance to bridges, including the two
bridges outside the installation known to house gray bats. Resurfacing of the bridges, or other
work of the type, if conducted when gray bats are present, may disturb the bats and cause at
least temporary abandonment of the roost. Removal of bridges used by gray bats would
destroy the roost. Project Design Feature No. 7 advises future property owners that gray bats
are known to roost under bridges near Main Post and that alteration of man made structures

should be completed only after investigations for gray bat presence. Direct effects to gray bat
roosts from reuse are unlikely if protective measures in PDF No. 7 are empioyed by future

landowners.

7.1.1.2 Foraging Habitat

Fort McClellan currently implements a management strategy developed in consultation with the -
FWS to avoid effects to high or moderate quality gray bat foraging habitat (Appendix A). Main
Post contains no high quality foraging habitat, but does have moderate quality habitat Project
Design Feature No. 2 reflects the Army’s commitment to continue the existing approach

protecting foraging habitat during caretaker operations and environmental restoration activities’
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The Army will avoid effects to foraging habitat by protecting forest within 50 feet of streams
providing moderate quality foraging habitat (Figure §-2). Prior to disposal, the Armmy wil
consult with the FWS if construction, remediation, or other ground-disturbing activities are
necessary within this 50-foot buffer zone.

Project Design Feature No. 7 advises future property owners that suitable foraging habitat for
gray bats is present on their property and removal of trees within 50 feet of streams may
constitute take of gray bats. Direct effects to gray bat foraging habitat from reuse are unilikely
if protective measures in PDF No. 7 are employed by future landowners.

7.1.1.3 Exposure to Environmental Contaminants

In general, the potential for gray bats to be exposed to environmental contaminants used by
the Army on FMC will be reduced as activities on Main Post move into caretaker status,

environmental restoration is completed, and land is transferred to non-Army ownership.

The potential for Army environmental restoration activites to affect gray bats will be
determined through site-specific assessments during the RI/FS phase. Environmental
restoration procedures defined in Army Regulation 200-1 commit the Army to site-specific
analyses and Section 7 consultation if assessments completed at the time of remediation
indicate a likelihood of exposures exceeding safe levels (PDF No. 6). Screening level risk
assessments will be completed to determine the likelihood of unsafe exposure. Potential
exposure routes to be considered will include ingestion of contaminated prey and inhalation or

dermal absorption of vapors or contaminated dust.

Pesticide use on Main Post will decrease as Army presence is reduced during caretaker status.
However, the FMC golf course will maintain its current level of pesticide use until disposal.
Pesticides use on the golf course was analyzed to determine potential adverse effects to gray
bats. Guidelines for proper use of each pesticide used on the golf course were developed
from product labels, material safety data sheets, and gray bat exposure risk factors (PDF No.
3). Pesticides are applied during daylight hours using broadcast spreaders, hand sprayers,
and boom sprayers. Application method and timing eliminate potential inhalation and dermal
absorption effects to foraging and roosting gray bats. Applying pesticides listed in Appendix B
in accordance with protective measures in PDF No. 3 will prevent potential effects to gray bats
due to ingestion of contaminated aquatic-based prey. Addition:\ally, protective measures in
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PDF No. 3 will avoid changes in prey abundance or diversity due to pesticide use on the gol.

" course.

The future presence of environmental contaminants on Main Post lands and the potential that
gray bats will be affected by exposure to unsafe concentrations, is difficult to predict Reuse of
Main Post lands will include a variety of industrial, commercial, residential, and recreational
uses. Following transfer of property deeds, environmental protection and compliance with
state and federal regulations will be the responsibility of the new landowners.

When portions of Main Post become the property of non-Armmy entities, pesticide use may be
common and widespread. Use of commercially available pesticides on lands within Main Post
may change following ‘disposal. Regardless of future ownership, it is reasonable to expect
relatively extensive use of pesticides on the golf course, Project Design Feature No. 8 notifies
the future golf course owner of measures necessary to protect gray bats. Adverse effects to
gray bats from future pesticide use on the golf course are unlikely if protective measures in

PDF No. 8 are employed by the future owner.

7.1.2 Indirect Effects

Gray bats may be indirectly affected by modification of aquatic habitat supporting insects upon
" which gray bats feed. Habitat for gray bat prey may be adversely affected by environmental
contaminants (discussed above), degradation of water quality, and adverse changes in stream

channel structure.

Sufface water quality will be maintained by the Ammy at its current status through application of
PDF Nos. 4, 5, and 6. Potential effects resulting from contaminant release during
environmental restoration will be evaluated duning investigations prior to restoration activities
(PDF No. 4). Compliance with NPDES permits and existing pollution prevention guidelines will
continue until disposal (PDF No. 5). Erosion control measures described in PDF No. 6 will
control and reduce transfer of soil into streams during ground disturbing activities.

The morphology of stream channels may be adversely modified through actions in and near
the stream. Changes in morphology commonly include or lead to stream incision or stream
channel widening, sedimentation, loss of channel stability, loss ofvﬂood‘ plain function, and an .
increase in stream temperature. Adverse changes are commonly initiated by seemingly ?
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benign activities, including misplacement of culverts in streams, poorly designed bridge
crossings, unbridged road crossings, and individually minor but cumulatively damaging

changes in watersheds. The Army proposes no activities requiring stream channel alterations.

Project Design Feature No. 7 advises future property owners that suitable foraging habitat for
gray bats is present on their property and changes to stream morphology or water quality may
result in adverse effects to gray bats. Indirect effects to gray bats from reuse are unlikely if

protective measures in PDF No. 7 are imployed by future landowners.

7.1.3 Cumulative Effects

Effects of the proposed action are described in this BA. Because the proposed action includes
future “state and non-federal actions,' the distinction between the direct and indirect effects
analyzed above, and cumulative effects as defined by the ESA (see 50 CFR Ch. IV Part 402,
Subpart A, Section 402.02) is less apparent than in 8 BA addressing site-specific actions.

Because the proposed action, including reasonably foreseeable future state and private
actions will not affect gray bats, the proposed action will not contribute to cumulative effects of
activities in the action area; no cumulative effects are anticipated. Federal actions not

addressed in this analysis require action-specific assessment for ESA compliance.

7.2 STATEMENT OF FINDING
Disposal and reuse of Ft. McClellan is not likely to adversely affect gray bats in the édion area.
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