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FOREWORD

It is intended that the publication of this comprehensive annual performance review will prove to
be a helpful resource for Fort Polk leadership, installation planners, and environmental impact
analysts. This document presents environmental program performance information in the form
of concisely written topical overviews supplemented by tables and charts which track changes
from year to year. This annual review can significantly assist post leaders in identifying long
term trends in program performance and in planning for the future of the Joint Readiness
Training Center and Fort Polk. Since its first publication in 2001, this document has been
especially helpful in maintaining compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and in
carrying out the tasks required by the Fort Polk Environmental Management System (EMS).

This Environmental Management Performance Review (EMPR) includes performance
indicators, performance standards, and an overall evaluation of program performance for each
environmental program area. This EMPR method of analysis reflects the intention of the
Installation’s Top Management to monitor and measure Fort Polk’s environmental performance
improvements.

Thanks are due to the many installation personnel who provided data for the annual program
updates. Special recognition and thanks are due to Troy Brumfield who worked diligently to
prepare this sourcebook and who so patiently endured last minute suggestions and narrative
revisions. This year’s edition features a painting of the Cryer homestead prior to the
establishment of Camp Polk. The Cryer homestead is located in the Zion Hill training area.

Charles H. Stagg, Chief
Environmental and Natural Resources Management Division
Directorate of Public Works
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2011 EMPR Program Summary

Program Areas Program Components Driver 2011 Rating
5 EMS EO, AR
M ar:ia)gz;ne nt EPAS AR
Environmental Training PL, AR
NEPA PL, AR
Conservation Ecology AR
) Endangered Species PL, AR
Conservation
Cultural Resources PL, AR
Pest Management PL, AR
Maneuver Training Impacts AR
Storm Water Protection PL
Surface Water Quality PL
Hazardous Waste Generation PL
Hazardous Materials AR
Installation Restoration PL
Solid Waste PL
Petroleum Storage Tanks PL
Asbestos PL
Environmental || ead Based Paint PL
Compliance EPCRA PL
Indoor Air Quality AR, PL
Air Quality PL
Petroleum and Hazardous L
Material Spills
Pollution Prevention AR
Recycling AR
Drinking Water PL
Noise PL, PC

PL — Public Law PC - Public Commitment  EO — Bxecutive Order AR — Army Regulation
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SECTION 1
SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS
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1.1 Population

Population data for Fort Polk have been recorded since the first quarter of Fiscal Year
(FY) 1980. Population data presented in this document were analyzed on a quarterly basis.
Yearly population figures shown are based on an average of quarterly data. The population data
for 2011 was not available at the time of this publication; therefore it is not included. The data
collected were broken down by housing type and location for the military personnel and their
dependents.

Military personnel reside in both on-post and off-post housing. On-post housing types
include the barracks, bachelor officer quarters, senior enlisted quarters, geographic bachelor
quarters, and housing units. The Public Affairs Office compiles Fort Polk’s housing statistics.
Dependents living on-post are counted while dependents living off-post are calculated using a
factor of 2.62. This factor represents the average number of dependents per soldier on Fort Polk
based on the Louisiana 2000 Census published in 2002.

The population on-post grew steadily from 1980 to 1989 while the 5th Infantry Division
was stationed at Fort Polk. During this period, the total military population grew by
approximately 2,500 soldiers while the total dependent population grew by over 8,300 people.
From 1989 to 1991 the total military population grew by over 6,400 soldiers and the total
dependent population grew by over 16,900 people from 1989. This increase was due to training
on-post during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm.

During 1991, the 5th Infantry Division was transferred from Fort Polk to Fort Hood and
the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) was stationed at Fort Polk. As a result, the
population at Fort Polk began to decrease. Excluding the population data for 1990 and 1991, the
total on-post residents (military and dependents) decreased by over 4,000 people from 1988 to
2002. During this time period, the total (on-post and off-post) dependent population decreased
by over 8,800 people and the total (on-post and off-post) military population decreased by over
5,600 soldiers. With the exception of 2006 and 2007, the total military population between 2002
and 2010 saw a general increase.

The number of military personnel living off-post has ranged from approximately 9,500
soldiers (46% of the total military personnel) in 1991 to as low as 1,114 soldiers (13% of the
total military personnel) in 1999. In FY10, the percentage of military personnel living off-post
was approximately 36% (3,625 soldiers) and the total number of military personnel living on-
post was around 64% (6,520 soldiers).

The school enrollments of military dependents in Vernon and Beauregard Parishes were
obtained from data maintained by local school districts. Since the 1990-91 school year, 95% of
the military children have attended school in Vernon Parish in the Leesville area. The federal
government requires parishes to maintain enrollment data for five years and compensates each
school district on a per child basis. The 1991-92 school year witnessed the highest military
dependent school enroliment with over 5,200 children. Since then, the military dependent school
enrollment has fluctuated between about 3,100 and 3,600 students. In 2010, there were 3,609
military dependent students enrolled in Vernon Parish and Beauregard Parish schools.
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TABLE 1.1-1
POPULATION
FISCAL TOTAL MILITARY | TOTAL MILITARY SCHOOL
YEAR PERSONNEL DEPENDENTS ENROLLMENT
1980 12,036 12,622 No Data
1981 13,171 13,872 No Data
1982 13,237 15,549 No Data
1983 14,022 16,922 No Data
1984 14,432 18,551 No Data
1985 14,384 19,091 No Data
1986 14,335 19,582 No Data
1987 14,690 21,184 No Data
1988 14,757 22,549 No Data
1989 14,574 20,979 No Data
1990 15,361 22,144 No Data
1991 20,999 37,890 5,007
1992 15,157 23,500 5,255
1993 11,561 18,117 4,052
1994 10,613 16,445 3,708
1995 9,497 13,667 3,766
1996 8,376 13,361 3,231
1997 7,802 12,402 3,324
1998 8,331 12,909 3,194
1999 8,328 12,504 3,343
2000 8,490 12,557 3,585
2001 8,703 12,967 3,379
2002 9,077 13,656 3,343
2003 10,253 16,346 3,521
2004 10,814 17,960 3,674
2005 12,738 22,368 3,118
2006 11,029 15,843 2,930
2007 9,108 14,488 2,900*
2008 9,724 17,998 3,062
2009 9,951 18,681 3,507
2010 10,145 18,822 3,609

* Beauregard Parish total estimated
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FIGURE 1.1-1
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1.2 Economic Impact

Fort Polk directly affects local economies through personnel payroll for military, civilian,
and contract employees; retiree pay (military and DA civilian); construction projects; supply and
equipment purchases; utilities; and impact aid for local schools. The annual total economic
impact of Fort Polk on Louisiana and east Texas is calculated each year using the initial fiscal
year budget. Initial projections for each year are typically updated six months later on the basis
of year-to-date expenditures and projected expenditures for the remainder of the year; however,
updated data for 2011 was not available at the time of this publication.

In 2010, the estimated total economic impact of Fort Polk on the region was $1,606
million. From FY93 to FY10, the annual economic impact has increased by $1,020 million
dollars. Payroll (military, civilian, PX, contracts) and retiree pay account for approximately 80%
of JRTC and Fort Polk’s 2010 economic impact. In FY10, major construction projects
accounted for 5% of the total economic impact. The remaining 15% is accounted for by
equipment, supply purchases, utility expenditures, Residential Communities Initiative (RCI)
Housing, and aid to schools. From FY93 to FY10, the military payroll increased by $240
million. Civilian and contracts payrolls also increased during this period by $39 million and
$311 million, respectively.

The number of federal civilian employees at Fort Polk increased from 1,862 in FY80 to
2,890 in FY10. From FY93 to FY04 the number of federal employees decreased by over 860
individuals; however, the payroll increased from $77 million to $120 million over the same time
period. From FY04 to FY10 the number of federal employees increased while the annual payroll
decreased from $120 million to $116 million over the same time period.

The number of contract employees working at Fort Polk has fluctuated from a low of
1,081 in FY80 to a high of 6,348 in FY05. During the 1990-1992 transition period at Fort Polk
when the 5th Infantry Division was leaving and the JRTC was arriving, the number of contract
employees averaged 1,674. From FY93 to FY09, the number of contract employees increased
by over 3,900 employees with a resulting increase in payroll of $391 million. In FY10, the
number contract employees working on the installation decreased by 44%.

In FY93, the numbers of federal civilian and contract employees were similar at 2,363
and 2,240, respectively. Between FY93 and FY09, an overall downward trend in the number of
federal civilian employees was observed, and an upward trend was seen in the number of
contract employees working on the installation. In FY10, the number of federal civilian
employees increased by 28%.

From FY93 to FY10, the economic impact from retiree pay increased $226 million, and
the economic impact from supply and equipment purchases increased $86 million. Major
construction projects (over $750,000) have a significant impact on the area’s economy.
Economic impacts from these large projects have ranged from $10 million in FY97 to a high of
$198 million in FY09. Major construction projects decreased by $115 million in FY10 and $56
million were used for RCI Housing. Fort Polk purchases electricity and natural gas from local,
private utility companies. Annual utility expenditures have ranged from a low of $11 million to
a high of $24 million in FY10. Aid for local schools has ranged from about $2 million to $8
million per year since FY93.
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ANNUAL PAYROLL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT

JRTC & Fort Polk

Environmental Management Performance Review

ANNUAL PAYROLL (millions)

PX,

MILITARY & RESIDENTIAL | IMPACT AID TOTAL
Fﬁ;’:" MILITARY [ DA CIVILIAN iﬁg??:g; RECTllvRI |E_I|EA;DI\L y UTILITIES EEZ’T'F‘,:\EEN‘?‘F c ONg/'II":]UOgTI ON H?:(s:ll ;\IG FSoCRHlb%cLAéL E?“(zsgcl;/lTlc
EMPLOYEES
1990 315 71 43 * * * * * 4 433
1991 384 72 33 * * * * * * 489
1992 264 76 37 143 12 22 0 0 4 558
1993 200 77 57 149 11 51 37 NA 4 586
1994 200 89 56 155 12 71 24 NA 4 611
1995 211 96 115 211 14 75 44 NA 3 769
1996 205 96 112 224 14 61 23 NA 3 738
1997 284 97 99 232 14 92 10 NA 2 830
1998 201 102 104 238 12 62 12 NA 3 734
1999 209 102 104 241 13 100 12 NA 3 784
2000 219 107 116 248 14 93 16 NA 4 817
2001 243 109 115 255 18 109 35 NA 4 888
2002 253 110 129 260 11 109 19 NA 5 896
2003 290 120 141 263 12 109 30 NA 5 970
2004 290 120 141 263 12 109 30 NA 5 970
2005 373 84 386 273 14 104 86 28 7 1,355
2006 373 86 418 286 14 178 117 36 8 1,516
2007 373 96 310 301 19 90 111 49 7 1,356
2008 405 105 568 336 19 121 52 58 7 1,671
2009 407 113 448 361 18 149 198 66 7 1,767
2010 440 116 368 375 24 137 83 56 6 1,606
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TABLE 1.2-2
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES
CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES

PX,

FISCAL CONTRACTS

vear | FEPERAL L AnD OTHER

EMPLOYEES
1980 1,862 1,081
1981 2,008 1,585
1982 2,412 1,399
1983 2,626 1,214
1984 2,571 1,355
1985 2,614 1,755
1986 2,637 2,419
1987 2,364 2,753
1988 2,250 2,868
1989 2,240 2,665
1990 2,301 1,906
1991 2,313 1,546
1992 2,312 1,571
1993 2,363 2,240
1994 2,467 2,741
1995 2,399 3,003
1996 2,366 2,830
1997 2,269 2,651
1998 2,149 2,765
1999 2,066 2,581
2000 2,101 2,843
2001 2,030 3,079
2002 2,003 3,334
2003 1,821 3,812
2004 1,499 4,981
2005 1,523 6,348
2006 1,782 6,036
2007 1,872 4,892
2008 1,939 4,824
2009 2,070 6,145
2010 2,890 3,419
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FIGURE 1.2-1
FORT POLK TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT
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1.3 Water Use

Fort Polk purchases the potable water supplied to the installation from American Water
Military Services Group. Potable water provided by American Water originates from 12 supply
wells located on the installation. In October 1991, there were 17 active supply wells on-post.
Since 1991, six wells have been capped and one additional water supply well has been installed.
The installation utilizes four water treatment plants to treat potable water obtained from these
active supply wells.

Presently, seven supply wells obtain groundwater from the Williamson Creek Aquifer
and range in depth from 573 feet to 912 feet below ground surface. Five other wells obtain
groundwater from the Carnahan Bayou Aquifer. The depths of these wells range from 635 to
1,415 feet below ground surface. The Williamson Creek and Carnahan Bayou aquifers also
provide water to local communities and rural residences. The recharge area for both aquifers is
located 7 to 15 miles northwest of Fort Polk (USGS, 1989).

Monthly water production totals for the period October 1996 to October 2010 show an
average annual production rate of one billion gallons. These data include production totals for
South Fort Polk, North Fort Polk, and the North Fort Polk Housing water treatment plants. Fort
Polk’s annual water production rate since 1997 has ranged from a high of 1.31 billion gallons in
1999 to a low of 784 million gallons in 2009. A decreasing trend in Fort Polk’s water production
continued in 2009, when the water production total was 75 million gallons less than the 2008
production rate. Since 2009, Fort Polk’s water production has increased, with a total of 946
million gallons in 2011.
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1.4 Energy Use

The two primary energy sources utilized by Fort Polk are natural gas and electricity.
Natural gas is measured in thousand cubic feet (KCF) and electricity is measured in megawatt-
hours (MWH). Energy use is tracked in the cantonment area. The quantity of energy used in
the cantonment area is compared to population and building space to obtain energy consumption
per capita and per square foot of building space.

Fort Polk housing was privatized through the Residential Communities Initiative (RCI) in
September 2004, which transferred management of the housing areas to RCI partner Picerne
Military Family Housing. As a result, energy use in the housing areas is no longer tracked by the
installation.

Building space in the cantonment area decreased from 9,281,000 in 1991 to 7,403,000
square feet in 2011. In 2007, the post demolished 572,989 square feet and experienced 107,276
gross square feet of construction. The number of employees working on the cantonment area
increased by 2,905 people from 1991 (3,859 people) to 2008 (6,763 people). Per capita
electricity consumption more than doubled from 1991 until 2000 from 4.63 MWH to 9.35
MWH. However, the per capita consumption decreased 23 percent between 2000 and 2006,
from 9.35 MWH in 2000 to 7.16 MWH in 2006. Per capita electricity use in 2007 increased to
12.8 MWH and decreased to 7.94 MWH in 2008. Electricity use per square foot of building
space has increased approximately 67 percent from 0.0124 MWH in 1991 to 0.0207 MWH in
2011. Natural gas consumption per square foot of building space decreased from 0.056 KCF to
0.028 KCF and per capita use declined from 20.85 KCF to 13.58 KCF from 1991 to 2010.

Natural gas consumption on Fort Polk in 1991 was 543,495 KCF and in 2011 it was
204,310 KCF. This is a total decrease of 339,185 KCF since 1991, cutting the installation’s
consumption of natural gas almost in half. Overall electricity use decreased from 207,611 MWH
in 1991 to 153,141 MWH in 2011, which is an approximately 26.25 percent decrease in total
usage. In 2006, the installation adopted a post-wide energy strategy designed to further reduce
consumption. A renewable energy workshop was also conducted targeting reductions in a.)
overall consumption, b.) rates of consumption, and c.) dependency on fossil fuels.

Page 17



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

FIGURE 1.4-1

FIGURE 1.4-2
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TABLE 14-1
ENERGY USAGE
TOTAL CANTONMENT CANTONMENT HOUSING
FIYSE'C;':L TOIQ(I:_F(; AS ELECTRIC AREA HOU(S;EIC:-})GAS ELECTRIC ELECTRIC

(MWH) (KCF) (MWH) (MWH)
1991 543,495 207,611 518,182 25,313 115,108 92,503
1992 503,485 201,988 477,836 25,649 114,316 87,672
1993 490,080 190,460 470,514 19,566 108,627 81,833
1994 447,618 200,877 426,997 20,621 111,206 89,671
1995 425,397 202,477 402,848 22,549 112,979 89,498
1996 433,141 185,897 394,743 21,905 115,632 70,007
1997 377,588 182,033 355,756 21,832 119,575 62,458
1998 346,602 191,322 323,803 22,799 125,897 65,425
1999 280,502 184,010 275,918 4,584 121,826 62,184
2000 266,178 189,245 261,594 4,584 125,574 63,671
2001 267,278 200,273 262,694 4,584 127,102 73,171
2002 197,225 192,315 192,641 4,584 122,673 69,642
2003 217,615 182,331 213,031 4,584 133,814 48,517
2004 260,241 194,066 255,797 4,584 134,370 59,696
2005 271,753 151,607 271,753 o* 140,098 11059*
2006 255,214 142,474 255,214 0* 135,009 7465*
2007 257,542 141,889 257,542 0* 138,087 3802*
2008 225,389 132,241 225,389 o* 131,699 542*
2009 230,993 151,141 230,993 0* 151,141 o*
2010 282,584 153,756 282,584 0* 153,756 0*
2011 204,310 153,141 204,310 o* 153,141 0*

KCF = Thousand Cubic Feet

MWH = Mega Watt Hours

*Housing was privatized in 2004.
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1.5 Fuel Use

The major types of vehicle and equipment fuel used on Fort Polk are JP-8, diesel, and
MOGAS (unleaded gasoline). The Directorate of Logistics (DOL) Transportation Motor Pool
(TMP) maintains records of the amount of fuel dispensed for military vehicles and equipment, as
well as vehicles utilized by government civilian employees and contractors through the General
Service Administration (GSA).

Fuel can be obtained from three primary locations on the installation: the North Fort
Fueling Point, the JRTC Operations Group (OPS) Maintenance Yard, and the DOL
Prepositioning (PREPO) Yard. Additionally, fuel is dispensed for aviation activities by the
DOL-TMP at the Fort Polk Airfield. GSA vehicles can also obtain fuel from the Army Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) service stations using government credit cards. However, fuel
records from AAFES facilities are maintained separately from DOL records.

Historically, many military vehicles and equipment used diesel. Since 1988, the Army
has been transitioning its diesel and MOGAS powered vehicles and equipment to use JP-8 fuel.
Total military diesel fuel consumption, by both tenant and JRTC rotational units, decreased by
54% overall from CY99 (477,382 gallons) to CY10 (221,389 gallons). There were small
increases in diesel usage in CY04 to CYO05, and declines in CY06 and CYO07. In CY10, a
decrease in diesel usage of 65,121 gallons was noted. In 2009, limited quantities of B20
biodiesel became available for use in some TMP vehicles. Equipment and vehicles such as
generators, buses, heavy equipment, and National Guard vehicles on Fort Polk still use
conventional diesel fuel.

The quantity of MOGAS issued by Fort Polk generally increased from CYQ00 (347,150
gallons) to CY05 (537,690 gallons) due to expansion of training and services on the installation.
In CYO06 and CYO07 the quantity of MOGAS issued by Fort Polk decreased. In CY 10 there was a
slight increase (2,998 gallons) in the quantity of MOGAS issued. The amount of MOGAS
issued by AAFES increased from 4,349,563 gallons in CYQ0 to 7,022,743 gallons in CY10. An
overall increase of 73% is noted on the installation-wide use of MOGAS from CY99 (4,211,846
gallons) to CY10 (7,301,964 gallons).

The amount of JP-8 issued by Fort Polk significantly increased between CY99 (2,916,073
gallons) and CYO05 (3,737,485 gallons). In CY07 the quantity of JP-8 was 30% less (1,732,187
gallons) than the quantity issued in CY06. In CY10, an increase (547,073 gallons) in JP-8 issues
was noted. Since 1999, DOL has been responsible for dispensing all JP-8 used on the
installation. JP-8 use at the airfield sometimes exceeds 20,000 gallons per day. Including the
AAFES fuel issues, more gallons of MOGAS were issued on the installation in CY10 than the
quantities of JP-8, diesel and bio diesel combined.
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TABLE 1.5-1
FUEL USE
BIO AAFES
YEAR DIESEL DIESEL MOGAS JP-8 MOGAS
1999 477,382 -- 399,279 2,916,073 3,812,567
2000 239,616 -- 347,150 3,155,087 4,349,563
2001 166,747 - 354,001 3,659,295 5,178,969
2002 152,604 - 372,650 3,562,972 4,978,169
2003 154,484 - 403,235 2,510,841 4,460,336
2004 213,029 -- 508,701 3,962,196 5,025,825
2005 280,160 -- 537,690 3,737,485 5,665,434
2006 247,426 - 330,935 2,477,686 5,891,398
2007 209,547 - 174,569 1,732,187 5,969,288
2008 293,708 - 232,219 2,451,887 4,627,622
2009 286,510 4,522 276,223 3,227,190 6,506,370
2010 221,389 47,903 279,221 3,774,263 7,022,743
Figures are in gallons
FIGURE 1.5-1
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1.6 Military Training

Fort Polk was initially established in 1941 as Camp Polk. Construction of the installation
began in January of that same year. The installation is named after the Right Reverend Leonidas
Polk, the first Episcopal Bishop of the Diocese of Louisiana and an important field general in the
Confederate Army. Camp Polk was used during the Louisiana Maneuvers, a series of large-
scale, armored maneuvers conducted prior to the United States’ entry into World War II. During
World War 11, approximately eight million troops were trained on the installation. Following the
war, the post was closed in 1946.

The installation was reopened in 1950 due to the beginning of the Korean War.
Approximately 30,000 soldiers were trained at Fort Polk during the war. Two large-scale
exercises called Sage Brush and King Cole were also conducted at the installation during this
time period. The post was closed again in 1954. Eighteen months later, the post was reopened
and served as the home of the 1st Armored Division until 1958 when it was again closed.

The occurrence of the Berlin Crisis prompted the reopening of Fort Polk in 1961. The
49th Armored Division and its 12,000 troops were the major tenants of the installation during
this time. In 1962, Fort Polk became an infantry-training center. In 1965, advanced infantry
training began at the installation in preparation for the Vietnam War. Due to the dense, jungle-
like vegetation that occurs on portions of the post, Fort Polk was used extensively for basic
training of soldiers being deployed to Southeast Asia. In 1973, Fort Polk was the only Infantry
Training Center in the U.S. Army. Basic infantry training continued at Fort Polk until 1976.
From 1961 to 1976, over one million troops received their basic infantry training, advanced
infantry training, or combat support training at Fort Polk. Over 600 individual courses were
taught as part of these training programs.

The 5th Infantry Division was permanently garrisoned at Fort Polk from 1974 until 1993.
During this time, the divisional strength was approximately 15,000 troops. In 1993, the 5th
Infantry Division was renamed the 2nd Armored Division and transferred to Fort Hood following
the end of the Cold War. This move was completed in 1994. During this same time period,
extensive training was conducted at Fort Polk in 1990 for Operation Desert Storm.
Approximately 8,000 troops were trained on the installation in December 1990.

The JRTC was initially established at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas as a test in 1987. JRTC
training is focused on training light infantry with support from armor, mechanized equipment,
and aircraft. The JRTC was assigned to Fort Polk in 1991. The first JRTC training rotation was
conducted at Fort Polk in September 1993.

In August 1995, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) conducted a Partnership
for Peace training exercise at the installation called Exercise Cooperative Nugget 95. A second
Partnership for Peace exercise was conducted in 1997. Since 1997, the JRTC has conducted
mission rehearsal exercises to prepare troops for deployment to Bosnia, Kosovo, and the Middle
East.

Other tenant units were assigned to Fort Polk following the transfer of the 5th Infantry
Division. Major Subordinate Commands at Fort Polk currently include the JRTC Operations
Group, 4th Brigade Combat Team, 10th Mountain Division, 1% Maneuver Enhancement Brigade,
115" Combat Support Hospital, and the 5™ Aviation Battalion. These units also conduct training
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on the installation. In May of 2009, the 162" Infantry Training Brigade (ITB) was activated and
became Fort Polk’s newest brigade. This 162™ ITB’s mission is to train military transition teams
as combat advisors.

JRTC normally conducts ten rotations at Fort Polk each year, training an average of
42,641 soldiers. JRTC rotations have involved as many as 7,477 soldiers and as few as 300. The
number of troops involved in a specific rotation depends on the objectives of each training
scenario. Historically, rotations are not conducted during the months of July and December.

JRTC and Fort Polk provides realistic doctrinal training and scenario specific mission
training tailored to replicate operational mission requirements worldwide. Soldiers and units
trained at JRTC and Fort Polk are key elements of the Army force structure required to support
missions such as Operation Enduring Freedom, Operation Iraqi Freedom, Operation New Dawn,
the Global War on Terrorism, and other major Army worldwide war fighting mission
requirements.

TABLE 1.6-1
FORT POLK JRTC MILITARY TRAINING

TOTAL NO. TROOPS | AVERAGENO. TROOPS
FISCAL YEAR PARTICIPATING PER ROTATION
1995 41,017 4,102
1996 56,317 5,632
1997 47,119 5,235
1998 55,039 5,504
1999 53,223 5,322
2000 40,984 4,554
2001 57,551 5,755
2002 34,120 3,412
2003 34,952 3,884
2004 36,995 3,699
2005 46,766 4,251
2006 32,750 4,094
2007 30,849 3,427
2008 29,296 3,213
2009 47,231 4,723
2010 47,231 4,723
2011 59,731 5,973
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FIGURE 1.6-1
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SECTION 2
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
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2.1 Sustainability

2.1.1 Program Description

The word sustainability is derived from the Latin sustinere (tenere, to hold; sus, up).
Although there is no universally accepted meaning, the most commonly quoted definition of
sustainability and sustainable development is “development that meets the needs of the present
without compromising the needs of future generations to meet its own needs” (Brundtland
Commission, 1987). Implicit in most definitions of sustainability is the concept of improving the
quality of human life while living within the limits of life-supporting ecological systems. Many
definitions of sustainability also recognize three pillars —environment, society and economy—
that must be optimized to meet the needs of each.

Within the Army, sustainability is not a “Triple Bottom Line” Plus - Mission,

single program area, but a planning and Environment, Community + Economy
organizing principle that is being inculcated into T IssIon,

everything the Army does, including training,
equipping, and operations, to ensure that Soldiers
are capable of achieving any task given them,
now and in the future. The Army uses the
definition of sustainability from The Army
Strategy for the Environment — Sustain the
Mission, Secure the Future where it states a
sustainable Army “simultaneously meets current
as well as future mission requirements
worldwide, safeguards human health, improves
quality of life, and enhances the natural environment.” To the Army, sustainability means using
available resources wisely so they do not become depleted or permanently damaged for future
generations, thereby compromising future mission requirements.

2.1.2 Program Background

From an environmental perspective, the Army is transitioning from compliance-based
environmental programs to a mission-oriented approach based on the principles of
sustainability. This transition is needed to provide the Army with a systems approach to the
triple bottom line-plus of mission, environment, and community, plus economic considerations.
For the past 30 years, environmental management in the U.S. (and the Army) has been
compliance-based, with the goal of many environmental programs being to reduce releases of
pollutants and avoid costly violations. Although compliance with the law provides some level of
environmental protection, it does not protect the ability of the Army to train and deploy Soldiers,
nor does it necessarily lead to a more sustainable future, either inside or outside the installation
fence-line. The modern Army installation requires, among other things, thousands of acres of
undamaged training lands, a secure, plentiful source of drinking water, and affordable energy
services to power its buildings and vehicles. An installation subject to severe training
restrictions or a rapidly increasing cost of energy or water may not be able to maintain readiness.
Therefore, an approach to environmental management is needed that goes beyond compliance.
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2.1.3 Program Requirements
2.1.3.1 Environmental Management System

Fort Polk’s Environmental Management System (EMS) provides a framework used for
establishing objectives and targets to improve the installation’s environmental performance and
for monitoring, measuring, reporting and acting on aspects of its operations that have the
potential for a significant environmental impact. Fort Polk’s EMS is described in more detail in
Section 2.2 of this document. Under its EMS, Fort Polk established 10 objectives and multiple
targets to reduce its significant environmental impacts and promote installation sustainability. In
2011, Fort Polk realigned management of many of its sustainability objectives and targets from
its EMS, which is managed by the Environmental Quality Control Committee, to the Installation
Strategic Plan (ISP). The ISP is governed by three management tiers: the Installation Planning
Board, the Line of Effort (LOE) Boards / Garrison Commander Monthly Review Board, and by
Objective Teams, which are supported by special teams, individuals, and various Planning
Boards and Councils, including the EQCC.

Table 2-1.1 lists the ISP Objective and action item associated with each of the
sustainability targets established under Fort Polk’s EMS that were active as of September 2011.
Management of these sustainability targets was realigned from the EMS to the ISP to avoid
duplication of effort and to improve integration of lines of effort across Installation
organizations. Active EMS targets for environmental compliance and for implementation of the
Sustainability and Environmental Monitoring Plan (SEMP) were retained under management of
the EMS and EQCC.

2.1.3.2 Installation Strategic Plan (ISP) and the Installation Strategic
Sustainability Plan (ISSP)

The Army’s Installation Management Command (IMCOM) has established guidance for
conducting strategic planning at the installation level. The intent of the guidance is to integrate
the principles of sustainability into Army Garrison strategic plans and other installation plans and
policies as a means of institutionalizing sustainability across Army operations. In October 2009,
Fort Polk undertook the first of a series of strategic sustainability workshops to create a common
vision and a plan for achieving installation sustainability. The purpose of the ISSP workshop
series is to:

= Create ownership of the strategic plan, goals, and action plans among Garrison staff;

= Establish 25 year goals that will support an enduring installation through sustainable
development and operations;

= Engage community stakeholders through the planning process to better understand
community needs and illuminate installation needs from the community;

= Strengthen existing relationships and support from community and regional partners;

= Build a roadmap for long-term change that will optimize current and future missions,
promote development of a sustainable community both inside and outside Fort Polk’s
fence-line, and protect resources to insure availability for current and future missions.

Fort Polk conducted a strategic goal setting session in January 2011. Participants included
representatives from the Garrison, military units and other organizations located at Fort Polk, and
over 70 members of the outside community, including elected officials and local government
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representatives; business community, economic development and planning representatives; and
non-profit, education, and State and Federal government partners.

The goal setting workshop participants developed a set of long-term (25-year) strategic
sustainability goals, subordinate mid-term (operational) and short-term (tactical) objectives to
ensure that the Installation is capable of providing a flexible platform for future missions being a
good steward of the environment and a good neighbor within its surrounding community. Five
“goal teams” were established to develop and manage action plans for achieving short and mid-
term objectives in support of five long-term strategic sustainability goals:

Training readiness;
Community well-being;
Facilities and infrastructure;
Workforce development; and
Logistics.

OO O O O O

2.1.4 Annual Program Developments and Performance Review

In FY11, goal teams continued to develop objectives and actions to support each goal.
The teams created measures and targets for each objective and developed operational and tactical
initiatives to support action planning. During follow-up planning sessions, the teams created
action plans to align resource requirements to strategic objectives.

2.1.5 Program Performance Indicators and Standards

Fort Polk will track progress and performance toward its strategic goals and objectives
using the Army’s Strategic Management System (SMS). Progress toward achievement of ISP
actions will be reported through monthly LOE board meetings with the Garrison Commander,
and the status of the top 10 priority ISP actions will be tracked and reported at the quarterly
Installation Planning Board.
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WITH INSTALLATION STRATEGIC PLAN

ISP EMS
ISP Objective . Action / Target Description Measure / Indicator Lead Org.

Action | Target

Expend available funds obligated to ACUB Cooperative
P ) g ) : P % of target acres in ACUB Priority Area 2 protected
121a |Jan-11  |Agreementto acquire real propertyinterests in target , ) DPTMS
) . under conservation easement or fee-fitle.

parcels byend of calendar year 2011, in order of priority.

1240 luan-11 Acquire adFiitionaI real Pro.pertyinterests in target parcels by |% of target acres in ACUB.PriorityArea 2and3 . DPTMS
May 2012, in order of priority. protected under conservation easement or fee-title.
Restore and maintain 100% of small arms and heavy direct |% of small arms and heavy direct fire range footprints

1.2: Protect Land Through ) ° ) W ’ ) W 9 P
1.2.7 Jan-11  [fire range footprints on the Fort Polk Main Postto 1978 or  |on the Fort Polk Main Post restored to 1978 or other DPTMS
Forward Natural Resources other appropriate footprint through vegetation management. |appropriate historic footprint
Management pprop p gn veg g - |approp print

Develop and implement a vegetative managementplanto  |% of small arms and heavy direct fire range footprints

12.7.a [Jan-11 |achieve desired vegetative conditions on smallarmsand  |on the Fort Polk Main Post that meets desired DPTMS
direct fire range footprints on the Fort Polk Main Post. conditions for vegetation.
Execute a vegetation management program to maintain 7 of scheduled vegetation management tasks

12.7b [Jan-11 ) g 9 prog accomplished on small arms and heawy direct fire DPTMS
desired condition. )

ranges on the Fort Polk Main Post.
Increase the percentage of Fort Polk's electric energy
obtained from renewable sources with the following
milestones: - atleast 5% of electric energy from renewable |% of installation electricity obtained from renewable
3.1: NetZero Energy- sources by 2012; - atleast 7.5% of electric energy from energy sources (the renewable electricity, when
9 316 |Apr11 [0S ° 'c energy gysources ( W iy, w DPW-ED/BOID

Renewable/ Alternative Energy

renewable sources by 2013; and - atleast half of the
required renewable energy from new sources (installed after
1 Jan 99) with preference given to on-site faciliies where
feasible.

available, will be metered separatelyand compared
against total consumption on annual basis)
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ISP EMS
ISP Objective \ Action / Target Description Measure / Indicator Lead Org.
Action | Target
Annual installation energy consumption for facili
3.2: Net Zero Energy - Beginning in FY 2007, reduce energy use (Mbtu/SF) by 3% ) 9 ) P ) y
, 329 Apr-11 ) , operations and other non-vehicular operations DPW-ED/BOID
Conservation Efforts annual through 2015, or 30% relative to 2003 baseline. .
measured in kW/sf, kcflsf, or Btu/sf.
Divert 50% of all C&D non-hazardous solid waste by2010  |% of C&D non-hazardous solid waste diverted from
33: Net Zero Waste 335 |sept1 |Perto0% N U SOl Waste by & us solid wasie DPW-ENRMD
and increase the diversion rate by 1% annually thereafter.  |landfill
Divert 40% of other all non-hazardous solid waste excludin
I ’ ) Y ) ! W xeluding % of non-C&D non-hazardous solid waste diverted from
3.36 Sep-11  |C&D waste by 2010 and increase the diversion rate by 1% iandil DPW-ENRMD
thereafter.
% change in installation water consumption; % change
3.4: Net Zero Water 349 |uns  |Reduce insiallaon waterconsumpton by2% annuallytru || installgaticl)nlwater Iroduwction' % or inspt;IIatio; : DPW-BOID
o o FY 2015 relative to FY07 baseline (in line with EO 13423) o P '
facilities with water meters
Bythe end of FY 12, revise the Installation Design Guide
4.3: High Performance IDG) to incorporate Fort Polk standards for LEED and to
o g 431a [|Jul-11 (DG) P ) ) LEED and SDD requirements incorporated into IDG DPW-MPD
Buildings meet other sustainable design and development (SDD)
objectives.
Beginning in FY10, achieve a minimum of LEED-NC Silver |% of MCAnew construction and major renovation
435 Jul-11 for all MCA vertical construction and major renovation faciliies with climate control that meet LEED-NC Silver |DPW-MPD
projects with climate controlled facilities. rating or higher
6.2: Zero Emissions Fleets 626 Mave1 1 Reduce consumption of petroleum products 2% annually | Total gallons of fuel consumed by fuel type and by DOL
and Supporting Infrastructure | ¥ thru FY 2015 relative to the 2005 baseline. vehicle/unit/activity.
) ) Acquire 95% of installation-wide electronic products with
6.4: Regional Environmentally Electronic Product Environmental Assessment T ool Percent of installation electronic products meetin
Preferrable Materials 646 |Aug-11 P 9 INec

Procurement

(EPEAT )-registered electronic products by 30 Nov 10 unless
there is no EPEAT standard for such product.

EPEAT standards for such products
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2.2 Environmental Management System

2.2.1 EMS Program Description

Fort Polk’s Environmental Management System (EMS) encompasses the entire
installation, from “fence line to fence line”. The installation’s EMS is inclusive of
installation missions and facilities within the control of JRTC and Fort Polk. Fort Polk’s
EMS is a systematic approach to identify, manage, and control the impact of installation
operations and activities on the natural environment and the mission. It provides a
structure for managing and integrating environmental responsibilities into mission
operations and activities. The EMS structure is a framework of interlocking elements: a)
Policy; b) Planning; c) Implementation and Operation; d) Checking and Corrective
Action; and, e) Management Review. These elements are tailored to Fort Polk to
improve its environmental performance (e.g., improved cost-effectiveness, mission
support, compliance, and reduce significant impacts). Implementation of the EMS
elements produce a continuous cycle of planning (Plan), implementing (Do), reviewing
(Check), and improving (Act) to guide the actions the installation takes to meet its
environmental obligations. = EMS addresses the installation’s structure, planning,
activities, responsibilities, practices, procedures, processes, and resources for developing,
implementing, achieving, reviewing, and maintaining environmental policy. The
installation environmental policy is the driver for implementing and improving Fort
Polk’s EMS so that the installation can maintain and potentially improve its
environmental performance. Fort Polk’s current Environmental Policy Statement is
presented in Figure 2.2-2. The environmental policy expresses guiding principles for
conducting mission operations, activities, and services at the JRTC and Fort Polk in a
manner that protects the natural and human environment. The overall objective of EMS
implementation is continual improvement in environmental performance on the
installation.

2.2.2 EMS Program Background

The Army selected the International Standards Organization (ISO) 14001
International Standard Environmental Management Systems, an auditable standard, to
demonstrate EMS conformance and performance improvement. On 13 July 2001, DA
issued an action memorandum directing Army installations to adopt the 1SO 14001 EMS
standard and begin implementing EMS. On 27 January 2003 the installation’s
Commanding General signed the Fort Polk EMS Master Document initiating Fort Polk’s
EMS implementation. On 10 July 2003, DA issued the Army EMS Policy requiring
installations to fully implement an ISO 14001 conformant mission focused EMS by 31
December 2005. Fort Polk reports its EMS implementation and conformance status and
progress to IMCOM quarterly through a number of reporting systems.
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FIGURE 2.2-1
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2.2.3 EMS Program Requirements

The Garrison Commander is responsible for implementing the installation EMS
with the participation and support of tenant units and other organizations on the
installation. The EMS Management Representative is required to oversee and manage
the day-to-day EMS implementation and functions. Fort Polk’s senior leadership serves
as “Top Management” for the installation’s EMS. Top Management is required to
conduct recurring management reviews of the EMS to ensure its continuing suitability,
adequacy, and effectiveness. Management reviews of the installation’s EMS are
conducted during quarterly Environmental Quality Control Committee (EQCC) meetings,
which 1identify opportunities for improvement of the installation’s environmental
performance and EMS.

A primary requirement of the EMS Management Representative is to track,
evaluate and report Fort Polk’s EMS implementation progress to DA. To standardize the
reporting process, DA developed and issued a number of EMS implementation criteria
and metrics to track an installation’s implementation progress and the installation’s
compliance progress with the Executive Orders and other Army EMS requirements. The
EMS metrics are based on the ISO 14001 standard to ensure that implementation meets
ISO 14001 requirements. Fort Polk reports their EMS metric status and implementation
progress quarterly through the DA Environmental Quality Reporting (EQR) database.
DA metrics are revised and reissued as necessary by DA to incorporate new Army EMS
requirements. The publication of EO 13423 resulted in a revision of the Army EMS
metrics. EO 13423 was issued in January 2007 and builds upon the EMS requirements
established in EO 13148. The EO directs Federal agencies to ensure the use of EMS as
the primary management approach for addressing environmental aspects of internal
agency operations and activities at all appropriate organizational levels. The current DA
EMS metrics are divided into the following categories:
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I. Annual External audit and declaration of conformance measures;
I. Annual EMS scorecard metrics;

I11. Annual EMS information questions;

IV. Annual EMS experiences feedback;

V. Annual external audit sampling data; and

V1. Semi-annual EMS status reporting.

Although Fort Polk’s performance for each metric is not shown within this
document, the information can be obtained from the Installation Environmental Office.

DA EMS Metric Category | requires Fort Polk to submit documentation declaring
the installation’s EMS is fully conformant with ISO 14001 requirements, EO 13423
requirements, and DA EMS requirements. The installation is required to submit
documentation of its EMS self-declaration every three years. DA EMS Metric Category
Il is used to report the implementation progress of each 1SO 14001 EMS element. A key
component of the Implementation element within the 1SO 14001 EMS standard is the
establishment of installation objectives and targets. During the 22 August 2007 EQCC,
Top Management approved an installation sustainability goal and eight objectives.
Additional objectives and targets were developed and approved over time. Top
Management assigned installation champions for each objective and target. Fort Polk
continues to develop new objectives and targets as part of the installation’s effort to
continually improve its environmental performance.

Each installation objective is an individual stairway and each target is an
individual step on a sustainability stairway. The achievement of an EMS target is a step
toward accomplishing an installation objective. In addition, the achievement of an
installation objective is the completion of a stairway that leads to a sustainable Fort Polk
future. The stairway and step approach to a sustainable JRTC and Fort Polk is illustrated
in Figure 2.1-1.

2.2.4 EMS Annual Program Developments

The US Army Environmental Command (USAEC) conducted an audit of Fort
Polk’s EMS on 27 June through 1 July 2011. The audit was conducted in conjunction
with the Environmental Performance Assessment System (EPAS) audit. The EMS audit
concluded that Fort Polk has established and implemented a mission-focused EMS that
conforms to the majority of 1SO 14001 elements. The audit findings included 15
conformance areas, one major non-conformance area, two minor non-conformance areas
and two observations. One major nonconformance was written against the Control of
Documents element of the standard. Two minor non-conformances written under
Communication and Nonconformity, Corrective Action, and Preventive Action elements
of the standard were both considered minor oversights during implementation of the
management system and are not indicative of systemic failures.

Based on the results of this external audit, Fort Polk developed and implemented a
corrective action plan. Following implementation of the corrective action plan which
corrected all non-conformances identified during the audit, the Garrison Commander re-
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declared that the EMS has been “fully implemented” in accordance with Army policy and
Executive Order 13423. Fort Polk submitted its EMS conformance declaration to
IMCOM and DA in September 2011.

In FY 11, Fort Polk initiated an Integrated Strategic Sustainability Planning
(ISSP) effort to incorporate the installation’s sustainability goals, objectives, targets and
other sustainability requirements into the installation’s strategic plan. As a result of ISSP
process, the installation halted actions and efforts to achieve active EMS objectives and
targets until the commander approved the resulting strategic plan. The approved
Installation Strategic Plan (ISP) subsumed all Fort Polk’s active EMS objectives and
targets and reclassified them as actions within the ISP. Achievement of the sustainability
actions within the ISP will be monitored by EMS Management Representative (EMSMR)
but will not be reported in this document. The EMSMR will develop new EMS targets to
address those significant environmental aspects not addressed within the ISP. The new
EMS targets will be presented and their achievement reported in future issues of this
document.

2.2.5 EMS Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators were developed for the installation EMS program based
on known HQDA, IMCOM, and installation data and information requirements. Metrics
and requirements from HQDA Common Levels of Support (CLS), IMCOM Key
Garrison Measures, Installation Status Report (ISR), and Environmental Quality
Reporting (EQR) were used to develop the EMS program indicators and standards. The
installation evaluates the performance of Fort Polk’s EMS program based on the
following performance indicators:

1. Number of current active objectives and targets; and the number of
objectives and targets achieved during the year.

2. Number of 1ISO 14001 non-conformances identified during the most recent
internal and/or external assessments.

3. Percent of DA EMS metrics fully met.
4. Percent of EMS objectives and targets on schedule.
5. Percent of EMS procedures reviewed and revised, as required.
6. Completion of annual EMS management review.
2.2.6 EMS Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the
performance indicators. Each IEAP program performance indicator is evaluated based on
a red, amber, or green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides
program trend data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the IEAP
program. The following performance standards apply to the performance indicators
listed above:
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EMS Program Performance

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Number of current active objectives and Trend Data

targets; and the number of objectives and

targets achieved during the year.

2. Number of ISO 14001 non-conformances |a) GREEN: Zero — Two non-conformances

review.

identified during the most recent internal b) AMBER: Three — Four non-conformances
and/or external assessments. c) RED: Five or more non-conformances
3. Percent of DA EMS metrics fully met. a) GREEN: 100-95%
b) AMBER: 94-90%
c) RED: 89% or less
4. Percent of EMS objectives and targets on [a) GREEN: 100-80%
schedule. b) AMBER: 79-60%
c) RED: 59% or less
5. Percent of EMS procedures reviewed and |a) GREEN: 100-80%
revised as required. b) AMBER: 79-60%
c) RED: 59% or less
6. Completion of annual EMS management |a) GREEN: Management review completed within the

calendar year.

b)

RED: Management review completed after calendar

year.

Program Overall Performance

a)

GREEN: Two or more green and no red.

b)

AMBER: One or more green and no more than one red

c)

RED: Two or more red

2.2.7 EMS Program Annual Performance Review

The EMS program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN based on the 2011 external
audit data. Performance indicator one “Number of current active objectives and targets;
and the number of objectives and targets achieved during the year” and performance
indicator four “Percent of EMS objectives and targets on schedule” are not considered for
the FY 11 annual performance evaluation. There are three performance indicators rated
green, one performance indicator rated amber, and no red ratings, resulting in overall
program rating of green. The amber ratings for performance indicator two will be

addressed for improvement.

The specific results for each performance indicator are listed below:
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EMS Program Performance

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. Number of current active
objectives and targets; and the
number of objectives and targets
achieved during the year.

10 Active objectives
14 Active targets

Trend Data Figure 2.2-3

2. Number of ISO 14001 non-
conformances identified during the
most recent internal and/or
external assessments.

The 2011 EMS external audit
identified one major and two
minor non-conformances.

AMBER: three to four non-
conformances

3. Percent of DA EMS metrics
fully met.

Annual EMS scorecard
performance metrics: 8 of 8 in
compliance for 100%

Annual External audit and
declaration of conformance
measures: 4 of 4 in compliance
for 100%

Annual EMS experiences
feedback: 4 of 4 provided for
100%

EMS Implementation Information
11 of 11 in compliance for 100%

GREEN: 100-95%

4. Percent of EMS objectives
and targets on schedule.

No Data.

No Evaluation.

5. Percent of EMS procedures
reviewed and revised as required.

15 of 15 procedures were
reviewed in FY 11 for 100%

GREEN: 100-80%

6. Completion of annual EMS
management review.

Management Review completed in
FY 11

GREEN: Management review
completed with calendar year.

Program Overall Performance

Of five performance indicators:
Three are Green, and one is
Amber

GREEN: Two or more green and
no red
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Figure 2.2-2
GC Environmental Policy Statement
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

US ARMY INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT COMMAND
HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, FORT POLK

i _ 'REPLY TO 6661 WARRIOR TRAIL, BLDG 350
B’ &7 ATTENTION OF: FORT POLK, LOUISIANA 71459-5339
IMSE-POL-PWE 08 JuL 2011

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: Garrison Policy Memorandum # 8 — Environmental Policy

1. Purpose. To prescribe policy and establish guidelines that ensure JRTC and Fort Polk
organizations and individuals conduct all mission operations, activities, and services in a manner
that protects the natural and human environment.

2. Applicability. This policy applies to all military, civilian, tenant, and contractor personnel
within JRTC and Fort Polk.

3. Intent.

a. Embrace the concepts of sustainability and environmental stewardship to achieve and
maintain a quality installation that trains Soldiers, leaders. and combat teams to deploy, fight,
and win.

b. Use the installation’s Environmental Management System (EMS) as the management
framework for performing mission support operations and establishing objectives and targets that
will lead to a sustainable future.

¢. Achieve JRTC and Fort Polk environmental mission and goals.
4. Guidance. All organizations, activities, leaders, and individuals will adhere to this policy and
work to establish, support, and enforce initiatives and programs that promote sustainability and
environmental stewardship, and provide cost effective mission benefits. JRTC and Fort Polk

will align its mission priorities IAW this policy and will:

a. Comply with applicable Federal, State, Department of Defense, Army and installation
environmental laws, regulations, executive orders (EOs), and signed agreements.

b. Perform all mission operations, activities, and services in a manner that protects the
natural and human environments.

c. Integrate environmental factors and considerations into all decision-making processes and
operations.
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IMSE-POL-PWE
SUBIJECT: Garrison Policy Memorandum # 8 — Environmental Policy

oo

. Protect, preserve, and conserve natural and cultural resources.

Prevent pollution and minimize adverse environmental impacts.

o

]

Continually improve JRTC and Fort Polk’s mission and environmental performance.

g. Train and educate members of the JRTC and Fort Polk community on their roles and
responsibilities as environmental stewards.

h. Work cooperatively with communities and agencies outside Fort Polk to achieve common
environmental goals and objectives.

5. Proponent. The proponent for this policy is Directorate of Public Works, Environmental
Office, (337) 531-7008.

6. This policy will remain in effect until superseded or rescinded.

DISTRIBUTION:
A+
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2.3 Sustainability and Environmental Monitoring Plan

2.3.1 SEMP Program Description

Fort Polk’s Sustainability and Environmental Monitoring Plan (SEMP) is a
performance based mitigation and monitoring plan linked to the installation’s EMS. The
SEMP established five goals and 14 objectives in the following areas:

Sustainable training lands;
Biodiversity;

Sustainable facilities and infrastructure;
“Be good neighbors”; and

Continual improvement.

The SEMP is administered by a joint Fort Polk and Kisatchie National Forest
(KNF) Oversight Committee co-chaired by the Deputy Garrison Commander and the
KNF Military Liaison Officer. The Oversight Committee meets quarterly. The status of
SEMP implementation (i.e., the percentage of monitoring and reporting requirements that
are implemented) and the performance results for ongoing monitoring tasks are reported
to the Oversight Committee each quarter and to the Environmental Quality Control
Committee (EQCC) on a semi-annual basis.

2.3.2 SEMP Program Background

The SEMP was developed by Fort Polk and the KNF as part of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) completed in 2004 to analyze the potential impacts associated
with proposed force transformation and mission operations at the JRTC and Fort Polk, as
well as the impacts connected with long-term (20 year) military use of KNF lands. The
EIS identified 15 mitigation and monitoring measures to address potential effects to the
natural and human environment expected to result from the Army and Forest Service
proposed actions. The SEMP was developed to track implementation of the mitigation
measures, best management practices and environmental stewardship measures described
in the EIS and to evaluate their effectiveness.

The structure of the SEMP is shown in Figure 2.3-1. The SEMP integrates
mitigation and monitoring requirements under NEPA with the installation's EMS and
other existing monitoring programs. For each objective in the SEMP, a series of
implementation, effectiveness and validation monitoring questions were published as part
of the Final EIS. A copy of the FEIS appendix containing the SEMP is available online
at http://www.jrtc-polk.army.mil/SEMP/Appendix_V-Final 29JANO04.pdf.
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Figure 2.3-1
Structure of the SEMP

GOALS

Overarching policy statements for
sustainment of training lands,
stewardship of natural resources,
sustainable design and
development, quality of life, and
continuous improvement

OBJECTIVES

Specific requirements
for achieving goals

IMPLEMENTATION
MONITORING

Are we doing what we
said we would?

METRICS

Measurements and
indicators for
monitoring questions

EFFECTIVENESS
MONITORING

Is it working?

METRICS

Measurements and
indicators for
monitoring questions

VALIDATION
MONITORING

Are our assumptions
valid?

METRICS

Measurements and
indicators for
monitoring questions

TASK SHEETS

Monitoring and
reporting protocols and
performance targets

TASK SHEETS

Monitoring and
reporting protocols and
performance targets

TASK SHEETS

Monitoring and
reporting protocols and
performance targets

Green Amber Red Green Amber Red Green Amber Red

2.3.3 SEMP Program Requirements

Under the SEMP, monitoring and evaluation activities are conducted by both Fort
Polk and KNF staff, and results are reported to the Oversight Committee at least
quarterly, so that adjustments and corrective actions can be made in a timely manner.
The Oversight Committee is responsible for reviewing and approving metrics and
performance targets under the SEMP and for evaluating the monitoring results. The
results are categorized and reported in a green-amber-red format for each objective based
on the quantitative performance criteria established by the Committee. The results of
monitoring are then reported to the Fort Polk EQCC, which is chaired by the Garrison
Commander and consists of the “top management” of the installation. This process and
structure provides continuous feedback to the Commander and allows management
actions to be readily adapted based on the results of monitoring.
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2.3.4 SEMP Annual Program Developments

Full implementation of the SEMP is a multi-year process. To date, metrics and
performance targets have been developed and monitoring and reporting initiated for 9 of
14 objectives. In FY 2011, the Oversight Committee adopted metrics and performance
targets for seven additional monitoring tasks under Objective 4-2, which pertain to noise
monitoring near the boundary of the Peason Ridge Training Area and in the Limited Use
Area (LUA) of the Vernon Unit, KNF; marking of private property lines in the LUA; and
tracking of fire conditions and the number and size of wildfires caused by military
operations on Army and KNF lands. Draft metrics and targets for an additional 14
monitoring tasks were also developed for review by the Oversight Committee. SEMP
implementation status and performance results are published in the form of an annual
report and made available to the public at the following website: http://www.jrtc-
polk.army.mil/SEMP/index.htm.

In addition to developing new metrics and targets for performance monitoring,
working groups under the SEMP are responsible for conducting root cause analyses for
monitoring results that are “Red”, i.e., performance is off-track. The root cause analyses
seek to identify the underlying reason(s) for poor performance and to identify solutions.
In FY 2011, root cause analyses were conducted for 6 of 7 monitoring tasks with Red
performance results. For example, in FY10 a shortfall occurred for the target acreage
treated with prescribed fire on the Fort Polk Main Post (Army owned land) and Peason
Ridge. A root cause analysis was conducted in January 2011 to address “Red” results for
this monitoring task (SEMP Task 2-2.2). Limitations on access to range and maneuver
training areas due to conflicts/potential conflicts with training events was identified as
one of the factors affecting the ability of Fort Polk forestry crews to conduct prescribed
burning. Fort Polk’s Natural Resources Management Branch and Directorate of Plans,
Training, Mobilization and Safety (DPTMS) worked together through the root cause
analysis to identify strategies to help address this issue.

2.3.5 SEMP Program Performance Indicators and Standards

Fort Polk’s EQCC established a target to fully implement the SEMP monitoring
and reporting requirements by the end of FY 2009. This target was not met; however,
implementation of the SEMP continues to progress, as described above. The metrics and
performance targets established under the SEMP are published on the SEMP website at
http://www.jrtc-polk.army.mil/SEMP/index.htm. A summary of the implementation
status for the SEMP and FY11 average performance results for each of the 14 SEMP
objectives is provided in Tables 2.3-1 and 2.3-2 below.

2.3.6 SEMP Program Annual Performance Review

The overall SEMP program evaluation for 2011 is “Amber” because the target to
fully implement SEMP monitoring and reporting requirements was not met. The SEMP
Oversight Committee revised implementation priorities for 2011 to guide efforts to
develop and implement monitoring and reporting requirements for the remaining SEMP
objectives. The FY 2011 performance results for individual SEMP monitoring tasks will
be published on the SEMP website (http://www.jrtc-polk.army.mil/SEMP/index.htm) by
30 March 2012.
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T able 2.3-1. Summary of monitoringand evaluation status for SEMP objectives, FY 2011. Year = actual/estimated fiscal year in which the monitoring and
evaluation process was/willbe implemented for the objective; Green=metricsand performance criteria are developed, and monitoringand evaluation is
ongoing; Amber=developmentofmetricsandperformancecriteriais in progress; Gray = developmentof metrics and performance criteriahasnotbegun.

Goal

Objective

Implementation

Status & Year

Goal 1 - Ensure that training lands | Objective 1-1: Minimize or avoid degradaton of training lands and long-term damage to soils and natural resources 2006
are sustained for long-term use. through identfication and correction of maneuver damages and soldier Sustainable Range Awareness (SRA) training.
Protect and conserve soil, water Objective 1-2: Sustain training land condions and soil productivity through land rehabilitaion and maintenance and 2007
and land resources. watershed management practices.
Objective 1-3: Maintain high water quality and aquatic ecosystems through maintenance of steam and wetiand
crossing structures, roads and trails; maintenance of sediment basins; and restricions on training actvites within 2012-2013
streams, weflands and riparian areas
Goal 2 - Manage for biological Objective 2-1: Promote recovery of the Vernon-Fort Polk Red-Cockaded Woodpecker (RCW) population through 2006
diversity and ecological integrity. cooperative FortPolk and KNF management and monitoring strategies and Soldier SRA fraining.
Protect and conserve threatened,  |"Gpjective 2-2: Provide high-qualty habiat for e RCW, Louisiana pine snake (LPS), and ofer rare species naive o 2007
endangered and rare species, and | |ongleaf pine landscapes. Use prescribed fire forest thinning to achieve Desired Future Conditons.
restore and maintain ecosystems M S _ _ _ _
and ecological processes. Qb]gctlvg 2-3: Promote viability gf the LPS t‘nrough cooperahve mapagement strategies, Soldier SRA training, 2012
identfication of probable LPS habitat, and construction project planning.
Objective 2-4: Protect rare plants and unique wetlands habitats through identification, marking and monitoring of 2012
hillside seeps and bogs.
Goal 3 - Provide functional, Objective 3-1: Avoid or minimize impacts to environmentally sensifive resources and promote installaion sustainability 2009
healthy, low-impact and cost- through early integration of master planning and environmental concerns.
eﬂ‘echye faC|Ime§ through Objective 3-2: Ensure that new facilites are designed and built to comply with requirements under the Clean Water 2012
sustainable design and Act, Clean Air Act, Endangered Species Act and National Environmental Policy Act through project planning and
development construction phase monitoring.
Goal 4 — Act as “good neighbors” Objective 4-1: Support public recreation and muliiple uses on the Fort Polk and Peason Ridge Wildliife Management 2007
to residents and communities near | Areas, Limited Use Area (LUA) and Special Limited Use Area (SLUA) through public outreach, scheduling acfvities,
FortPolk and the KNF and serve and Soldier SRA fraining.
as good stewards of public lands Objective 4-2: Protect the quality of life for residents near the installaon boundaries through noise monitoring, 2011
and resources. boundary line marking, fire response and suppression, and road repairs and upgrades.
Objective 4-3: Avoid risks to public safety and conficts with civilian actviiies and land uses in the LUA and SLUA. 2012
Goal 5 - Monitor progress toward Objective 5-1: Jointy monitor implementation and effectiveness of mifigaion measures in the EIS/Records of Decision 2009
goals and objectves and evaluate | for 2d ACR transformation, installaon mission support, and long-term military use of KNF lands; and the EA/Decision
opportuniies for continual Notice on increased military use of the LUA.
improvement of environmental and | Objective 5-2. Jointy evaluate and report monitoring results, and adapt operations and management accordingly. 2009
natural resource management
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Table 2.3-2. Summary of performance results for SEMP objectives, FY 2011. Score = average of task level results on scale of 0.00-1.00 (calculated from sum
of task level points, with point distribution as follows: Green=1 pt., Amber = 0.5 pts, Red = 0 pts). Green = Objective score > 0.66; Amber = Objective score
< 0.66 and > 0.33; Red = Objective score < 0.33; Gray = results not yet available. Year = estimated fiscal year when first performance results will be available.

o Performance
Goal Objective ‘ Results, FY11
Goal 1 — Ensure that training lands | Objective 1-1: Minimize or avoid degradation of training lands and long-term damage to soils and natural resources Score = 0.89
are sustained for long-term use. through identification and correction of maneuver damages and soldier Sustainable Range Awareness (SRA) training.
Protect and conserve soil, water Objective 1-2: Sustain training land conditions and soil productivity through land rehabilitation and maintenance and Score = 0.80
and land resources. watershed management practices.
Objective 1-3: Maintain high water quality and aquatic ecosystems through maintenance of stream and wetland 2013
crossing structures, roads and trails; maintenance of sediment basins; and restrictions on training activities within
streams, wetlands and riparian areas
Goal 2 — Manage for biological Objective 2-1: Promote recovery of the Vernon-Fort Polk Red-Cockaded Woodpecker (RCW) population through Score = 1.0
diversity and ecological integrity. cooperative Fort Polk and KNF management and monitoring strategies and Soldier SRA training.
Protect and conserve threatened,  "Qpjective 2-2: Provide high-quality habitat for the RCW, Louisiana pine snake (LPS), and other rare species native to
endangered and rare species, and | |ongleaf pine landscapes. Use prescribed fire forest thinning to achieve Desired Future Conditions.
restore and maintain ecosystems — ___ : ' : -
and ecological processes. IObje.c.tlve: 2-3: Promote viability Qf the LPS through coopgratwe mapagement strategies, Soldier SRA training, 2012
identification of probable LPS habitat, and construction project planning.
Objective 2-4: Protect rare plants and unique wetlands habitats through identification, marking and monitoring of 2012
hillside seeps and bogs.
Goal 3 - Provide functional, Objective 3-1: Avoid or minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive resources and promote installation sustainability
healthy, low-impact and cost- through early integration of master planning and environmental concerns.
effective facilities through Objective 3-2: Ensure that new facilities are designed and built to comply with requirements under the Clean Water 2013
sustainable design and Act, Clean Air Act, Endangered Species Act, and National Environmental Policy Act through project planning and
development. construction phase monitoring.
Goal 4 — Act as “good neighbors” Objective 4-1: Support public recreation and multiple uses on the Fort Polk and Peason Ridge Wildlife Management Score = 0.75
to residents and communities near | Areas, Limited Use Area (LUA) and Special Limited Use Area (SLUA) through public outreach, scheduling activities,
Fort Polk and the KNF and serve and Soldier SRA training.
as good stewards of public lands Objective 4-2: Protect the quality of life for residents near the installation boundaries through noise monitoring, Score = 0.71
and resources. boundary line marking, fire response and suppression, and road repairs and upgrades.
Objective 4-3: Avoid risks to public safety and conflicts with civilian activities and land uses in the LUA and SLUA. 2013
Goal 5 - Monitor progress toward | Objective 5-1: Jointly monitor implementation and effectiveness of mitigation measures in the EIS/Records of Decision Score = 1.0
goals and objectives and evaluate | for 2d ACR transformation, installation mission support, and long-term military use of KNF lands; and the EA/Decision
opportunities for continual Notice on increased military use of the LUA.
improvement of environmental and | Objective 5-2. Jointly evaluate and report monitoring results, and adapt operations and management accordingly. Score = 0.63
natural resource management.
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2.4 Internal Environmental Assessment Program

2.4.1 IEAP Program Description

The installation IEAP prepares Fort Polk for external inspections and evaluates the
installation’s environmental compliance status and performance. It is a systematic
environmental compliance assessment of installation processes, facilities, programs, practices,
and environmental media areas. The IEAP describes how Fort Polk conducts an installation-
wide environmental compliance assessment annually. The IEAP is a tool for organizations and
Environmental Program Managers to better manage and improve all environmental compliance
processes and practices. The IEAP provides a snapshot in time evaluation of Fort Polk’s
environmental compliance status and helps the installation achieve and sustain environmental
compliance.

The program’s overall objective is to ensure installation organizations and activities are
continually complying with environmental regulatory requirements.  The IEAP also
accomplishes the following objectives:

a. Determines the installation’s environmental compliance status;

b. Evaluates the installation’s environmental performance;

c. Prepares for Federal, State, and Army environmental inspections; and
d. Identifies and corrects environmental program deficiencies.

The IEAP is a three-tier assessment system. Each tier assigns the appropriate level of
environmental expertise to perform the assessment. Assessments are performed by operators,
Environmental Compliance Officers (ECOs), Environmental Customer Service Technicians
(ECSTs), and Environmental Office Program Managers. IEAP assessments are performed on a
daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, semi-annual, and annual basis as part of the installation’s
routine operations. Assessments are performed using the appropriate approved checklists, which
are derived from the Federal Team Guide, and the Team Guides State, and Army supplements.

The Tier-111 capstone component of the IEAP is an installation-wide week-long Annual
Environmental Performance Assessment (AEPA). The AEPA is a scheduled installation-wide
environmental compliance assessment to verify Tier-1 and Tier-11 assessment results and
provides a snapshot in time evaluation of Fort Polk’s overall environmental compliance status.
The AEPA also serves to focus the entire installation on environmental stewardship and
reinforces environmental awareness at all levels of the installation and increases leadership
involvement and understanding of environmental compliance. The AEPA ensures the
installation is prepared for any external Federal, State, and DA environmental compliance
inspections. The AEPA results and recommended corrective actions are reviewed by the
command and documented into the Installation Corrective Action Plan (ICAP).

2.4.2 IEAP Program Background

Fort Polk developed the IEAP in 2003 and fully implemented it in FY04. The installation
developed the IEAP to meet requirements established by the Installation Management Command
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(IMCOM), HQDA policy; Army Regulation 200-1; and the Environmental Management System
(EMS). The Installation Garrison Commander approved Fort Polk’s IEAP on 1 September 2003
for implementation. The historical finding results of Fort Polk’s IEAP Tier-l1l installation-wide
capstone AEPA assessment are shown in Table 2.4-1 and Figure 2.4-1.

2.4.3 IEAP Program Requirements

The IEAP requires installation organizations to have their operators and ECOs perform
Tier-1 and Tier-Il daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly assessments as outlined in JRTC and Fort
Polk Regulation 200-1 as part of their day-to-day operations. The IEAP also requires the
Environmental Program Managers to perform Tier-111 semi-annual risk- based assessments and
the annual week-long installation-wide AEPA.

Tier-1 assessments are conducted by unit and organizational personnel or ECOs on
specific activities utilizing a checklist designed to monitor and prevent the potential
environmental impacts that can result from performing specific activities or tasks. The intent of
Tier-l assessments is to have operators or point personnel responsible for performing specific
activities/tasks check designated environmental compliance requirements along with operational
and maintenance requirements necessary for the activity and facility to accomplish its mission
tasks. Tier-I assessment results are reviewed by organizational ECOs.

Tier-11 assessments are conducted by organizational ECOs. The assessments monitor and
control the potential negative environmental impacts that can result from performing an
organization’s common, routine, and repetitive mission activities and tasks. The intent of Tier-11
assessments is to have ECOs monitor and assess the status of those environmental aspects
associated with day-to-day operations and mission functions without disrupting the
organization’s normal operational flow. ECOs perform Tier-1l assessments of their entire
organizational area each month. Once each quarter, ECOs conduct a joint Tier-11 assessment
with the ECST assigned to that organization. Tier-11 assessments are documented on the
Environmental Compliance Checklist (ECC). Tier-Il assessments results are reviewed by ECSTs
and Program Managers.

Tier-111 assessments are conducted by installation environmental program managers.
These programmatic assessments are used to determine overall installation compliance with
applicable environmental regulatory requirements for each environmental media area. Tier-l1lI
assessments cover all installation processes, facilities, programs, practices, and environmental
media areas. The intent is to focus program manager efforts on those installation activities that
have the potential to produce significant negative environmental impacts or those activities that
have historically demonstrated substandard environmental performance. Although program
managers are responsible for assessing all environmental program requirements within their
media area throughout the year, Tier-I1l1l semi-annual assessments allow program managers to
prioritize the activities and organizations to assess within their media area. In addition to semi-
annual Tier-111 assessments, program managers also conduct the Tier-11l AEPA. The AEPA is
the installation’s internal equivalent of the Army’s Environmental Performance Assessment
System (EPAS) inspection. AEPA assessments include all operations and activities within the
installation boundary (including contractors, tenant activities, and other activities under the
purview of the Army), or a representative sample of similar activity types.
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Tier-111 AEPA assessments are conducted using HQDA approved Federal, State, and
Active Army protocols. AEPA findings are placed in one of the following categories:

e CLASS I: Noncompliance with existing Federal or State regulations, noncompliance
with future regulatory requirements (effective within next 6 months);

e CLASS II: Noncompliance with future regulatory requirements (effective in 6 months to
2 years);

e CLASS I11: Noncompliance with DOD, Army, or Fort Polk regulations, directives,
SOPs, or inconsistent with good management practices; or

e POSITIVE: Above and beyond regulatory requirements or exemplary performance.
AEPA negative findings are further categorized by the following:
e New: Identified for the first time when compared to the previous assessment;

¢ Repeat: Identified previously and corrected; but identified again during this assessment;
or

e Carryover: Identified previously but never corrected.

Tier-111 assessment results are reviewed by the Installation Environmental Officer. IEAP
assessment findings are reported by the assessor up the organization’s chain of command to the
appropriate or designated supervisor and to the next level of environmental expertise. The chain
of command is responsible for developing corrective action plans and ensuring corrective actions
are implemented and maintained. The environmental staff is responsible for providing
environmental guidance to units and activities to support development of corrective action plans,
tracking deficiencies, scheduling follow-up assessments, and reviewing and analyzing the
assessment findings to determine if systemic and recurring problems exist. AEPA findings and
corrective actions are briefed to the command and installation staffs.

Tier-1 and Il assessment deficiencies are documented on the checklist used to conduct the
assessment. As appropriate, Tier-l and Il assessments results are used by Environmental
Program Managers to conduct Tier-111 assessments. Tier-111 deficiencies are documented on the
AEPA Finding Form. Once the appropriate environmental expert has reviewed and analyzed the
deficiencies, the findings are further documented in the Army EPAS database by the ICAP
Manager. The database contains the details of each deficiency and corrective action plan which
allows further review for additional root cause and historical analyses. The status of all findings
and corrective actions entered into the ICAP are briefed to the installation’s senior leadership
during quarterly Environmental Quality Control Committee (EQCC) meetings.

2.4.4 IEAP Annual Program Developments

Fort Polk did not conduct an IEAP capstone AEPA assessment in 2011 because the
installation received an Army external Environmental Performance Assessment System (EPAS)
assessment on 27 June through 1 July 2011. The installation does not conduct installation-wide
internal assessments (AEPAs) the same year installation-wide Army external assessments
(EPASS) are conducted.
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IEAP Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators were developed for the installation IEAP program based on
known HQDA, IMCOM, and installation data and information requirements. Metrics and
requirements from HQDA Common Levels of Support (CLS), Installation Status Report (ISR),
Environmental Quality Reporting (EQR), and IMCOM Key Garrison Measures were used to
develop the IEAP program indicators and standards. The installation evaluates the performance
of the Fort Polk IEAP program based on the following performance indicators:

1.
2.

© o~ w

7.

2.4.6

The number of findings by Class from the most recent assessment.

The number of open/uncorrected findings by Class from the most recent
assessment.

Number of repeat findings by class from the most recent assessment.
Number of carryover findings by class from the most recent assessment.
The AEPA finding entered into the ICAP database.

The submission of the IMCOM internal audit notification memo by 30 November
annually.

The IEAP and AEPA SOPs reviewed and updated as required annually.
IEAP Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each IEAP program performance indicator is evaluated based on a red, amber, or
green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend
data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the IEAP program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Page 48



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

IEAP Program Performance Metrics

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. The number of findings by Class from the |Trend Data - See Table 2.4-1 and Figure 2.4-1
most recent assessment
2. The number of open/uncorrected findings |[Trend Data - See Table 2.4-1 and Figure 2.4-1
by Class from the most recent assessment.
3. Number of repeat findings by Class from |a) GREEN: zero repeat Class | and Class Il findings; and
the most recent assessment. no more than one repeat Class Il finding;
b) AMBER: no more than one repeat Class I finding and
no more than two repeat Class II; and no more than three
repeat Class Il findings;
¢) RED: two or more repeat Class | findings; and/or more
than three repeat Class Il findings; and/or more than four
repeat Class Il findings.
4. Number of carryover findings by class from{a) GREEN: zero carryover Class | and Class Il findings;
the most recent assessment. and no more than one carryover Class Il finding;
b) AMBER: no more than one carryover Class I finding
and no more than two carryover Class Il; and ho more than
three carryover Class Il findings;
¢) RED: two or more carryover Class | findings; and/or
more than three carryover Class Il findings; and/or more
than four carryover Class 1l findings.
5. The AEPA findings entered into the ICAP |a) GREEN: within 30 days following the assessment;
database. b) AMBER: 31- 45 days following the assessment;

c) RED: 46 or more days following the assessment.

6. The submission of the IMCOM internal  |a) GREEN: notification memo submitted by prior to 30
audit notification memo by 30 November November;

annually. b) AMBER: notification memo submitted between 30
November and 31 December;

b) RED: notification memo submitted after 31 December.
7. The IEAP and AEPA SOPs reviewed and |a) GREEN: IEAP and AEPA SOPs reviewed and updated
updated annually. as necessary within 12 months of the last review and update

b) AMBER: IEAP and AEPA SOPs reviewed and updated
between 12 and 13 months of the last review and update;

b) RED: IEAP and AEPA SOPs not reviewed and updated
within 14 months of the last review and update

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: no more than one amber and no red

b) AMBER: No more than one red

¢) RED: Two or more red

2.4.7 1EAP Program Annual Performance Review

There is no IEAP program evaluation for 2011 because an AEPA internal assessment was
not conducted. The next internal assessment and program evaluation is scheduled for 2012.
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IEAP Program Performance Metrics

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. The number of findings by Trend Data : No Data for 2011
Class from the most recent No Data

2. The number of Trend Data: No Data for 2011
open/uncorrected findings by No Data

3. Number of repeat findings by |No Data

class from the most recent

assessment: No Data for 2011
4. Number of carryover findings |No Data

by class from the most recent

assessment. No Data for 2011
5. The AEPA findings entered into [No Data

the ICAP database. No Data for 2011
6. The submission of the IMCOM |No Data

internal audit notification memo by
30 November annually.

No Data for 2011

7. The EPAS SOPs reviewed and
updated annually.

The IEAP and AEPA SOP were
updated.

No Data for 2011

Program Overall Performance:

No Data

No Data for 2011
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YEAR CLASS | | CLASSII | CLASSIIT|POSITIVE| TOTAL
2004 6 6 21 11 44
2005 4 7 6 7 24
2006 6 7 8 9 30
2007 26 0 6 7 39
2008 23 3 3 0 29
2009 21 0 19 3 43
2010 26 1 1 6 34

FIGURE 2.4-1

Number of Findings by Class (Indicator # 1)
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TABLE 2.4-2
AEPA Uncorrected Findings by Class (Indicator #2)
CLASS | CLASSTI CLASSIII

YEAR | CLASSI OPEN | CLASSII| OPEN [CLASSIIl| OPEN | TOTAL
2010 26 25 1 1 1 1 28
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2.5 Environmental Performance Assessment System

2.5.1 EPAS Program Description

The Environmental Performance Assessment System (EPAS) is conducted by the U.S.
Army Environmental Command (USAEC) with support from the United States Center for Health
Promotion and Preventive Medicine (USCHPPM), and IMCOM staff. The EPAS program
objectives are to:

e Provide Command emphasis on environmental programs and management
system;

e Serve as a tool to help installation leaders achieve, maintain, and monitor
environmental compliance for highest risk media areas; and

e Help prevent fines and regulatory actions that hinder mission activities.

EPAS assessments, required by Army Regulation 200-1, are scheduled based on risk
analysis and are performed in consultation with Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA)
and appropriate commands. USAEC conducts a risk assessment of all 21 environmental media
areas on the installation based on the results of previous EPAS assessment findings, and
installation internal assessment finding’s documented in the Installation Corrective Action Plan
(ICAP). A maximum risk assessment value is established and installation media areas that meet
or exceed the maximum risk assessment value are assessed by AEC during the next scheduled
EPAS. A week-long EPAS site assessment is scheduled and conducted based on the risk
analysis. The EPAS results are reviewed by the HQDA and installation staff prior to finalization
and documentation into the ICAP.

2.5.2 EPAS Program Background

The EPAS was previously known as the Environmental Compliance Assessment System
(ECAS). The ECAS program was developed and implemented by HQDA in 1991 in response to
recommendations made by EPA in 1986. In 1991, HQDA developed and implemented a
schedule to assess all Active Army installations for environmental compliance performance.
Upon completion of each installation’s initial ECAS assessment, installations were then
scheduled for subsequent ECAS assessments approximately every three years. In 2001, HQDA
adopted the ISO 14001 EMS standard and directed all installations to implement an EMS that is
fully conformant with the 1SO 14001 standard.

The traditional Army philosophy was that effective environmental management involved
the implementation of programs to meet regulatory requirements and helped an organization
avoid negative consequences; the ECAS program supported that philosophy. With the adoption
of EMS, the philosophy changed to one of effective environmental management, using EMS to
support mission accomplishment and sustainability, while integrating environmental goals
throughout the entire Army and installation culture. To reflect this new environmental
philosophy, the Army expanded the ECAS program and renamed the ECAS program to EPAS in
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2001. The historical results of Fort Polk’s ECAS/EPAS findings are shown in Table 2.5-1 and
Figure 2.5-1.

2.5.3 EPAS Program Requirements

The EPAS program provides the installation leadership with a snapshot in time of the
installation’s compliance with Federal, State, and local environmental laws and regulations, as
well as DoD, Army, and installation compliance and performance requirements. EPAS
assessments will: (1) identify non-compliance; (2) identify non-conformance with the 1SO 14001
EMS standards and Army EMS requirements; and (3) provide recommended corrective actions.

EPAS assessments will include all operations and activities within the installation
boundary (including operational ranges and other training areas), or a representative sample of
similar activity types. The EPAS will evaluate overall environmental program performance and
conformance with 1SO 14001 standard. The assessments will include tenant activities, out-
grants, leases, and other activities under the purview of the Army.

EPAS assessments will be conducted using a team of independent assessors having the
necessary organizational and subject matter expertise, and not associated with the installation.
This expertise will include the requisite environmental media and regulatory expertise as well as
expertise in the functional mission areas that are the subject of the assessment. EPAS
assessments will be conducted using HQDA approved Federal, State, and Active Army
protocols.

Assessment findings will be placed in one of the following categories:

e CLASS I: Noncompliance with existing Federal or State regulations, noncompliance
with future regulatory requirements (effective within next 6 months);

e CLASS II: Noncompliance with future regulatory requirements (effective in 6 months to
2 years);

e CLASS I11: Noncompliance with DOD, Army, or Fort Polk regulations, directives,
SOPs, or inconsistent with good management practices; or

e POSITIVE: Above and beyond regulatory requirements or exemplary performance.
Assessment negative findings are further categorized by the following:
e New: Identified for the first time when compared to the previous assessment;

o Repeat: Identified previously and corrected; but identified again during this assessment;
or

e Carryover: ldentified previously but never corrected.

Individuals performing external assessments will input required assessment data into the
Army approved application/database to assist in producing the final Environmental Performance
Assessment Report (EPAR) and the Installation Corrective Action Plan (ICAP). Fort Polk will
prepare the ICAP, identify corrective actions, and secure resources for correction through the
chain of command. Assessment results and ICAP will be made available to the Environmental
Quality Control Committee (EQCC).
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2.5.4 EPAS Annual Program Developments

USAEC conducted Fort Polk’s 2011 EPAS from 27 June through 1 July. USAEC
selected 12 media areas based on the risk assessment model. The media areas of Air Emissions,
Asbestos, Cultural Resources, Hazardous Materials, Hazardous Waste, Lead-Based Paint,
Natural Resource Management, POL, Polychlorinated Biphenyls, Storage Tank Management,
Waste Water Management, and Water Quality Management were assessed. During the 2011
EPAS, a 15 member assessment team spent one week on the installation assessing these 12
media areas. The team visited a number of operations and facilities to include: medical facilities,
hazardous waste accumulation sites, Logistics facilities, storage tanks, water and wastewater
treatment plants, facility maintenance buildings, dining facilities, central energy plants, an
airfield, military units, maintenance facilities, and the Consolidated Solid Waste Collection
Facility. The team also reviewed a number of environmental records, permits, program
management plans, and other documents.

The 2011 EPAS resulted in a total of 7 Class | findings, one Class Ill finding, and one
positive finding. There were one Air Emission Class | finding, one Cultural Resource Class |
finding and one Class Il finding, two Hazardous Waste Class | findings, two Wastewater Class |
findings, and one Water Quality Class | finding. There were no negative findings in the other
seven media areas. The Hazardous Waste program also received a positive finding. There was
one repeat Waste Water finding and one carryover Water Quality finding. The installation has
corrected both Hazardous Waste Class | findings and the one Cultural Resources Class |
findings. The one Air Emissions finding, one Cultural Resources finding, two Waste Water
findings, and one Water Quality finding remains uncorrected in the ICAP as of November 2011.
Fort Polk’s next EPAS is scheduled for 2014.

2.5.5 EPAS Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators were developed for the installation EPAS program based on
known HQDA, IMCOM, and installation data and information requirements. Metrics and
requirements from HQDA Common Levels of Support (CLS), Installation Status Report (ISR),
Environmental Quality Reporting (EQR), and IMCOM Key Garrison Measures were used to
develop the EPAS program indicators and standards. The installation evaluates the performance
of the Fort Polk EPAS program based on the following performance indicators:

1. The number of findings by Class from the most recent assessment.

The number of open/uncorrected findings by Class from the most recent assessment.
Number of repeat findings by class from the most recent assessment.

Number of carryover findings by class from the most recent assessment.

Mean number of calendar days a class | finding is open from most recent assessment.
The ICAP database reviewed and updated as required quarterly.

N o g~ DN

The EPAS SOPs reviewed and updated as required annually.
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2.5.6 EPAS Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each EPAS program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or
Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend
data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the EPAS program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:
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EPAS Program Performance Metrics

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. The number of findings by Class from the
most recent assessment.

Trend Data - See Table 2.5-1 and Figure 2.5-1

2. The number of open/uncorrected findings by
Class, from the most recent assessment.

Trend Data - See Table 2.5-2

3. Number of repeat findings by class from the
most recent assessment.

a) GREEN: zero repeat Class | and Class Il findings; and
no more than one repeat Class 111 finding;

b) AMBER: no more than one repeat Class | finding and no
more than two repeat Class I1; and no more than three repeat
Class I findings;

¢) RED: more than two repeat Class | findings; and/or more
than three repeat Class 11 findings; and/or more than four
repeat Class Il findings.

4. Number of carryover findings by class from
the most recent assessment.

a) GREEN: zero carryover Class | and Class Il findings;
and no more than one carryover Class Il finding;

b) AMBER: no more than one carryover Class | finding and
no more than two carryover Class Il; and no more than three
carryover Class 111 findings;

c) RED: more than two carryover Class | findings; and/or
more than three carryover Class Il findings; and/or more than
four carryover Class Il findings.

5. The Mean number of calendar days a class
| finding is open from most recent assessment.

a) GREEN: 90 calendar days or less;
b) AMBER: 91-180 calendar days;
c) RED: 181 calendar days or more.

6. The ICAP database reviewed and updated
quarterly.

a) GREEN: ICAP reviewed and updated quarterly
b) AMBER: ICAP reviewed and updated annually
c) RED: ICAP not reviewed or updated

7. The EPAS SOPs reviewed and updated
annually.

a) GREEN:EPAS SOPs reviewed and updated as
necessary annually

b) AMBER: EPAS SOPs reviewed but not updated
annually

c) RED: EPAS SOPs not reviewed or updated

Program Overall Performance

a) GREEN: no more than one amber and no red
b) AMBER: No more than one red
c) RED: More than two Red

2.5.7 EPAS Program Annual Performance Review

The EPAS program evaluation for
results.

2011 is AMBER based on the 2011 EPAS assessment

There are three performance indicators rated green, and two performance indicators
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rated amber resulting in an overall program rating of AMBER. The specific results for each

performance indicator are listed below:

EPAS Program Performance

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. The number of findings by
Class from the most recent
assessment.

Trend Data :

Trend Data

7 Class | Findings
0 Class Il Findings
1 Class 111 Finding

See Table 2.5-1

2. The number of
open/uncorrected findings by
Class from the most recent
assessment.

Trend Data:

Trend Data

8 findings were identified during
the Aug 2011 EPAS. 3 0f8
findings have been corrected.
Five EPAS findings remain open/
uncorrected as November 2011.

See Table 2.5-2

3. Number of repeat findings by
class from the most recent
assessment:

The 2011 EPAS identified one
repeat finding

AMBER: no more than one repeat
Class I finding and no more than
two repeat Class 11; and no more
than three repeat Class 111 findings

4. Number of carryover findings
by class from the most recent
assessment.

The 2011 EPAS identified one
carryover finding

AMBER: no more than one
carryover Class | finding and no
more than two carryover Class II;
and no more than three carryover
Class 111 findings

5. The Mean number of calendar
days a Class | finding is open from
most recent assessment.

The mean number of calendar
days a Class | finding is open as of
the 4th quarter FY 11 is 66 days

GREEN: 90 calendar days or less

6. The ICAP data based reviewed
and updated quarterly.

The ICAP was reviewed and
updated each quarter of FY11.

GREEN: ICAP reviewed and
updated as necessary quarterly

7. The EPAS SOPs reviewed and
updated annually.

The EPAS SOP was updated in
2011

GREEN: EPAS SOPs reviewed
and updated as necessary annually

Program Overall Performance:

There are three Green ratings and
two Amber ratings

AMBER: Less than one Red

The amber rating for performance indicators three and four pulled the overall EPAS
program rating down to amber. To improve the EPAS overall program rating, the installation
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will focus renewed effort on working with the responsible organizations for specific EPAS
findings in order to support timelier implementation of corrective actions for all findings.

TABLE 2.5-1
Number of Findings by Class (Indicator # 1)

YEAR | CLASS| | CLASS II | CLASS lll | POSITIVE| TOTAL
1995 72 3 60 11 146
1998 47 1 44 12 104
2001 16 0 2 7 45
2003 9 8 13 9 39
2008 49 0 0 2 51
2011 7 0 1 1 9
FIGURE 2.5-1
Number of Findings by Class (Indicator # 1)
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TABLE 2.5-2
Number of uncorrected Findings by Class
From the Most Recent Assessment (Indicator #2)

ASSESSMENT | CLASS | | CLASS | | CLASS Il | CLASS Il |CLASS Il CALSS 1l
YEAR OPEN OPEN OPEN
1995 72 12 3 1 60 8
1998 47 9 0 44 5
2001 16 5 0 0 22 3
2003 9 3 8 2 13 1
2008 49 2 0 0 0 0
2009 49 2 0 0 0 0
2010 49 1 0 0 0 0
2011 7 4 0 0 1 1
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2.6 Environmental Training

2.6.1 Environmental Training Program Description

The Environmental Training Program at Fort Polk is designed to assist installation
personnel and help them comply with local, state and federal regulatory training requirements.
The training program ensures individuals understand their roles in controlling pollution,
protecting the environment, and achieving specific environmental goals and objectives. Through
these efforts environmental factors are given proper consideration, along with mission and
economic factors, during the installation planning and decision-making process. The program
also encourages installation personnel to participate in projects that produce environmental
benefits.

2.6.2 Environmental Training Program Background

Environmental training was initially developed at Fort Polk to comply with Army
Regulation (AR) 200-1 and to educate soldiers and civilian employees working and training at
Fort Polk. The Environmental and Natural Resources Management Division (ENRMD) started a
limited, but formal, environmental training program in 1989. Current training procedures and a
standard curriculum were implemented in 1995. Training is offered for two primary courses:
Environmental Compliance Officer (ECO) certification and Trainer/Mentor (T/M) Training
(Previously Observer/Controller (O/C) training). A third course, Small Group Advisory (SGA)
Training, was added in May of 2009 to accommodate Fort Polk’s non-JRTC Military Trainers.
Additionally, refresher training for each of these classes is also offered. A course on
environmental issues involving the U.S. Forest Service Limited Use Area (LUA) was added to
the schedule of classes at Fort Polk in FY98 then replaced with a more comprehensive field
awareness class, Sustainable Range Awareness Training (SRAT), in June 2005.

Students who successfully complete the 40-hour initial ECO course are certified as
ECOs. The 40-hour course covers pollution prevention, hazardous and solid waste management,
employee health and safety, air and water quality, field awareness, Environmental Management
System (EMS), training records and reports, and energy awareness. The 40-hour course consists
of 4.5 days of lecture and a half-day field trip. All military units, civilian organizations, and
tenant contractors working on the installation are required to have a certified primary and an
alternate ECO. In the initial year of training, 657 students attended 24 individual classes. The
number of students dropped to 354 in 18 classes during 1997 due to contracting issues with the
training provider. From FY98 through FY11, 306 ECO classes have been conducted and 4,866
students trained. After completing the initial 40-hour ECO training course, all ECOs must attend
an annual 8-hour refresher course. From FY98 through FY11, 3,604 students have received
ECO refresher training.

The Energy Awareness Officer (EAO) course, offered in conjunction with the ECO
course, was modified in January 2011 to meet Installation requirements. Previously a 2-hour
block of instruction with no recertification requirements, Fort Polk policy now requires 4 hours
of instruction for Facility Managers and Energy Officers with an annual 2-hour refresher. The 4-
hour course continues to be offered in conjunction with the ECO 40-hr course, while the newly
required 2-hour EAO refresher will be incorporated into the ECO recertification course
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beginning in January 2012 to accommodate the 224 returning EAO students who received
training in FY11.

T/Ms are affiliated with the JRTC and serve as on-site evaluators of troops participating
in JRTC training exercises. T/Ms are responsible for helping troops comply with the rules of the
exercise, as well as rules concerning use of training facilities, including those related to
environmental protection. The T/M course is an 8-hour course designed to educate T/Ms about
topics including EMS, waste management in the field (wastewater, hazardous materials, medical
waste), vehicle refueling procedures, spill response, protection of natural and cultural resources
(red-cockaded woodpeckers, bogs, other sensitive areas), erosion control, and fire prevention and
response. All T/Ms receive the SRAT course as well. A total of 3,595 T/Ms have been trained
in 171 classes since FY95. T/M refresher courses are required annually. Since FY98, 631
soldiers have completed T/M refresher courses in 60 classes. No refresher classes were
scheduled in FY11l. T/Ms attended the regularly scheduled TM Academy course to obtain
recertification.

SGA:s are affiliated with the 162™ Inf Bde and serve as on-site evaluators of for Combat
Advisor Teams (CAT) participating in training exercises at Fort Polk. SGAs are responsible for
helping CATs comply with the rules of the exercise, as well as rules concerning use of training
facilities, including those related to environmental protection. The SGA course was modeled
after the T/M course and is an 8-hour course designed to educate SGAs about topics including
EMS, waste management in the field (wastewater, hazardous materials, medical waste), vehicle
refueling procedures, spill response, protection of natural and cultural resources (red-cockaded
woodpeckers, bogs, other sensitive areas), erosion control, and fire prevention and response. All
SGAs receive the SRAT course as well. A total of 252 SGAs have been trained in 5 classes
since its inception in FY09. SGA refresher courses are required annually. No SGA classes were
scheduled in FY11l. SGAs attended the course with T/M Academy students to obtain
certification.

The SRAT course was first offered in June 2005. This 2-part course is designed to
inform students about issues on both Fort Polk and U.S. Forest Service ranges and training areas.
The first portion of the course is web-based and all personnel conducting training on Fort Polk
are encouraged to complete this portion. The second portion is held in a classroom environment
and given in conjunction with the G3 Range Safety class. All Range Safety Officers (RSOs) and
Officers in Charge (OICs) must complete both the web based and classroom training in order to
obtain their Range Safety Certification. Due to the 2005 mid-year transition from LUA class to
SRAT, there was a sharp increase in the number of students in FY06.

The Installation’s G3 Training Officer has responsibility for coordinating the SRAT
training course. The content of this course includes natural and cultural resource protection
issues, training guidelines, endangered species protection, environmental compliance,
Environmental Management System (EMS), and special provisions of the Special Use Permit
Agreement (SUPA) between the U.S. Forest Service and the Army.

2.6.3 Environmental Training Program Requirements

Applicable laws and regulations include: 29 CFR, 40 CFR, 49 CFR, ISO 14001, AR
200-1, JRTC & FP 200-1, and Executive Order 13423. Strengthening Federal Environmental,
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Energy, and Transportation Management, Applicable State Environmental Regulations and
permits (Lead and Asbestos Management, Storm water management, Spill response, Solid Waste
Management).

2.6.4 Environmental Training Annual Program Developments

Annual Environmental Training program development information is displayed in Table
2.6-1 and Figure 2.6-1.

2.6.5 Environmental Training Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Environmental Training program performance indicator is evaluated based on a
Red, Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program
trend data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the program.

Environmental Training Program Performance

Performance Indicators Performance Standards

1. Annual number of courses conducted by Trend Data

type (no./yr)

2. Annual number of students trained by Trend Data

course type (no./yr)

3. Percent of SOPs reviewed and updated a) GREEN: 100% of SOPs reviewed and updated

annually (%yr) b) AMBER: 99 - 75% of SOPs reviewed and
updated
¢) RED: less than 75% of SOPs reviewed and
updated

4. Annual percent of training courses a) GREEN: 100% of courses reviewed and updated

reviewed and updated (%f/yr)

b) AMBER: 99 - 75% of courses reviewed and

updated
€) RED: less than 75% of courses reviewed and
updated

5. Training records database updated and a) GREEN: Yes

maintained and backed up monthly ¢) RED: No

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: all green

b) AMBER: any amber
¢) RED: any red

2.6.6 Environmental Training Program Annual Performance Review
The Environmental Training program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN.
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Environmental Training Program Pe rformance

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. Annual number of courses Trend Data Trend Data - See Table 2.6-1
conducted by type (no./yr)
2. Annual number of students Trend Data Trend Data - See Table 2.6-1

trained by course type (no./yr)

3. Percent of SOPs reviewed and {100 % of SOPs reviewed and  |GREEN
updated annually (%oyr) updated

4. Annual percent of training 100 % of Training Courses GREEN
courses reviewed and updated reviewed and updated

(%lyr)

5. Training records database Completed as indicated GREEN
updated and maintained and

backed up monthly

Program Overall Performance There are 3 Green ratings; 0 GREEN

Amber ratings ; and 0 Red ratings
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TABLE 2.6-1
FORT POLK ENVIRONMENTAL TRAINING
FISCAL ECO ECO REF TM T/M REF SGA SGAREF [LUA/SRAT EAO EAO REE TOTAL
YEAR COURSES | COURSES [ COURSES [ COURSES [ COURSES [ COURSES [ COURSES STUDENTS
1995 24 24 8 - - - - - - 1150
1996 23 24 10 - - - - - - 1217
1997 18 15 6 - - - - - - 642
1998 22 20 13 3 - - 2 - - 1041
1999 24 23 9 4 - - 14 - - 1127
2000 24 18 10 1 - - 1 - - 1169
2001 22 19 16 7 - - 39 - - 1887
2002 23 19 12 10 - - 57 - - 1926
2003 22 19 12 5 - - 57 - - 1792
2004 21 22 12 5 - - 51 - - 1652
2005 23 22 10 6 - - 38 - - 1439
2006 22 26 8 5 - - * - - 4766
2007 22 25 10 3 - - * - - 2244
2008 20 25 1 3 - - * - - 2254
2009 22 24 8 1 3 232 * - - **4,278
2010 20 23 6 1 2 0 * - - 2786
2011 19 24 10 0 0 0 * 19 - ***4,726

ECO = Environmental Comp liance Officer

ECO REF = Environmental Comp liance Officer Refresher

T/M = Trainer/Mentor (Previously O/C = Observer Controller)

T/M REF = Trainer/Mentor Refresher (Previously O/C = Observer Controller Refresher)
SGA = Small Group Advisory

SGA REF = Small Group Advisory Refresher

LUA = US Forest Service Limited Use Area

SRAT = Sustainable Range Awareness Training

* The SRAT course replaced the LUA course in 2005. SRAT is tracked by number of students and not number of courses. The total number of students

includes both web-based training and classroom instruction.

** Sharp increase due to redeployed units attending
*** Increase due to modification of EAO course and an increased # of T/M and SGA students

FIGURE 2.6-1
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SECTION 3
CONSERVATION
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3.1 National Environmental Policy Act
3.1.1 NEPA Process Description

In 1969 the federal government passed the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
NEPA is a procedural act that requires federal agencies to consider the environmental effects of
proposed actions. The purpose of the NEPA Act is to include environmental considerations into
federal agency planning and actions. This is done by providing decision-makers and other
stakeholders with information they need to understand any potentially significant environmental
impacts resulting from an action.

The NEPA evaluation process is performed during the planning phase of all major federal
actions. Efficiently and effectively informing Army planners and decision makers will help
integrate environmental considerations into the decision-making process. NEPA procedures
insure environmental information is made available to public officials and citizens before
decisions are made, and before actions are taken. NEPA documents must concentrate on the
issues that are truly significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.

The NEPA process is initiated early on in the planning process by the proponent (person,
unit or organization requiring the proposed action) identifying the proposed action. Additionally
the proponent is responsible for identifying the purpose and need, alternatives, and is responsible
for funding the completion of the appropriate level of NEPA for the proposed action, mitigation
actions and any additional NEPA documentation if the identified mitigation action(s) are not
adequate for implementing the proposed action.

The level of analysis and documentation required under the NEPA act varies depending
upon the nature of the action, project scope, and the severity of the potential effects. There are
three levels of NEPA documentation: (1) A Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) is the
lowest level of NEPA documentation requiring minimal environmental analysis and generally
utilizes Categorical Exclusions (CX). If the proposed action meets the screening criteria for use of a
CX, or if it can be tiered to an existing Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), then the proposed action qualifies for a REC. (2) An EA is completed for
proposed actions exceeding the thresholds of a Record of Environmental Consideration. This
document determines whether possible impacts may be significant and provides an in-depth
analysis of the potential impacts the proposed action will have. The completion of an EA results
in the issuance of either a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) or a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an EIS. A FNSI is issued if no significant environmental impacts are identified and
disclosed in the EA. Following the issuance of a FNSI, the proposed action can proceed. (3) An
EIS is prepared if the proposed action exceeds the scope of an EA, if the proposed action clearly
has a significant impact to natural resources, or if an EA cannot conclude in a FNSI. An EIS
documents the environmental impacts of a proposed action. The NEPA process does not
prohibit projects with significant environmental impacts; however, NEPA requires that those
impacts be documented and either minimized or mitigated to the most practical extent possible.

3.1.2 NEPA Program Description

Currently, the Army implements the NEPA act by following the 32 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 651 Environmental Analysis of Army Actions; Final Rule (29 March 2002)

Page 67



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

for evaluation of environmental impacts. Additionally Fort Polk has developed several Standard
Operating Procedures to provide consistent guidelines and procedures for NEPA implementation.
Figure 3.1-1 shows the trend in the number of RECs received over time for NEPA analysis. Figure
3.1-2 shows the number of higher level documents received over time in the program to support
Installation and mission initiatives.

FIGURE 3.1-1
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Transformations, restationing of Soldiers and Army realignment actions have meant
changes to the infrastructure and landscape at Fort Polk. Over the years the NEPA program at
Fort Polk has played an important role in documenting the environmental impacts of changes
occurring in Fort Polk’s mission and the Army’s transformation program as well as the training
landscape. Many buildings, roads and ranges will continue to undergo changes necessary to
meet the needs of the Army as it transforms into a 21 century force.
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The NEPA program directly reflects the installation’s initiatives, projects and mission
changes by the number of NEPA documents completed each year. Over the past twenty years
the number of NEPA documents has fluctuated; however in recent years the number of
documents has increased. These increases are the result of efficiencies in coordination and early
integration of environmental considerations in the planning process. Table 3.1-1 shows the trend
for NEPA documents completed since 1984.

TABLE 3.1-1
NEPA DOCUMENTS
FISCAL
VR REC EA EIS
1984 18 8 1
1985 5 4 0
1986 23 3 0
1987 40 3 0
1988 57 4 0
1989 65 5 0
1990 58 2 0
1991 66 2 0
1992 145 2 0
1993 68 6 0
1994 57 9 0
1995 62 17 0
1996 86 8 0
1997 53 12 0
1998 128 13 0
1999 246 5 0
2000 426 7 0
2001 265 10 0
2002 320 9 1
2003 442 8 1
2004 361 9 1
2005 225 7 0
2006 353 4 0
2007 422 2 0
2008 474 0 0
2009 330 6 1
2010 361 4 0
2011 338 2 0

REC - Record of Environmental Consideration
EA - Environmental Assessment
EIS - Environmental Impact Statement

3.1.3 NEPA Program Requirements

The process used in complying with NEPA is very similar to the decision-making process taught
to Army leaders. The first step in the NEPA process is to receive a mission assignment. If that
mission assignment involves the potential for construction, or earth disturbing, or planning on
either of those actions, you are now in the NEPA process. Within this step the purpose and need
of the action is developed.
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The second step is to develop alternative courses of action. This is the heart of the NEPA
document and should present an assessment of the potential environmental impacts of the
proposal and each alternative. The "no action” alternative will be included for objective
evaluation.

The third step is to compare and evaluate alternatives. This involves collecting data relating to
the proposed action and the alternatives, and then evaluating each alternative by predicting the
probable outcome based on the data gathered. The next and final part of this step is to analyze
the potential impacts of each alternative course of action.

Step four requires the comparison of the potential impacts of each alternative course of action.
Another action in this step, if applicable, is to evaluate mitigations needed to address problems
that could arise from implementing any of the alternatives.

Step five requires the decision maker to select an alternative to the proposed action.

Step six in the process is to implement the decision, then monitor the results and monitor what, if
any mitigation were implemented along with the preferred alternative.

3.1.4 NEPA Annual Program Developments

In 2011, the program worked on 340 NEPA documents, as compared to 365 documents in 2010.
The program did not receive any higher level documents in 2011; however, two previous
documents were completed. Over the past ten years the average number of RECs received
annually, between 2000 and 2009, was 362 with a high of 474 received in 2008 and a low of 225
received in 2005. The increase in the number of NEPA documents prepared on the installation
since 2000 is an indicator of the proactive approach to NEPA that the installation has taken. The
NEPA process is an integral part of the early planning process for all proposed actions and
projects on the installation.

3.1.5 NEPA Program Performance Indicators

The NEPA program has developed two performance indicators that measure the performance of
the program and indicate how well the program is performing at those indicators. Program
indicators are based on measurable aspects of the program.

1. Timely review and analysis of Records of Environmental Consideration in accordance
with Program Standard Operating Procedures.

2. Completion of Environmental Assessments in accordance with the 32 CFR part 651.
3.1.6 NEPA Program Performance Standards

The Environmental and Natural Resources Management Division has developed a
performance standard for each of the performance indicators. Each performance indicator is
evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or Green performance standard, and/or the performance
indicator provides program trend data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect
of the NEPA program. The following performance standards apply to the performance
indicators listed above in section 3.1.5.
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NEPA Program Performance Metrics

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Percent of RECs completed in less than 14 a) GREEN: 95-100%
days and in accordance with Program b) AMBER: 75-94%
Standard Operating Procedures. ¢) RED:50-74%
2. Time required to complete Environmental a) GREEN: EAs completed in six months or less
Assessments in accordance with the 32 CFR b) AMBER: EAs completed in seven to twelve months
part 651 ¢) RED: EAs completed in thirteen months or longer
3. Were project timelines met for NEPA? a) GREEN: Timelines were met
b) AMBER: Timeline slipped but project not delayed.
¢) RED: Timeline slipped and project delayed
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: All Green; or 2 Greenand 1 Amber
b) AMBER: Two Amber and 1 Green; or all Amber.
No Red.
¢) RED: One or more Red

3.1.7 NEPA Program Annual Performance Review

The NEPA program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN based on the output and outcome
measures derived from the performance target criteria. There is one performance indicator rated
AMBER and two performance indicators rated GREEN, resulting in overall program rating of
GREEN. The specific results for each performance indicator are listed below:

NEPA Program Performance Metrics
Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation

1. Percent of RECs completed in [RECs were processed in accordance with GREEN
less than 14 days and in mandated time periods for 95% of all
accordance with Program iterations. This number falls within the GREEN
Standard Operating Procedures. |category as per performance standards.
2. Time required to complete No Environmental Assessments were AMBER
Environmental Assessments in received in CY11; however, two
accordance with the 32 CFR part |Environmental Assessments were completed
651 from previous years. Those completed were

not within the six month time period as

mandated for Green performance.
3. Were project timelines met for |Project timelines were met. GREEN
NEPA?
Program Overall Performance:  |Performance for this period is GREEN. GREEN
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3.2 Conservation Ecology

3.2.1 Conservation Ecology Program Description

Ecological management of Army-owned land at Fort Polk is mandated through the Sikes
Act, and provides for programs designed to facilitate fish and wildlife management, land
management, forest management, and fish and wildlife-oriented recreation for the Soldier and
general public alike. Additional management activities are also mandated under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act, Noxious Weeds Act, DOD and Army regulation, and cooperative natural
resources ecosystem management with the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, such as migratory bird monitoring and management, invasive
species control, management of high quality special natural areas, management for rare and
sensitive plant and animal populations, and other programs to maintain and improve the
ecological condition of training lands. These programs are generally divided into Game Fisheries
and Wildlife Management and Non-Game sections within the Conservation Branch,
Environmental and Natural Resources Management Division, Fort Polk.

3.2.2 Non-Game Program Background

Non-game programs provide for management of migratory birds, rare and sensitive
species, botanical resources, and ecological landscape management.

Staff biologists manage and monitor migratory and resident bird populations through
such national programs as Monitoring Avian Productivity and Survivorship (MAPS), Breeding
Bird Survey, Christmas Bird Count, Hawkwatch, and other regional and local efforts. These data
are utilized locally to provide information on avian populations and trends, and contributes
additionally to nationwide management and monitoring. Local management efforts include
providing breeding boxes for key species such as the Southeastern American Kestrel, Wood
Ducks, and Eastern Bluebirds. Avian monitoring partnerships with the Army Corps of Engineers
Engineering and Research Development Center, Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries, DOD Partners
in Flight, and several universities have identified Fort Polk as a key land base for avian species.
Local research and monitoring has also provided valuable data on species in decline, such as
Henslow’s Sparrow.

The Federal Noxious Weeds Act provides for the control and management of
nonindigenous weeds and plants that injure or have the potential to injure the interests of
agriculture and commerce, wildlife resources, or the public health. This Act requires that each
federal agency: develop a management program to control undesirable plants on federal lands
under the agency's jurisdiction; establish and adequately fund the program; implement
cooperative agreements with state agencies to coordinate management of undesirable plants on
federal lands; establish integrated management systems to control undesirable plants targeted
under cooperative agreements. Fort Polk actively inspects training lands through the integrated
compartment prescription process and other programs to identify and eradicate harmful weeds
and plants that have the potential to negatively affect the natural landscape. Identified areas are
targeted for herbicide or mechanical removal dependent upon species type and area affected. Fort
Polk botanists also work cooperatively with the U.S. Forest Service, Louisiana Department of
Transportation, and Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries on identification, reporting,
and control efforts.
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Several state rare and sensitive species are found on the landscape, in addition two DOD
species at risk, Bog Coneflower and Henslow’s Sparrow are found on the installation. The
Botany program actively surveys for rare plant occurrences and locations through the integrated
compartment prescription process, and additional special surveys. When rare species are located,
they are catalogued into a master database file with metadata for species type, location,
condition, persistence, and other parameters. Management recommendations for these species
locations are captured in the integrated compartment prescription. Exceptionally rare species or
species at risk of disturbance are protected by special perimeter markings and monitored
annually.

Fort Polk lands harbor the rare Louisiana Pine Snake (LPS). This species is a candidate
for the endangered species list, and occurs on both Fort Polk and Peason ridge training lands.
The LPS is a rare and secretive snake that lives primarily underground in association with Pocket
Gopher burrows, which are its primary prey. LPS populations historically occurred in 9
Louisiana Parishes and 14 Texas counties associated predominately with sandy, well drained
soils and sparse understory found within the Long Leaf Pine ecosystem. It is currently found in
4 Louisiana Parishes and 5 Texas counties and is in decline largely due to low reproduction rates
coupled with considerable habitat loss. It is considered to be one of the rarest vertebrates in
North America. Fort Polk works jointly with a multi-agency consortium for the management of
the LPS on DOD properties and has entered into a Candidate Conservation Agreement with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, Texas Parks and
Wildlife, Audubon Zoo, and other key managing partners for a collective management approach
across all populations to prevent listing of this species. Fort Polk management activities revolve
primarily around live trapping efforts to provide key occurrence data, as well as cooperative
research and monitoring projects.

Fort Polk provides for holistic, ecosystem based management through the integrated
compartment prescription process. Forest prescriptions for timber management are inventoried
for 10% of the entire landscape each year, resulting in an evaluation of approximately 10,000
acres per year. In conjunction with this forest management activity, each key program area
provides an inspection of the same forest compartment to provide management recommendations
for migratory bird habitat, botanical resources, cultural resources, game fisheries and wildlife
resources, rare and sensitive animal occurrences, and other key natural resource management
areas. Recommendations for the management of each compartment is then combined into a
single integrated forest compartment prescription, which guides the specific management of that
land area for the next 10 years. In addition to providing management recommendations,
botanists map each compartment to ascertain the location and extent of ecological habitat types,
such as bogs, baygalls, upland hardwood areas, prairies, and other locally distinct ecotypes. This
map is entered into a master GIS file to provide an inventory and location for all ecological
resources on the installation.

3.2.3 Game Program Background

These programs provide a wide variety of recreational opportunities to its soldiers,
civilian employees, and the general public. Hunting is among these recreational opportunities.
A variety of species are commonly hunted on the installation including white-tailed deer, turkey,
bobwhite quail, mourning dove, gray and fox squirrels, rabbits, feral hogs, woodcock, and
several species of duck.
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Hunting data are collected by the Provost Marshal’s Game Enforcement Office and
managed by the ENRMD. Hunters report to self-clearing stations at the start and end of each
day. These stations provide hunters with maps of areas open to hunting and have registration
forms that hunters must fill out at the start and conclusion of each days hunt. Hunters must enter
the date, their permit registration number, and their signature on a check-in form. On the check-
out form, hunters must indicate which area they hunted, the type of species hunted, type of
harvest effort, and information on all animals harvested. Completed forms are deposited into a
box at the station. Hunters failing to complete the self-registration process are subject to fines
and possible loss of hunting privileges on the installation. Initially, records were kept by issuing
daily hunter permits. Although this method provided a very accurate count of hunters, the
process of issuing daily permits was time-consuming and inefficient. Often, long lines of hunters
would form at the Game Warden’s office to obtain permits. In 1982, Fort Polk began issuing
Annual Hunting/Fishing/Trapping Permits that were valid from September to August of each
year. These permits, which are still utilized, require that hunters report to self-clearing stations at
the start and end of each day.

The Game Enforcement Office issued 3,089 season permits during the 2010-2011 season (4 Sept
10 — 17 April 11). There were 2,921 permits issued to civilians with 168 permits issued to
military personnel. Fishing permits totaled 62 with 24 issued to civilians and 38 to military
personnel. Fishing permits are only required for utilization of lakes located within the training
areas and are not required for lakes located within the cantonment area.

Registration forms are collected on a daily basis from the check-in stations. Data from
these forms are compiled into a daily Hunting/Trapping Report. These reports, kept since 1987,
are on file in the Game Warden’s Office and Conservation Branch Game Fisheries and Wildlife
Management Program. Data are divided into several categories, including the number of small
and large game hunters, number of hunters per harvest method (archery, muzzleloader, rifle), and
harvest statistics.

White-tailed deer are the most commonly hunted game species on the installation. Deer
season begins at Fort Polk in September and ends in January. The cantonment area is restricted
to bow hunting only. Both bucks and does can be harvested on the cantonment area. Remaining
training lands of Fort Polk and Peason Ridge are open to other methods of hunting but are
restricted to harvest of bucks only, except during special either-sex days. Harvest goals for deer
on the installation are 50% bucks and 50% does, but can vary from year to year depending on the
current season’s deer population and land availability during either sex hunts. The actual doe
harvest on the installation for 2010-2011 was 46.5% doe on Fort Polk and 53.5% on Peason
Ridge. The highest recorded doe harvest on Fort Polk was in 2009-2010 at 49% and on Peason
Ridge, the highest doe harvest occurred in 2005 (60%). The largest total harvest of deer
occurred on Fort Polk (574 deer) and Peason Ridge (192 deer) in the 2010-2011 season.
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HUNTING FORT PEASON
SEASON POLK RIDGE

1987 11,540 1,441
1988 12,272 3,458
1989 10,871 2,281
1990 11,546 2,168
1991 8,998 1,514
1992 10,660 2,500
1993 15,402 1,422
1994 7,927 974

1995 7,597 1,779
1996 11,899 1,909
1997 7,652 1,726
1998 11,346 3,701
1999 13,632 3,474
2000 14,278 3,116
2001 8,933 2,588
2002 10,426 1,851
2003 11,720 2,144
2004 9,988 2,050
2005 10,122 2,047
2006 9,588 2,488
2007 10,896 2,970
2008 9,027 2,037
2009 9,859 2,884
2010 11,709 2,787

1 Hunter-Recreation day = 1 day of
hunting for one hunter. The effort of 1
hunter who spends 3 days hunting is
recorded as 3 hunter-recreation days.

JRTC & Fort Polk

Environmental Management Performance Review

TABLE 3.2-1
CONSERVATION ECOLOGY

TOTAL DEER HARVEST
DEER PEASON
SEASON REIRIIAON RIDGE
1987 227 73
1988 118 38
1989 184 63
1990 283 66
1991 186 50
1992 201 22
1993 235 64
1994 218 78
1995 375 62
1996 166 41
1997 345 84
1998 314 75
1999 412 0
2000 241 86
2001 322 107
2002 371 83
2003 477 99
2004 356 90
2005 397 76
2006 277 115
2007 451 106
2008 303 109
2009 531 181
2010 574 192

Page 75



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

FIGURE 3.2-1
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3.2.4 Conservation Ecology Program Requirements

Non-game program management performance is contingent largely on the ability of
resource managers to access training lands to perform management activities. Given the current
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operational tempo required for the Combat Training Center, access has been somewhat limited,
but successful coordination with the trainers has allowed for adequate access to perform all
management activities. Additional constraints due to mandated service level decreases coupled
with funding issues has limited the program to providing for a more moderate level of project
execution.

Hunter effort and success is driven completely by non-compatible training activities that
preclude providing access for hunting on much of the Fort Polk and Peason Ridge lands.
Training conflicts can limit hunter effort during key seasons.

3.2.5 Conservation Ecology Annual Program Developments

Key program elements for non-game management were conducted at a base minimum
due to programmatic reductions, but accomplished at a level considered to be adequate in the
short term providing that further reductions in capability are not realized.

3.2.6 Conservation Ecology Program Performance Indicators

Non-Game performance indicators are reflective of successful completion of migratory
bird management and monitoring activities, rare plant monitoring and management, candidate
endangered species monitoring, and successful completion of compartment prescription
inventories and management recommendations.

Game Fisheries and Wildlife Management performance indicators are a direct measure of
providing hunter access during key season dates, but are susceptible to large scale change due to
shifts in priority military training missions.

3.2.7 Conservation Ecology Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or Green
performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend data is
used to show progress of a specific aspect of the both the Non-Game and Game Fisheries and
Wildlife Management programs. The following performance standards apply to the performance
indicators listed above:
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Conservation Ecology Program Performance Metrics

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Percent of total hunting acre-day capacity
that is open for hunting during periods of
interest on the Fort Polk and Peason Ridge
Wildlife Management Areas.

a) GREEN: Total acre-day capacity open to
hunting during periods of interest is > 75% for Fort
Polk and > 50% on Peason Ridge

b) AMBER: Total acre-day capacity open to
hunting during periods of interest is 51-75% on Fort
Polk and 25-49% on Peason Ridge

c) RED: Total acre-day capacity open to hunting
during periods of interest is <50% for Fort Polk, or
<25% on Peason Ridge

2. Compartment prescription inventories are
completed and management recommendations
incorporated into compartment prescriptions

a) GREEN: all 6 compartment prescriptions are
completed within mandated time frames

b) AMBER: 4-5 compartment prescriptions are
completed within mandated time frames

c) RED: <4 compartment prescriptions are
completed within mandated time frames

3. Tier 1 rare plant species sites are
monitored and managed annually

a) GREEN: 100% Tier 1 plant sites are monitored
and managed annually

b) AMBER: 90-99% of Tier 1 plant sites are
monitored and managed annually

c) RED:<90% of Tier 1 plant sites are monitored
and managed annually

4. Scheduled invasive species control activities
are completed as per the invasive species
control annual work plan

a) GREEN: 90-100% of scheduled control
activities are completed annually

b) AMBER: 75-89% of scheduled invasive species
control activities are completed annually

c) RED: <75% of scheduled invasive species
control activities are completed annually

5. Pine snake monitoring activities are
completed in accordance with the Candidate
Conservation Agreement.

a) GREEN: 95-100% of LPS traps are monitored
and maintained annually

b) AMBER: 85-94% of LPS traps are monitored
and maintained annually

c) RED: <85% of LPS traps are monitored and
maintained annually

6. Management and monitoring activities for
migratory bird nest box programs are
implemented

a) GREEN: 95-100% of nest boxes are monitored
and maintained annually

b) AMBER: 85-94% of nest boxes are monitored
and maintained annually

c) RED: <85% of nest boxes are monitored and
maintained annually

Program Overall Performance

a) GREEN: All program indicators are green; 3 of|
6 are green with 3 amber; 4 of 6 are green with no
more than 2 red

b) AMBER: 3 of 6 are red with 3 green; all
program indicators are amber; 4 of 6 are amber with
2 green, 4 of 6 are amber with no more than 2 red

c) RED: all program indicators are red; 3 of 6 are
red with 3 amber, 4 or more are red with 2 green
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3.2.1 Conservation Ecology Program Annual Performance Review

The Conservation Ecology program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN. There are four
performance indicators rated GREEN, two performance indicators rated AMBER, and none
rated RED, resulting in overall program rating of GREEN. The specific results for each
performance indicator are listed below:

Conservation Ecology Program Performance Metrics

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation

1. Percent of total hunting acre- |AMBER The rating for this performance

day capacity that is open for indicator resulted in >75%

hunting during periods of interest availability for Fort Polk

on the Fort Polk and Peason (GREEN) and between 25 and

Ridge Wildlife Management 49% availability on Peason Ridge

Areas. (AMBER). Overall rating is
AMBER

2. Compartment prescription GREEN 100% of scheduled compartment

inventories are completed and prescription inventories were

management recommendations completed, and management

incorporated into compartment recommendations incorporated

3. Tier 1 rare plant species sites |AMBER The Tier 1 rare plant sites were

are monitored and managed monitored; however, protection

annually measures were not put in place for
all sites.

4. Scheduled invasive species GREEN Greater than 90% of scheduled

control activities are completed as control activities were completed.

per the invasive species control
annual work plan

5. Pine snake monitoring activities |GREEN 100% of LPS snake traps were

are completed in accordance with successfully monitored, resulting in

the Candidate Conservation the capture and documentation of

Agreement. 2 LPS.

6. Management and monitoring  |GREEN All management and monitoring

activities for migratory bird nest activities for the migratory bird

box programs are implemented nest box programs were
implemented.

Program Overall Performance:  |GREEN GREEN
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3.3 Endangered Species

3.3.1 Endangered Species Program Description

The Environmental and Natural Resources Management Division is responsible for
management of endangered species occurring on Fort Polk. The only endangered species that
occurs on the installation is the Red-cockaded Woodpecker (RCW). Surveys are conducted
annually to determine the demographics of the RCW population on Army land. A pre-breeding
survey is conducted to document the total number of active RCW clusters and the number of
solitary and potential breeding groups. Data collected during the breeding season include the
number of breeding groups, nest attempts, nest failures, eggs per nest, successful nests, re-nest
attempts, and number and sex of fledglings in each nest. Post-breeding season data collected
include the number and role of adults, the sex of adults and juveniles, the number of juveniles
available to meet current translocation needs, and documentation of the presence and role of
translocated individuals.

3.3.2 Endangered Species Program Background

The red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) (Picoides borealis) was federally-listed as an
endangered species on October 13, 1970. The RCW’s preferred habitat is mature stands of
longleaf pine. The RCW is a non-migratory species. The primary cause of decline in RCW
populations over much of its range is loss of habitat. In the region in which Fort Polk is located,
the majority of this habitat loss occurred during the period from 1890 to 1930 when much of the
forest was subjected to extensive clear-cutting.

The RCW lives in a family unit, called a group, that consists of a breeding pair and zero
to four non-breeding helpers. Each member of the group lives in its own cavity located in a live
pine tree. RCWs peck around the circumference of the tree near their cavity. This pecking
results in a curtain of sap that runs down the sides of each tree. This sap makes cavity trees very
distinctive and inhibits the ability of some types of predators to climb the cavity tree. The
aggregate of cavity trees used by a group of birds is called a “cluster.”

The RCW Management Program at Fort Polk began in the 1970s and is unique within the
DOD due to its joint recovery population responsibilities with the adjacent USFS lands. The
installation manages two RCW populations, Fort Polk and Peason Ridge. Fort Polk, including
the adjacent U.S. Forest Service (USFS) land of the Vernon Unit, is one of the 12 designated
recovery populations critical to the long-term survival of the RCW (USFWS, 2003). Fort Polk
assists the USFS in monitoring their portion of the Vernon-Fort Polk RCW population. The
RCW program is based on guidelines established in 1996 and 2007, as well as the RCW
Recovery Plan and has been modified numerous times to incorporate new scientific knowledge
and maintain compliance.

In 1993, Fort Polk began to closely monitor and manage RCW populations on Fort Polk
and Peason Ridge. The installation has prepared an Endangered Species Management Plan
(ESMP) for the RCW. The ESMP describes Fort Polk’s policy of compliance with Army
guidelines, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) biological opinions, and USFWS recovery
guidelines. Detailed descriptions of the management techniques used to analyze and improve
RCW habitat and population dynamics are included in the ESMP.
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TABLE 3.3-1
RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER (RCW)
FORT POLK PEASON RIDGE
FISCAL NUMBER OF | NUMBER OF | NUMBER OF | NUMBER OF | NUMBER OF | NUMBER OF
YEAR ACTIVE NEST SUCCESSFUL ACTIVE NEST SUCCESSFUL
CLUSTERS ATTEMPTS NESTS CLUSTERS ATTEMPTS NESTS
1993 31 20 11 11 8 7
1994 31 24 20 22 18 15
1995 40 28 18 25 25 19
1996 44 35 32 28 25 20
1997 45 34 27 26 21 17
1998 43 36 28 27 22 12
1999 48 38 31 26 22 16
2000 48 39 31 24 18 13
2001 51 36 27 25 19 12
2002 47 37 32 30 23 15
2003 49 35 28 34 23 12
2004 47 35 25 35 26 14
2005 50 40 32 40 26 21
2006 53 43 30 35 26 19
2007 53 43 27 32 29 16
2008 53 47 37 33 22 16
2009 58 46 38 28 25 14
2010 60 46 33 29 21 16
2011 60 46 38 29 20 16
FIGURE 3.3-1
FORT POLK RCW DATA
50
45 o ——t
n 40
2 35 - —~— e A
E 30 .W%
o 25
22~
EIRTR 4
5
1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011
Fiscal Year
=== Number of Nest Attempts —=m==Number of Successful Nests

Page 81




JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

FIGURE 3.3-2
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3.3.3 Endangered Species Program Requirements

The success of RCWSs on Fort Polk may be related to several factors: the use of artificial
cavities, intensive habitat management including use of prescribed burning, more accurate
surveys once all clusters and birds were identified, and restriction of military training activities
near clusters. Cavity trees in each cluster are painted with two white bands, approximately four
to six inches wide and one foot apart to make the trees visible to soldiers. A 200-foot buffer
zone is marked around the aggregate area of each cluster of cavity trees. Selected trees in the
boundary of the buffer zone are marked with reflective material and yellow warning signs, to
indicate an exclusion zone where a number of training activities are prohibited. Based on
available data, it is projected that it will take about 23 years for the RCW population on-post to
reach “recovered” status.

3.3.4 Endangered Species Annual Program Developments

All clusters located on Army land, both at Fort Polk and Peason Ridge, have been
identified. Individual birds have been counted and identified with bands with unique color
combinations. The number of RCW nests on Fort Polk has increased from 20 in 1993 to a high
of 47 in 2008. The highest percentage of successful nests occurred in 1996 (91%) and the lowest
successful percentage occurred in 1993 (55%). The number of active clusters has shown an
increase from an initial count of 31 in 1993 to 60 in 2010.

On Peason Ridge, the number of RCW nests has increased from 8 in 1993 to a high of 29
in 2007, which is the highest number recorded since records have been kept. The numbers from
1993 to 1996 were based on a representative census and not the entire population at Peason
Ridge. The highest percentage of successful nesting attempts (88%) was in 1993; the lowest
year for nesting success was in 2003 (52%). The average nesting success rate has been 71%.
The number of active clusters has increased from 11 in 1993 to 29 in 2010, with a high of 40 in
2005. A lack of suitable habitat and demographic isolation of the Peason Ridge RCW population
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has precluded natural population expansion. However, intensive habitat and demographic
management of the population has maintained a relatively stable population size over the last 16
years. Continued habitat management combined with direct population augmentation through
RCW translocation has resulted in significant growth of the Peason Ridge population over the
last five years.

3.3.5 Endangered Species Program Performance Indicators

There are 3 program indicators for the Endangered Species Program that are incorporated
to measure key aspects of performance.

1. Percentage of critical Joint Monitoring Plan activities completed within the
prescribed time frames.

The Joint Monitoring Plan for the Vernon-Fort Polk Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Population
(JMP) and annual report was originally designed to assist U.S. Army and U.S. Forest Service
managers and planners, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service personnel in determining if the
Army’s increased training use of the USFS Limited Use Area negatively affected the Vernon-
Fort Polk RCW population (the Population) and to combine the data from each agency into a
single population level report. Although the 2003 JMP Annual Report provided satisfactory
evidence that military training at Fort Polk has had no deleterious impacts on the Population, it is
anticipated that the JMP Annual Report will continue to be produced to provide U.S. Army, U.S.
Forest Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service biologists with information on the status and
demography of the Population, as required under the Terms and Conditions of the Biological
Opinion prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Transformation EIS.

2. Change in the number of groups within the Fort Polk RCW Population.

Population growth within a RCW population is an Army and USFWS measure of performance
against goals established within the Endangered Species Management Component of the Fort
Polk Integrated Natural Resources Management plan and the USFWS RCW Recovery Plan. The
sum of habitat and biological management activities for the Fort Polk RCW population are
implemented annually to provide optimal conditions for ensuring sustained population growth
and can be directly measured by population increases. However, factors such as stand age,
available habitat and climatological conditions cannot be fully accounted for as fecundity
variables during a breeding season. These effects can result in a negative population growth
regardless of management activity. Due to these spatial and temporal variables, long term
population growth measures are often more reflective of overall program performance and are
reflected as such in the performance standards for this indicator.

3. Number of Annual Endangered Species Training Violations

Certain military training activities are limited by type and duration within the boundaries
of an RCW cluster in order to prevent harmful take and to reduce activities that may decrease
successful reproduction. In order to ensure that these limitations are adhered to, Soldier
education is mandated. The Environmental and Natural Resources Management Division
provides Soldier education modules through the Environmental Compliance Officer course,
where instructors provide training on endangered species restrictions and other environmental
aspects. The Directorate of Plans, Training, and Mobilization conduct additional certification
programs for Sustainable Range Awareness where Soldiers receive further training for the
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protection of endangered species. The efficacy of these education programs can be directly
measured by the number of training violations occurring within a calendar year.

3.3.6 Endangered Species Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Endangered Species Program performance indicator is evaluated based on a
Red, Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program
trend data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the Endangered Species
Program. The following performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed
above:

Endangered Species Program Performance Metrics

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Percentage of critical Joint Monitoring Plan a) GREEN: 100 % of critical Joint Monitoring Plan
activities completed within the prescribed time activities completed within the prescribed time frame.
frames. b) AMBER: >85% of critical Joint Monitoring Plan

activities completed within the prescribed time frame.

c) RED: < 85% of critical Joint Monitoring Plan
activities completed within the prescribed time frame

2. Change in the number of groups within the a) GREEN: Population (number of groups)

Fort Polk RCW Population. increased at a rate of greater than >4.5% per year
(annual 1) or over the past 5 years (multi 1)

b) AMBER: Population (number of groups)
changed at a rate of between <4.5% increase and
9.5% decrease per year (annual 1) or over the past 5
years (multi 1)

c) RED: Population (number of groups) declined at
a rate of >9.5% per year(annual 1) or over the past 5
years (mukti 1) (Critical decline =10% decline per

RCW recovery plan)
3. Number of Annual Endangered Species a) GREEN: 0
Training Violations b) AMBER: 1-3
c) RED:>3
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: Green on 2-3 indicators and no more

than Amber on 1 out of 3 indicators

b) AMBER: Green on one indicator with two
amber, or amber for 3 indicators

c) RED: Red onone of 3, with 2 amber; 2 red with
one amber; or 3 red

3.3.7 Endangered Species Program Annual Performance Review

The Endangered Species Program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN based on a performance
of one AMBER and two GREEN indicators.
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Endangered Species Program Performance Metrics

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. Percentage of critical Joint
Monitoring Plan activities
completed within the prescribed
time frames.

GREEN: 100% of activities
completed within prescribed time

JMP report was submitted to the
USFWS one week past the due
date.

2. Change in the number of
groups within the Fort Polk RCW
Population.

GREEN: Fort Polk RCW
population had a 3.6 % increase in
2011, and had 5 year increase of
16.3%..

Performance on track.

3. Number of Annual Endangered
Species Training Violations

AMBER: There was one training
violations in FY2011

Adequate education is being
administered to the Soldiers,
preventing training violations.

Program Overall Performance:

GREEN

GREEN

Page 85



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

3.4 Cultural Resources

3.4.1 Cultural Resources Program Description and Background

Cultural resources on public and/or federal lands are covered by a number of federal laws
and regulations, including the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, the Antiquities Act, the
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, and Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act as codified in 36 CFR 800. Additionally, Fort Polk’s Integrated
Cultural Resources Management Plan, currently under revision, outlines approaches to be taken
on the installation with regard to cultural resources. Fort Polk’s Cultural Resources Management
Team marks significant archaeological resources utilizing orange fiberglass posts in order to
prevent unauthorized access and damage to these resources. Due to prescribed burning and
natural deterioration of the posts, replacement and maintenance is an ongoing project. Also,
Cultural Resources Management objectives have been integrated into Fort Polk’s National
Environmental Policy Act program, Integrated Natural Resources Plans, JRTC rotational
maneuver damage assessments, and installation construction activities.

The Fort Polk Cultural Resource Office is responsible for managing all cultural resources
on Army-owned lands. The office also assists in managing cultural resources in the United
States Forest Service Intensive Use and Limited Use Areas in accordance with a Special Use
Permit. Cultural resources include, but are not limited to, prehistoric and historic archaeological
sites.

3.4.2 Cultural Resources Program Background

Since 1972, the Cultural Resource Office has overseen intensive archaeological surveys
that have identified 129 archaeological sites eligible for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places, as well as 127 sites that are potentially eligible. In 2004, an initial survey of
Army-owned lands, the Intensive Use Area, and the Limited Use Area (123,011 acres total) was
completed. This number does not include parts of the installation that did not require surveying,
such as the cantonment area, firing ranges, impact areas, and off-limits areas.

In 2007, the Fort Polk Cultural Resources Office, with the support of other Fort Polk
personnel, hosted a Heritage Day Workshop that consisted of local community representatives,
historians, genealogists, and interested citizens. The workshop was designed to coordinate the
development of an appropriate method to recognize and preserve the history of the families who
were displaced by the establishment of Camp Polk. The workshop participants recommended the
following: create a monument memorializing the displaced families, host an annual Heritage Day
for touring the military range — especially cemeteries, and develop a collection covering the
historic period from 1820-1941. Primary copies of this collection are housed in the Fort Polk
Curation Facility and a second copy housed at Northwestern State University (NSU) Folk Life
Center in Natchitoches, Louisiana. Oral histories have been recorded and a website
(www.polkhistory.org) has been established to provide information about Fort Polk cemeteries,
displays pictures, and family documents and histories.

A total of 19 historic cemeteries on Fort Polk have been recorded as archaeological sites
in order to maintain them under the Archaeological Resource Protection Act. Fort Polk
personnel visited the cemeteries to conduct 100 % spatial surveys, grave maintenance, road
improvements to the cemeteries and replace deteriorated wooden markers for unknown graves. A
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Heritage Day Planning Committee was formed to accomplish the goals set at the workshop for a
celebration day and to create a monument. The monument Fort Polk created to memorialize
displaced families was dedicated during the November 2007 Heritage Day celebration, and tours
of Fort Polk cemeteries were conducted. Fort Polk also entered into a memorandum of
understanding with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and Northwestern State University (NSU) to
collect and preserve photographs, documents, and oral histories in reference to historic life on the
lands now occupied by Fort Polk.

In November 2011, Fort Polk hosted the fifth annual Heritage Day celebration event.
This event included an opening ceremony, educational booths, youth game booths, and
traditional blue grass music. Access was provided to the military ranges for tour buses and self-
guided tours of the cemeteries and home site locations.

Through effective management and proper compliance with all applicable state, federal,
and Department of Defense regulations and guidelines, Fort Polk’s Cultural Resource Office will
protect and preserve cultural resources on Fort Polk for current and future generations of
Americans. Supporting data for the Fort Polk Cultural Resources Management Program are
presented in Tables 3.4-1 through 3.4-6.

TABLE 3.4-1
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY PROGRAM
MAIN
SITES POST IUA LUA |PEASONRIDGE| TOTAL
Ineligible Sites 933 916 739 465 3,053
Potentially Eligible Sites 0 0 127 0 127
Eligible Sites 33 38 21 37 129
Historic Cemeteries 10 3 4 1 18
Data Recovery Sites 3 1 0 1 5
Total Sites 979 958 891 504 3,332
IUA = Intensive Use Area; LUA = Limited Use Area (USFS Sites)

TABLE 3.4-2
ARCHAEOLOGICAL COLLECTION

CUBIC FEET
(ft})
Aurtifacts 728
Associated Records 536
Total Curated Collection 1,264
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TABLE 3.4-3
CULTURAL RESOURCES OUTREACH

RECENT EVENTS (FY 2011)

ESTIMATED
PARTICIPANTS

Safety Day — Cultural Resources

200

Native American Heritage Month 2010 Events

750

Heritage Day 2011

150

Environmental Learning Center Tours to the Public

30

Environmental Compliance Officers Tours

330

TABLE 3.4-4

DISPLACED HERITAGE FAMILY SURNAMES

HERITAGE FAMILIES SURNAMES COUNT
Main Fort 202
Peason Ridge 53
Total Surnames Recognized 255
TABLE 3.4-5
HERITAGE FAMILY COLLECTION
HERITAGE CONTRIBUTIONS COUNT
Electronic Files (Photos & Documents) 29 gigabytes

TABLE 3.4-6

HERITAGE COLLECTION’S HISTORIC CONTEXT

FORT POLK'S HERITAGE FAMILY COLLECTION

Collection Material Historical Context Approximate Years
Oral Interviews Displacement by US Army 1935to 1943

Oral Interviews Great Depression/WWII 1920 to 1940
Conveyance Records Displacement by War Dept 19350 1944
Genealogy Records Pioneering to present 1820 to 1989

Vital & Medical Records Pre-WWI through WWII 1900 to 1945
Photographs Pioneering to WWII 1800's to 1945
Historic Primary & Secondary Sources Western BExpansion to WWI1I 1820's to 1940's
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3.4.3 Cultural Resources Program Requirements

The Cultural Resource Program is required to comply with Federal Laws such as Section
106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the Archaeological Resource
Protection Act (ARPA), the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA), and Federal regulations such as 36CFR800 and 36CFR79. Additionally, the
Program complies will all Army and DoD requirements as stated in Army Regulation 200-4 (or
AR 200-4). Our office must also adhere to a 1996 Programmatic Agreement between the
Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office (LA SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP), and the Kisatchie National Forest and to the terms and conditions of the
Special Use Permit Agreement plan of operation (SUPA). Compliance with all of the above
mentioned laws, regulations, and agreement documents ensures adequate protection and
preservation of NRHP-eligible and potentially eligible archaeological sites, cemeteries (Native
American and non-Native), long-term curation of all artifacts and associated records collected
from Fort Polk and Peason Ridge, up-to-date inadvertent discovery standard operating
procedures (SOPs), establishment of Comprehensive Agreements with Federally-recognized
Native American Tribes, and consulting with the SHPO, ACHP, the Tribes and other interested
parties about undertakings which may affect eligible or potentially eligible archaeological sites
or Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs).

Additionally, the Cultural Resource Office is responsible for ensuring the success of the
Heritage Program and in coordinating with community members and academics who wish to
access the collections in an attempt to answer research questions. Approximately 10 cubic feet
of Heritage Family related documents are housed at Fort Polk. Additional documents and
photographs are maintained by Fort Polk in electronic format. A total of 59 oral histories have
been recorded in an attempt to better document life in the Fort Polk area during the Great
Depression, Louisiana Maneuvers, and Army Displacement. These oral histories provide
excellent research opportunities for historians, archaeologists, and heritage families interested in
their history and genealogy.

Fort Polk’s state-of-the-art Curation Facility, housed in the Cultural Resources Office,
provides for the storage of all artifacts and associated records collected during the archaeological
surveys conducted at Fort Polk. Undergraduate and graduate students from Northwestern State
University and Louisiana State University are encouraged to research the collections wherever
possible. The Environmental Learning Center, also housed in the Cultural Resources Office, is
used to educate concerned individuals about Fort Polk’s environmental programs. Tours of the
Environmental Learning Center and Curation Facility are available with prior coordination
through the Cultural Resource Office.

3.4.4 Cultural Resources Annual Program Developments

The Cultural Resources Office experienced three major developments throughout the
course of this year. First, the Draft Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP)
has been completed and is currently undergoing the review and finalization process. The
ICRMP will be updated annually and reassessed after five years to see if major edits are needed.
The current estimated finalization date is March 2012.

Second, the Cultural Resources Office has begun consultation with the Louisiana SHPO
on a draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). This MOU will outline the SHPO’s and Fort
Polk’s understanding of Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
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However, review of this MOU is still in the early stages and finalization/signature is not
expected until 2012.

Third, the Final Initial Predictive Cultural Resources Inventory (IPCRI) has been
completed and submitted to the Cultural Resources Office. The IPCRI includes a report as well
as GIS data for the Fort Polk Land Acquisition Program. Under the Land Acquisition Program,
Fort Polk is authorized to purchase up to 100,000 acres of land. The IPCRI identifies cultural
resources within the area of interest as well as a predictive model that can be used for planning
purposes.

3.4.5 Cultural Resources Program Performance Indicators

Several portions of the Cultural Resources Program are difficult to capture numerically
due to the nature of the work. However, performance indicators can be created which focus on
numerically portraying some of the various aspects of the Program. These aspects include work
conducted at archaeological sites, cemeteries, curation activities, and community and heritage
family outreach. Work conducted in each of these categories can be measured in a manner that
will indicate if duties are being performed effectively while also ensuring that the Program stays
in compliance with all Cultural Resource laws and regulations.

The four performance indicators outlined below include: 1) Eligibility and Potentially
Eligible Sites — Monitored and Maintained; 2) Cemetery Monitoring; 3) Inventory of Artifacts
and Associated Records; 4) ARPA Violations. All items can be measured using the ‘green,
amber, red’ system. Archaeological sites which are eligible or potentially eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places are monitored and maintained to help ensure protection from
looting, vandalism, and maneuver damages. Maintenance is confined to replacing orange
carsonite posts to ensure that soldiers can adequately see that they should not to drive into or dig
within the site boundaries. The second item represents the number of times cemeteries were
monitored to ensure that damages had not occurred (e.g., in the form of fallen trees and fence or
headstone damages). In accordance with 36CFR79, 20% of all artifacts and associated records
are to be inventoried annually. Item three measures performance on that task. The fourth item
measures the number of ARPA violations which have occurred in FY11.

3.4.6 Cultural Resources Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Cultural Resource Program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red,
Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend
data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the Cultural Resource program.
The following performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed:
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Cultural Resources Program Performance Metrics

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Eligible and Potentially a) GREEN: Eligible sites monitored and maintained twice per year and
Eligible Sites — Monitored and potentially eligible sites once per year; 90% to 100% completion
Maintained b) AMBER: Eligible sites monitored and maintained twice per year and

potentially eligible sites once per year; 80-89% completion

c) RED: Eligible sites monitored and maintained twice per year and
potentially eligible sites once per year; < 80% completion

2. Cemetery Monitoring a) GREEN: All 18 cemeteries monitored four times annually; 90% to
100% completion

b) AMBER: All 18 cemeteries monitored four times annually; 80-89%

completion
c) RED: All 18 cemeteries monitored four times annually; <80%
completion
3. Inventory of Artifacts and a) GREEN: 20% of the entire collection (artifacts and associated
Associated Records records) re-inventoried annually

b) AMBER: 15-19% of the entire collection (artifacts and associated
records) re-inventoried annually

c) RED: < 15% of the entire collection (artifacts and associated
records) re-inventoried annually

4. ARPA Violations a) GREEN: No ARPA violations are committed annually

b) AMBER: 1-3 ARPA violations committed annually

c) RED: > 3 ARPA violations committed annually

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: 3 or more Greenand no less than Amber on 1 out of 4
b) AMBER: Amber on at least 75% of indicators

c) RED: Red for 50-100% of performance indicators

3.4.7 Cultural Resources Program Annual Performance Review

The Cultural Resource Program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN. The specific results for
each performance indicator are listed in the table below. Cultural Resource Performance
Indicators for FY10 were all evaluated as GREEN, but work continues in areas where
quantification is more difficult. The Cultural Resources Office will continue to assist with
Heritage Day planning, set up activities for Native American Heritage Month, repair and reset
grave markers, conduct ground-penetrating radar surveys, initiate heritage site surveys, and assist
with other tasks related to installation compliance with NAGPRA, NHPA, ARPA, and other laws
and regulations.
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Cultural Resources Program Performance Metrics
Indicators FY 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Eligible and Potentially Eligible |All eligible sites were monitored |AMBER: Eligible sites were
Sites — Monitored and Maintained |{and maintained twice in FY11 and |monitored and maintained twice

potentially eligible sites were per year and potentially eligible
monitored and maintained once in |sites were monitored and
FY11. maintained once per year; 80.6%
completion in FY11
2. Cemetery Monitoring All cemeteries were monitored 4 |GREEN: All 19 cemeteries
times per year in FY11. monitored four times annually;

100% completion in FY11

3. Inventory of Artifacts and 20% of the collection was re- GREEN: 20% of the entire
Associated Records inventoried in FY11. collection (artifacts and associated
records) re-inventoried annually

4. ARPA Violations No ARPA violations occurred in |GREEN: No ARPA violations
FY11. committed this fiscal year
Program Overall Performance: | Three rating are GREEN and one

is AMBER.

Cemetery monitoring remained GREEN due to periodic visitation and inspections. No
ARPA violations were reported or known to have occurred on the installation. Additionally,
20% of artifacts and associated records were re-inventoried in FY11. Site monitoring numbers
are down due to staff turnover and time invested in Heritage Reunion planning towards the end
of the 4™ quarter. The ratings achieved in FY11 can be compared to those observed in FY09 and
FY 10 below:

FY09
Evaluation

FY10
Evaluation

Fy1i1
Evaluation

Performance Indicators

1. Eligible & Potentially Eligible Sites — Monitored and
Maintained

2. Cemetery Monitoring

3. Inventory of Artifacts and Associated Records

4. ARPA Violations

Program Overall Performance:

AMBER
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3.5 Pest Management

3.5.1 Pest Management Program Description

Fort Polk uses a variety of pesticides and herbicides to maintain sanitary and safe
conditions at installation facilities and to limit overgrowth of vegetation. These chemicals are
applied to recreational areas, the Fort Polk golf course, parade fields, firing ranges, and in and
around buildings and other facilities on the cantonment. The installation has maintained detailed
records on use of these chemicals since FY95. Annual reports are filed with the Army
Environmental Command (AEC) documenting the types and quantities of these substances that
are used. Pesticides and herbicides are measured in pounds of active ingredients (PAI) for
tracking purposes.

3.5.2 Pest Management Program Background

Properly trained and certified personnel apply all pesticides and herbicides. The actual
chemicals used change over time. Changing pesticides periodically will decrease the chances of
pests becoming resistant. Newer chemicals may be less harmful to the environment by
exhibiting lower persistence characteristics and/or lower potential for bioaccumulation or
bioconcentration. Also, new chemicals sometimes require a smaller amount of active ingredient
to be effective. For instance, the termite pesticide Dursban has been replaced by a product called
Termidor. Dursban required four pounds of active ingredient per 100 gallons of water to be
effective while Termidor only requires 0.44 pounds per 100 gallons to treat termites. Since
FY95, private contractors have been tasked with application of pesticides on the installation.

Pesticide and herbicide use experienced a downward trend from FY95 to FY98. The
Army issued a Measure of Merit Directive in April 1996 requiring a 50% reduction in the PAI
used on the installation from a baseline of FY93 by the year 2000. Fort Polk used 1,318 PAI of
pesticides and herbicides in FY93, resulting in a reduction goal of 659 PAI by FY00. To achieve
this goal, Fort Polk developed and implemented an Installation Pest Management Plan. This
plan requires the use of baits and/or exclusion techniques, where feasible, before pesticides are
used. Exclusion techniques employed include plugging, caulking, and cementing areas that pests
use to enter buildings. An increase in the termite population on Fort Polk in 1999 and 2000 led
to an increase in pesticide use.

In FYO01, a total of 2,049 PAI were used at Fort Polk, of which 1,499 PAI were applied to
the Fort Polk golf course. An overall downward trend occurred from FY02 to FY08. PAI
quantities increased in FY09. In FY10 1,377 PAI were used, due to an aggressive herbicide
program and the construction of new facilities. Goals to reduce future pesticide and herbicide
use at Fort Polk include discussions with contractors for reduction and closer monitoring and
recommendations from IMCOM on types of pesticides/herbicides with low PAL.

The most common pest complaints received by the IPMO involve (in order from most
complaints received to least) roaches, ants, spiders, and termites. Pest complaints are forwarded
to the Installation Pest Management Office (IPMO). Representatives from this office verify
noted pest problems and contact the appropriate pesticide contractor. Following completion of
treatment, the contractor reports the type and amount of chemicals used to the IPMO.
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TABLE 3.5-1
PESTICIDE USE
TOTAL
FISCAL PESTICIDE
YEAR (PAI)
199 956
199 689
1997 604
1098 559
1999 836
2000 783
2001 2049
2002 812
2003 81
2004 662
2005 455
2006 514
2007 514
2008 532
2009 769
2010 1377
2011 671

PAI =Pounds of active ingredient

FIGURE 3.5-1
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3.5.3 Pest Management Program Requirements

In accordance with DODI 4150.07, the Pest Management Office is required to provide
Entomological support to the soldiers, their families, the support staff of Fort Polk and all users
of Fort Polk with a sanitary safe living and working environment.

3.5.4 Pest Management Annual Program Developments

Over the years the Pest Management Office has developed policies and procedures that
enable the office to provide a sound Integrated Pest Management Program in regards to pests and
invasive species. Once Service Orders are received, a determination is made as to what type of
IPM will be used prior to the use of pesticides/herbicides. The use of pesticides/herbicides will
only be used as a last resort to the resolve the problem.

3.5.5 Pest Management Program Performance Indicators

There are five program indicators for the Integrated Pest Management Program which
includes Pounds Active Ingredients, Trained Pest Management Staff, Scheduled Inspections,
Pest Management Requests, and Pest Treatment Completed. Each indicator provides data which
provides the Pest Management Office with an easily discernable view of its progress. Program
performance can be dictated by varying levels of funding.

3.5.6 Pest Management Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Pest Management program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red,
Amber, or Green performance standard. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect
of the Pest Management program. The following performance standards apply to the
performance indicators listed above:
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Pest Management Program Performance Metrics

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Pounds of Active Ingredients.

a) GREEN: use < 791PAI (up to 20% increase
from 659 measure of merit to allow for mission
growth)

b) AMBER: use 791-923 PAI (21-40% increase)
c) RED: use more than 923 PAI (>40% increase)

2. Trained Pest Management Staff.

a) GREEN: Allstaff hold current certification

b) AMBER: Certification accomplished in a 20%
longer timeframe

c) RED: Certification accomplished in a 30% longer
timeframe

3. Scheduled Inspections.

a) GREEN: 95% -100% of scheduled inspections
completed monthly

b) AMBER: 81% - 94% of scheduled inspections
completed monthly

c) RED:65% - 80% of scheduled inspections
completed monthly

4. Pest Treatment requests.

a) GREEN: 95% -100% of Pest treatment
requested completed

b) AMBER: 81% - 94% of Pest treatment
requested completed

c) RED:65% - 80% of Pest treatment request
completed

5. Pest Treatments completed Emergency (24
hours); Urgent (7 Days); Routine (30 Days).

a) GREEN: 95% -100% of Pest treatment
requested completed within timeframe

b) AMBER: 81% - 94% of Pest treatment
requested completed within timeframe

c) RED:65% - 80% of Pest treatment request
completed within timeframe

Program Overall Performance

a) GREEN: < 2 performance indicators at Amber,
3 or more at Green; no red.

b) AMBER: > 2 performance indicators at an
Amber level with remaining at Green; < 2 indicators
at Red; All indicators Amber

c) RED: > 2 indicators at red

3.5.7 Pest Management Program Annual Performance Review

The Pest Management program evaluation for 2011 is AMBER based on mandated

reduction of service levels due to funding constraints.

Four performance indicators are rated

GREEN and one rated RED, resulting in overall program rating of AMBER. The specific results

for each performance indicator are listed below:
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Pest Management Program Performance Metrics

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Pounds of Active Ingredients. [Less than 20% variation fromthe |GREEN
DOD Measure of Merit
2. Trained Pest Management All pest staff currently certified GREEN
Staff.
3. Scheduled Inspections. Inspections were completed as  |RED

scheduled for 77% of requirement
due to mandated service
performance at a RED capability
due to funding constraints.

4. Pest Treatment requests. Pest treatment requests were GREEN
completed at a rate of 96%.

5. Pest Treatments completed Pest treatments within mandated

Emergency (24 hours); Urgent (7 |time frames were completed at a

Days); Routine (30 Days). rate of 96%. GREEN

Program Overall Performance:

The overall Program Performance
is AMBER.

AMBER
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3.6 Maneuver Training Impacts

3.6.1 Maneuver Damage Program Description

Training activities conducted during training exercises can result in maneuver damage
consisting of soil and vegetation disturbance. Soil disturbance during rotations is most
commonly caused by soldiers digging foxholes, constructing fortifications, and operating heavy
vehicles and equipment. The primary impacts of maneuver damage to natural resources are
ground disturbances, digging, and off road vehicle rutting. These impacts cause a loss of
vegetative cover, which may increase the rate of erosion in affected areas.

Fort Polk has established a Maneuver Damage Inspection and Repair Program to identify,
repair and monitor damages from routine home station and JRTC training events and to track
compliance with applicable environmental protocols and restrictions on Army and U.S. Forest
Service lands. The program functions to minimize soil erosion; thereby lessening the impacts
that training has on land and ensuring sustainability. Data collected during the end of a training
exercise (ENDEX) is used to identify affected areas and schedule repairs to include re-
vegetation. Soil stabilization measures, such as contouring, grading, seeding, and fertilization
are implemented for large-scale impacts.

3.6.2 Maneuver Damage Program Background

As part of the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) and Fort Polk and the Kisatchie
National Forest (KNF) mitigation and monitoring plan, the Maneuver Damage Inspection and
Monitoring Program was created in an effort to avoid, minimize, reduce or rectify adverse effects
to soils, vegetative cover, water quality and biological resources; as a part of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for proposed actions relating to long-term use of
adjacent Forest Service lands. The potential for military training activities to cause maneuver
damage depends on the type of training scenarios involved. Training impacts have ranged from
a high of 529 acres in FY96 to a low of 69 acres in FY07. There were 102 impacted acres in
FY11. The number of impacted sites has shown a general increase since FYQ07, which are
generally attributable to increased urban warfare training scenarios using more convoyed type
training events.
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TABLE 3.6-1
ROTATIONAL MANEUVER DAMAGE

FISCAL DAMAGED ACRES Az)/?;,:(if:éEE

YEAR SITES DAMAGED

(AC)
1994 58 151 2.60
1995 9% 298 3.17
1996 161 529 3.29
1997 124 324 2.61
1998 126 284 2.25
1999 60 255 4.25
2000 48 161 3.35
2001 74 243 3.28
2002 189 453 2.40
2003 153 318 2.08
2004 169 225 1.33
2005 176 319 1.81
2006 340 221 0.65
2007 91 69 0.76
2008 281 149 0.53
2009 269 160 0.59
2010 279 99 0.35
2011 284 102 0.35

FIGURE 3.6-1
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FIGURE 3.6-2
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Fort Polk representatives conduct maneuver damage inspections following each training
event. Data from these inspections are maintained by the installation. The overall goal of this
program is to sustain training land conditions and ensure long-term soil viability. This is
accomplished by implementing land rehabilitation practices designed to minimize soil erosion
and compaction, limit soil loss, restore or maintain vegetative cover, and restore disturbed or
degraded areas to natural conditions.
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3.6.4 Maneuver Damage Annual Program Developments

The number of documented maneuver damage sites has increased, as the training mission
has migrated from more traditional rotations to rotations preparing units for deployment. The
number of damaged acres along roads and trails also increased as the training scenarios were
modified. The overall number and location of maneuver damage sites are expected to decline as
traditional training resumes; however, the size of these impacted sites may increase.

3.6.5 Maneuver Damage Program Performance Indicators

The Maneuver Damage Program (MD) is mandated by Objective 1.1 of the Sustainability
and Environmental Monitoring Plan (SEMP): Minimize or avoid degradation of training lands
and long-term damage to soils, vegetation, streams and wetlands, and sensitive environmental
resources through identification and correction of maneuver damages and soldier Sustainable
Range Awareness education. Thereby, the MD programs strives towards the goal of ensuring
that training lands are sustained for long-term and to protect and conserve basic soil, water and
land resources, solidifying forest ecosystem endurance for future generations and to minimize or
avoid degradation of training lands and long-term damage to soils, vegetation, streams and
wetlands, and sensitive environmental resources through identification and correction of
maneuver damages. The following program indicators reflect the measurement of program
effectiveness and application:

1. Is the maneuver damage inspection and repair program adequately identifying and
repairing damages that need corrective action?

2. What Percent of repairs/corrective actions completed within 30 days from the date
that damages were identified?

3. What is the Ratio of estimated current to undisturbed soil loss rate (tons/acre/year)
across Fort Polk training lands?

4. Are maneuver damages corrected within reasonable time periods?

3.6.6 Maneuver Damage Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Maneuver Damage program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red,
Amber, or Green performance standard. Trend data is used to show progress of specific aspects
of the Maneuver Damage Program. The following performance standards apply to the
performance indicators listed above:
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Maneuver Damage Program Performance

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Is the maneuver damage inspection and
repair program adequately identifying and
repairing damages that need corrective action?

a) GREEN: 100% areas inspected
b) AMBER: 80- 90% areas inspected
c) RED: <80 % areas inspected

2. Percent of repairs/corrective actions
completed within 30 days from the date that
damages were identified

a) GREEN: > 75% completed in 30 days
b) AMBER: 50- 75% completed in 30 days
¢) RED: <50% completed in 30 days

3. Ratio of estimated current to undisturbed
soil loss rate (tons/acre/year) across Fort Polk
training lands

a) GREEN: > 80% of training lands have a current:
undisturbed soil loss (C:U) ratio < 1.20 and > 90% of
training lands have a C:U ration < 1.55

b) AMBER: <80% of training lands have C:U ratio <
1.20, or <90% of training lands have a C:U ration <
1.55; and > 60% of training lands have C:U ratio <
1.20, and > 80% of subwatersheds have a C:U < 1.55.

c) RED: <60% of training lands have a C:U ratio <
1.20; or < 80% of training lands have a C:U ratio< 1.55

Program Overall Performance

a) GREEN: Green on 2-3 indicators and no less than
Amber on 1 out of 3 indicators

b) AMBER: Green on one indicator with two amber,
or amber for 3 indicators, or green on 2 indicators with
one red

¢) RED: Red on one of 3, with 2 amber; 2 red with
one amber; or 3 red

3.6.7 Maneuver Damage Program Annual Performance Review

The Maneuver Damage Repair program’s overall performance evaluation for 2011 is
Green based on all three performance indicators. The specific results for each performance

indicator are listed below:
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Maneuver Damage Program Performance Metrics

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Is the maneuver damage 100% of all areas requiring GREEN
inspection and repair program inspection were completed
adequately identifying and
repairing damages that need
corrective action?
2. Percent of repairs/corrective  |Corrective actions and repairs GREEN
actions completed within 30 days |were completed within the
from the date that damages were (specified time frame.
identified
3. Ratio of estimated currentto  |Landscape level analysis indicates |GREEN
undisturbed soil loss rate no large scale increases in soil
(tons/acre/year) across Fort Polk |loss.
training lands
Program Overall Performance:  |GREEN GREEN

For the 2011 fiscal year, the Maneuver Damage Program received a Green rating for all
three metrics and Green for the overall Program Performance.
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SECTION 4
NATURAL RESOURCES
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4.1 Forest Management

Fort Polk’s Natural Resources Management Branch (NRMB) has a well-established
program for managing forested ecosystems at Fort Polk, including insect and disease prevention
and control, timber production, prescribed burning, wildfire suppression, and habitat
enhancement for the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW). The program is operated in accordance
with the Forest Management Plan, the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, and AR
200-1. This process involves a regulatory inventory of forest resources to develop management
activities that both improve the quality of the forest and support the mission of Fort Polk.

The primary timber harvested on Fort Polk is loblolly pine. Other species harvested in
lesser quantities include longleaf pine, southern red oak, and post oak. Selective harvesting and
other silvicultural practices promote habitat maintenance for a variety of wildlife species
including the RCW.

There are approximately 100,000 acres of forest on Fort Polk and Peason Ridge that are
managed through a compartment prescription process. This process involves an inventory of
forest resources to develop management activities that both improve the quality of the forest and
support the mission of Fort Polk.

Together, Fort Polk and Peason Ridge are divided into 60 compartments, 41 at Fort Polk
and 19 at Peason Ridge. Compartments range in size from 1,200 to 1,600 acres. Each of these
compartments is further subdivided into forest stands with similar species, size classes, and
stockings. Each compartment is managed with a compartment prescription process that is
drafted by NRMB. Compartments are inventoried and prescriptions are updated on a 10-year
cycle. Each compartment prescription evaluates the effects that its management practices will
have on erosion, wildlife, endangered species, air quality, archeological resources, recreation,
aesthetics, and ecosystem management. Additionally, the compartment prescriptions include
specifications for harvests, burn cycles, cultural resources requirements, endangered species
requirements, soil and water protection, and wildfire control. The results are carefully examined
to determine the course of action necessary to ensure sound forest management practices.
Finally, all data are summarized into a compartment prescription which is reviewed and
approved by a staff specialist within the ENRMD prior to implementation. Complete forest
inventory data is maintained in the ENRMD’s geographical information system (GIS). Timber
harvest occurs in a maximum of six compartments per year.

All timber sales are administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth
District. All timber sales are sold to the highest bidder at a public bid opening. The successful
bidder receives a contract to harvest timber for a one-year period in the stands selected for
harvest. The NRMB coordinates access to the timber sales through the Fort Polk Range Control.
An average of 1,611 acres of timber is harvested annually on the installation. This represents
about 1.6% of the total managed forest acreage on the installation.

There have been 84 timber sales on Fort Polk since 1994. The amount of pine sawtimber
harvested has ranged from a high of 4,294 million board feet (MBF) in 1996 to a low of 1,001
MBF in 2007. The pine pulpwood harvest in cords has ranged from a low of 1,790 in 2008 to a
high of 13,138 in 2004. The average pine sawtimber harvest is 2,863 MBF and 4,546 cords of
pulpwood per year. Hardwood harvest is conducted to aid in habitat management for the RCW.
Harvest of hardwood timber has ranged from zero to 127 MBF and zero to 1,540 cords per year.
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Revenue generated from timber sales on the installation sustains forest management
operations on Fort Polk. The average annual revenue from timber harvests on the installation is
$963,548. Forest management activities on the installation are self-sufficient as a result of
timber harvest revenues. Public Law 99-561 mandates that 40 percent of the net profit be
returned to the Louisiana State Treasury, who in return, redistributes these dollars to local parish
school boards and police juries from which the timber is harvested. These parishes include
Sabine, Natchitoches, and VVernon. Returns are based on the amount of acres each parish has on
the installation. In FY11, a total of $36,000 was returned to local parishes.

TABLE 4.1-1
TIMBER HARVEST
PINE HARDWOODS
FISCAL| SAWTIMBER | PULPWOOD |  POLK | PEASON [TOTAL| ..\ = |SAWTIMBER| PULPWOOD

YEAR (MBF) (CORDS) | ACRES | ACRES |ACRES (MBF) (CORDS)
1992 3517 6,627 - - - $736,568 0 0
1993 3,346 7,676 1,027 1205 | 2232 | $735,329 0 10
1994 2,852 3,929 1,078 384 1,462 | $753511 0 901
1995 2,704 5,561 681 841 1522 | $856,653 0 329
1996 4,294 5,548 867 662 1,529 | $1,271,558 5 73
1997 2,243 2,050 1,190 413 1,603 | $841,753 0 197
1998 2,953 4,312 203 65 268 | $1,254,726 0 122
1999 2,374 3,650 887 344 1,231 | $876,245 0 0
2000 2,430 4,376 420 504 924 | $898,956 0 195
2001 3,329 3,948 1,127 328 1,455 | $1,062,457 0 102
2002 2,756 4,201 1,648 200 1,848 | $1,121,659 0 345
2003 2,998 3,564 1,850 0 1,850 | $1,213,671 0 245
2004 4,114 13,138 251 4267 | 4518 | $1,307,104 127 1540
2005 2,215 3,885 1,644 772 2,416 | $1,130,078 0 257
2006 2,232 3,790 1,492 439 1,931 | $773,709 0 106
2007 1,001 3,022 1,600 0 1,600 | $1,091,987 0 0
2008 3,022 1,790 1,051 0 1,051 | $1,300,000 0 0
2009 3,661 4,657 844 421 1,265 | $631,000 0 0
2010 2,268 2,224 666 365 1,031 | $699,000 0 0
2011 2,945 2,969 748 119 867 | $715,000 0 0
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FIGURE 4.1-1

FIGURE 4.1-2
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4.2 Prescribed Burning

Fort Polk’s Natural Resources Management Branch (NRMB) is responsible for forest
management activities on military training land owned and used by the Army at Fort Polk.
NRMB manages approximately 100,000 acres of forest on Army-owned property at Fort Polk
and Peason Ridge. Much of this acreage is longleaf pine forest.

The longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) ecosystem is the dominant vegetation type over much
of Fort Polk and Peason Ridge. The longleaf pine forest is a “fire climax” ecosystem that is
dependent upon fire to maintain itself. Healthy longleaf pine habitat is critical to recovery efforts
for the red-cockaded woodpecker, which is on the federal endangered species list.

Prescribed burning is the most important forest management tool used by NRMB. The
Army has been conducting prescribed burning on Fort Polk since the 1950s. Records on
prescribed burning have been maintained since 1995. Prescribed burning is conducted in
accordance with guidelines established by the U.S. Forest Service and the Louisiana Office of
Forestry (LOF). NRMB personnel have attended prescribed burning school, smoke management
school, and have received instruction on forest fire tractor and plow operation training. The LOF
has certified several NRMB personnel as prescribed burners.

Prescribed burning can be accomplished only under limited weather conditions. Weather
criteria considered include surface winds, air temperature, smoke transport winds, relative
humidity, fuel loading, number of days since last rainfall, and the amount of fuel moisture.
Burns are conducted on days when no training is scheduled. Opportunities for prescribed
burning are constrained by military training activities and appropriate weather conditions.

Forest compartments dominated by longleaf pine are subjected to prescribed burning on a
2-year rotation (each compartment is burned every other year). Forest compartments dominated
by other types of vegetation are burned on a 3-year rotation.

Annual goals for prescribed burning on Fort Polk and Peason Ridge range from
approximately 23,000 acres to 40,000 acres, depending on which compartments are scheduled to
receive treatment in a given year. An annual average of 22,349 acres has actually been treated
with prescribed burning from 1996 to 2011. Additional acreage has been burned by wildfires.
Prescribed burns typically do not cover 100% of the land area inside the compartment receiving
treatment. Acreages shown in Table 3.4-1 do not consider these unburned portions. NRMB
currently maps the number of acres burned during each prescribed burning event using a
combination of global positioning system (GPS) and geographic information system (GIS)
technology.
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Acres

TABLE 4.2-1
PRESCRIBED BURNING
FORTPOLK| FORTPOLK | TEASON | PEASON
FISCAL RIDGE RIDGE
GOAL ACTUAL
YEAR | oRES) R GOAL ACTUAL
(ACRES) | (ACRES)
1996 22,428 15,949 5,016 5,671
1997 20,284 11,148 3,935 1421
1998 24,604 15,414 8,456 6,396
1999 19,083 7,417 11,289 3,719
2000 22,896 23627 14,637 3,130
2001 20,643 23516 9,734 7,835
2002 21,820 16,535 11135 7,084
2003 19317 2,650 12528 3,338
2004 28,207 28.207 7,236 7,236
2005 17,854 17,854 5,491 5,491
2006 23,100 14,008 14158 8,656
2007 17,614 12,747 13,161 7,397
2008 26,320 19153 13,959 8,436
2009 19,061 15,146 14390 9,778
2010 26,624 20,517 7,560 2718
2011 27,566 14252 18,953 10,634
FIGURE 4.2-1
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FIGURE 4.2-2
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4.3 Wildfire Control

Wildfires are a natural component of the local ecosystem at Fort Polk and play an
important role in enhancing the longleaf pine forest, which serves as habitat for the red-cockaded
woodpecker. Lightning is the most common natural cause of wildfires at Fort Polk. A variety of
man-made sources are also responsible for wildfires at the installation, including military
training activities, other types of accidental ignitions, and arson. Fort Polk’s Natural Resources
Management Branch (NRMB) is responsible for suppression of wildfires on the installation.
With the exception of wildfires occurring in impact zones, NRMB attempts to suppress all
wildfires that occur. Wildfires occurring in impact zones are allowed to burn due to the presence
of unexploded ordnance that would pose an extreme safety hazard to fire suppression personnel.
A firebreak system zone is maintained around impact zones to prevent the spread of wildfires
that occur in impact zones.

NRMB also collects and maintains data on wildfires that occur. Data has been
maintained since 1994. Until 1999, data on wildfires occurring in the U.S. Forest Service
Intensive Use Area (IUA) was compiled with data from wildfires occurring on Army-owned
land. In 2001, NRMB began collecting data on wildfires occurring in the Limited Use Area
(LUA). NRMB records data, including size and cause of each fire, on a Forest Fire Report
Form.

Causes of wildfires have been divided into three categories: military training, arson, and
unknown. Records of fires caused by lightning have historically not been kept. An average of
71 wildfires per year has occurred on Fort Polk since 1994. During this time period, wildfires
have burned an average of 1,202 acres per year. An average of 20 wildfires per year has
occurred at Peason Ridge since 1994. Wildfires at Peason Ridge have burned an average of 968
acres per year. Based on these data, individual wildfires at Fort Polk have burned an average of
17 acres each and individual wildfires at Peason Ridge have burned an average of 48 acres.

Over 84% of the wildfires on Fort Polk and Peason Ridge have been caused by military
training activities. Beginning in 1997, the NRMB began to keep more detailed records on the
causes of military-related wildfires including the specific ignition source (live-firing,
pyrotechnics, etc.) and the type of military unit causing the fire. The number of fires started by
military training activities on Fort Polk has varied from as low as 32 in 2004 to a high of 95 in
2006. At Peason Ridge, the number of military training activity fires has ranged from 0 in 1995
to 44 in 1998.

Unknown sources have accounted for 11.6% of the fires on Fort Polk and 11.3% of the
fires at Peason Ridge between 1994 and 2011. The highest number of fires attributed to
unknown sources occurred in 1999 at both Fort Polk (45 fires) and Peason Ridge (21 fires).
During this time period, 5.0% and 2.3% of the wildfires occurring on Fort Polk and Peason
Ridge, respectively, were attributed to arson. The largest arson-related fire on Fort Polk
occurred in December 1993 and burned 500 acres. The largest arson-related fire on Peason
Ridge burned 38 acres in January 1994. The number of arson-related fires on Fort Polk has
ranged from a low of 0 in 2004 and 2005 to a high of 8 in 1996. Only 8 arson-related fires have
occurred in the past 17 years at Peason Ridge. Since 1994, over 50% of the acreage burned on
Fort Polk occurred between the months of January and April. The majority of these fires occur
in the months of February and March. Fires occurring during these months typically account for
about 30% of the total acreage burned on the installation.
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TABLE 4.3-1
WILDFIRES
FORT POLK
NUMBER OF WILDFIRES ACRES BURNED
FISCAL
YEAR [TOTAL [ ARSON [UNKNOWN |TRAINING AB%;E'\?;)E ARSON |[UNKNOWN| TRAINING
1994 70 3 4 63 1600 1 186 1413
1995 88 7 7 74 1190 111 19 1060
1996 104 8 6 90 2335 175 246 1914
1997 41 2 4 35 1274 12 143 1119
1998 46 4 5 37 802 14 66 722
1999 107 7 45 55 1786 168 547 1071
2000 97 7 0 0 1589 26 0 1563
2001 95 6 2 87 1139 101 10 1028
2002 102 4 11 87 2361 365 581 1415
2003 47 1 2 44 445 1 60 384
2004 39 0 7 32 457 0 29 428
2005 65 0 6 59 672 0 38 634
2006 105 4 6 95 1537 7 21 1509
2007 56 3 8 45 869 10 548 311
2008 55 0 12 43 860 0 146 714
2009 44 0 6 38 362 0 5 357
2010 54 0 8 46 569 0 66 503
2011 66 1 10 50 1795 3 88 1690
FIGURE 4.3-1
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FIGURE 4.3-2
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TABLE 4.3-2
WILDFIRES
PEASON RIDGE
NUMBER OF WILDFIRES ACRES BURNED
FISCAL

YEAR | TOTAL | ARSON |UNKNOWN [ TRAINING ';CU';E,\’IO‘;DE ARSON |[UNKNOWN | TRAINING
1994 8 2 1 5 321 38 5 278
1995 1 1 0 0 3 3 0 0
1996 18 0 3 15 1059 0 481 578
1997 20 0 1 19 865 0 2 863
1998 47 0 3 44 4864 0 47 4817
1999 40 1 21 18 1160 10 918 232
2000 33 1 0 32 1176 1 0 1175
2001 8 0 0 8 209 0 0 209
2002 34 2 3 29 850 1 20 829
2003 19 0 2 17 575 0 8 567
2004 25 0 0 25 712 0 0 712
2005 24 0 2 22 1122 0 25 1097
2006 12 0 0 12 470 0 0 470
2007 13 0 0 13 194 0 0 194
2008 4 0 0 4 77 0 0 77
2009 5 0 0 5 846 0 0 846
2010 10 0 3 7 529 0 73 456
2011 40 1 2 36 2400 20 2 2359
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FIGURE 4.3-3
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4.4 ITAM Restoration

The Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM) program is the Army’s
comprehensive approach to land management and is a core component of the Army’s
Sustainable Range Program (SRP) established in AR 350-19. “The SRP is the Army’s approach
for improving the way in which it designs, manages and uses its ranges to ensure long-term
sustainability.

The ITAM program is responsible for maintaining the land to help the Army to meet its
training requirement. This requires understanding and balancing Army Training requirements
with the capability to manage and maintain training land by integrating mission requirement with
environmental requirements and sound land management practices. The four components of the
ITAM program are:

e Training Requirements Integration (TRI),

e Land Rehabilitation and Maintenance (LRAM),

e Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

e Range and Training Land Assessment (RTLA), and
e Sustainable Range Awareness (SRA).

These components combine to provide the means to understand how the army’s training
requirements impact land management practices, what the impact of training is on the land, how
to mitigate and repair the impact, and communicate the ITAM message to soldiers and the
public. Fort Polk training lands include a combination of Army fee-owned lands and lands
owned by the US Forest Service (USFS). The Army utilizes USFS lands via a Special Use
Permit Agreement (SUPA) and under provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) documents related to Army use and training activities on these lands.

In addition to Army owned land, Fort Polk is responsible for implementation/installation
of soil conserving mitigation and repair measures designed to meet the provisions of the SUPA
with the USFS. Provisions of land use agreements are stringent and require comprehensive,
innovative, and unique approaches to mitigation and land management. These activities are
essential for sustaining a training base adequate to meet mission requirements and for providing
natural resources stewardship on training lands.
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SECTION 5
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
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5.1 Wastewater

5.1.1 Wastewater Program Description

Fort Polk’s Wastewater treatment is provided by American Water Operations and
Maintenance Inc. which owns and operates the North Fort Wastewater Treatment Plant,
the South Fort Wastewater Treatment Plant, Peason Ridge treatment system, and Toledo
Bend Recreation Area treatment system. These systems are owned and operated by
American Water Operations and Maintenance for the exclusive benefit of Fort Polk.

The North Fort Wastewater Treatment Plant (NFWWTP) is a conventional
wastewater treatment plant with a rated capacity of 1.4 million gallons per day. The
NFWWTP uses Clarification, trickling filters, extended aeration basins, chlorination, and
dechlorination to provide treatment.

The South Fort Wastewater Treatment Plant (SFWWTP) is a conventional
wastewater treatment plant with a rated capacity of 3.8 million gallons per day. The
SFWWTP uses clarification, trickling filters, chlorination, and a unique overland
pond/baygall system to provide tertiary treatment. The overland pond/baygall system
consists of approximately 80 acres of facultative polishing ponds and an overland flow
effluent distribution system that discharges effluent to small, natural drainage channels
called baygalls.

The Toledo Bend Recreation Area Wastewater Treatment System is an oxidation
pond system with a rated capacity of 25,000 gallons per day. This treatment system uses
a two stage oxidation pond, chlorination, and dechlorination to provide treatment.

The Peason Ridge Wastewater Treatment System is an oxidation pond system
with a rated capacity of 2,500 gallons per day. This system uses a three stage oxidation
pond for treatment.

5.1.2 Wastewater Program Background

The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) assumed primacy
over the state’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) in 1996. In
accordance with the Clean Water Act, Fort Polk obtained LPDES permits for the
NFWWTP, permit #LA0032239; and SFWWTP, permit #LA0032221. In addition, two
small treatment systems, Peason Ridge Cantonment Area, LPDES permit #LAG530578;
and Toledo Bend, permit #LAG540754, were authorized under general permits issued by
LDEQ and EPA.

Historically, Fort Polk operated the supporting wastewater treatment plants. On
February 1, 2009, American Water Operations and Maintenance Inc. assumed ownership
and operational responsibility for wastewater treatment plants.
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TABLE 5.1-1
WASTEWATER
NFWWTP SFWWTP COMBINED
TOTAL AVERAGE DAILY TOTAL AVERAGE DAILY TOTAL AVERAGE DAILY
YEAR DISCHARGE DISCHARGE DISCHARGE DISCHARGE DISCHARGE DISCHARGE
(million gallons) (MGD) (million gallons) (MGD) (million gallons) (MGD)
1992 223.742 0.613 1,042.706 2.86 1,266.448 3.470
1993 192.710 0.528 841.054 2.30 1,033.764 2.832
1994 193.129 0.529 669.473 1.83 862.602 2.363
1995 142.691 0.391 583.756 1.60 726.447 1.990
1996 125.724 0.344 547.263 1.50 672.987 1.844
1997 192.715 0.528 734.385 2.01 927.100 2.540
1998 278.109 0.762 797.033 2.18 1,075.142 2.946
1999 234.043 0.641 695.480 191 929.523 2.547
2000 125.558 0.344 636.560 174 762.118 2.088
2001 231.270 0.634 543.920 1.49 775.190 2.124
2002 262.049 0.718 412.419 113 674.468 1.848
2003 195.566 0.536 255.700 0.70 450.896 1.235
2004 183.962 0.504 488.473 1.34 672.435 1.842
2005 256.911 0.704 342.617 0.94 599.528 1.643
2006 384.178 1.053 551.173 151 935.351 2.563
2007 342.005 0.937 513.143 141 631.104 2.343
2008 179.538 0.492 277.581 0.76 457.119 1.252
2009 138.412 0.379 457477 1.25 595.889 1.633
2010 119.952 0.329 338.318 0.93 458.270 1.256
2011 119.360 0.327 305.200 0.84 424.560 1.163
FIGURE 5.1-1

AVERAGE DAILY WASTEWATER DISCHARGE
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5.1.3 Wastewater Program Requirements

The wastewater treatment facilities were privatized February 1, 2009. Therefore,
Fort Polk no longer has regulatory responsibility or liability for these facilities and does
not have control over their operation.
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5.2 Storm Water Protection

5.2.1 Storm Water Protection Program Description

According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), storm water runoff is
our most common cause of water pollution. Storm water becomes polluted when rainfall
runs off of streets, lawns, construction and industrial activities and picks up fertilizers,
dirt, pesticides, oil and grease, and many other pollutants on its way to our rivers, lakes,
and coastal waters.

Fort Polk has a separate storm sewer system that receives, collects, and conveys
storm water run-off to area streams and lakes without benefit of treatment. Because the
storm water is discharged without treatment, it is crucial that we take a proactive
approach to prevent releases of pollutants into the environment that can be potentially
carried by storm water.

5.2.2 Storm Water Protection Program Background

In 1987, amendments to the Clean Water Act allowed EPA to issue permits for
storm water discharges. In 1990, EPA developed the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Storm Water regulations for municipal and industrial discharges.
General permits for industrial discharges and construction activities disturbing 5 acres or
more of land were issued by the EPA in 1992-93. In 1996, the NPDES Program was
delegated to authorized states to administer the program. The General Permit for Small
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems was issued in 1999. The Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) has regulatory primacy over Fort Polk;
functions of LDEQ include issuing permits, providing compliance assistance, conducting
inspections and enforcement actions for Fort Polk.

5.2.3 Storm Water Protection Program Requirements

a. Industrial Storm Water Permit Compliance: Fort Polk’s Compliance
Management Branch manages the installation’s Louisiana Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP) for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Industrial Activities Permit #LARO5N120 effective on 31 August 2011.
This is a regulatory requirement of 40 CFR 122.26 and LAC 33:1X.2511.B.14.a-i. and k.
The permit is valid for five years. Fort Polk’s Agency Interest Number is 8994.

The installation is currently in year one of the newly re-issued five year permit.
The permit was administratively reissued by LDEQ in 2011. The following table
represents activity inspections, discharge monitoring and analytical testing for each of the
five years covered by current the permit:
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Current 5 Year |Quarterly/Annual Visual Analytical
Permit Inspections Monitoring | Monitoring
(2011-2015) Required Required Required

Year 1 (2011) v v

Year 2 (2012) 3 | V

Year 3 (2013) v v

Year 4 (2014) v v V

Year 5 (2015) 3 v

The MSGP permit requires preparation and maintenance of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3). This plan documents the industrial activities on the
installation and includes activity descriptions, industrial sector designations, best
management practices (operational and structural controls) for storm water pollution
prevention, activity inspections, and laboratory results from collected storm water
discharge samples, compliance reports, discharge monitoring reports, and standard
operating procedures for the program and plan.

Industrial activities identified on Fort Polk include recycling facilities, bulk fuel
operations, air transportation, and non-commercial hazardous waste treatment, storage or
disposal facilities. The SWP3 currently identifies the following industrial activities and
sectors:

. .. .. Sample
Industrial ACtIVIty Industrial Sector Activity/ . Points
Location Company/Unit )
DRMO N-Scrap Recycling Civilian #1
ASP N-Scrap Recycling Northup Grumman #4
K-Non-commercial
Hazardous Waste 705th EOD
OB/OD ’ #5
Treatment, Storage, or (83rd CHEM)
Disposal
HAZMART N-Scrap Recycling URS #6
ORION
South Fort Airfield S-Air Transportation CSC #7
Sikorsky
8300 Block N-Scrap Recycling Red River #8
URS
h Fort Bulk Fuel P-Bulk Fueli
Soutl orF ulk Fue u _ue ing LBM/DST 49
Site Operations
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The MSGP permit also requires training to be provided to industrial activity
personnel and the sample collection team. In addition, storm water training covering
construction permitting and BMPs and Low Impact Design were prepared and presented
to several audiences. All permit required training is captured in the SWP3.

o Personnel
Training Topic Organization Date Location Trained
Industrial/ Construction . Conference Room
CMB - ECST/ECC Checklist 10-Jan-11 7
Owerview ecKiis an Bldg. #2516
Industrial Storm Water .
Monitoring/ Collection Comphant_:e Managem_ent Branch (In 17-Feb-11 Rock Shop Bldg. o7
. . addition to Sampling Team) #2515
(Permit Required)
Permitted Industrial Activities
DRMO 23-Feb-11 On-site 4
ASP 11-Feb-11 On-site 5
Unit Deployed.
Training will be
OB/OD Deployed .
ploy provided upon -
return in 2012.
Industrial Storm Water HAZMART 17-Feb-11 CMlB7 :;'”2'81910” 1
Permit Require
(Permit Requirec) Airfield _ K and Associates 25-Feb-11 On-site
Airfield - ORION 25-Feb-11 On-site 10
Airfield - Sikorsky 8-Mar-11 On-site
8300 Block - URS 9&10 Feb 11 On-site 1
. CMB Training on
8300 Block - Red R 17-Feb-11 18
ocK-Rea Rver ¢ 17 Feb 2011
SF Bulk Fuel Site 23-Feb-11 On-site 3
Outreach/Education/Certification
Permitting.
Construction/MSGP/MS4 USACOE/DPW/Picerne/CMB/Conservation Training Bldg.
15-Apr-11 20
Branch #2521
LID.
438 EISA/DOD/DOA
Storm Water Construction Rock Shop Bldg.
USACOE 14-Sep-11 12
Permitting/SWP3s/ BMPs °p #2515
StormWater 5 Year Inspector Core Storm Water Team Certification for \’I\Ivaattlzr?rasitr?i;m
N pe construction, industrial and MS4 activity |27-29 Sep 11 o g 6
Certification . . . Center (Pineville,
inspections and SWP3 preparation LA)
Gillware Software Training for
Storm Water BMP Tracking Core Storm Water Team 3? lN(c?\c/t 11 ENRN;ES?Idg' # 6
and Report Generation
Total Training Attendance ~120

b. Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit and Upcoming
Compliance Requirements:

Starting in 2012, the Installation will be covered under the Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit #GEN20110002 under the Louisiana
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. This permit and program will take the place of
the unpermitted IMOP program. The small MS4 permit is a five year permit which
authorizes discharges from municipal storm water collection systems and requires
generation and implementation of a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP). The
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SWMP will outline the selection, implementation, and tracking of six (6) minimum
control measures (MCMs) required under the small MS4 permit. Each MCM includes
multiple subsets of best management practices (BMPs) that are tracked and reported to
LDEQ annually. A summary of the MCMs and BMP subsets that will be implemented
over the next five years include:

(1) Public Education and Outreach on Storm Water Impacts — Training,
brochures, informational posters and newspaper articles will be prepared and
distributed to target audiences. The initiative will be developed, implemented
and tracked for the duration of the permit.

(2) Public Involvement/Participation — A public reporting hotline will be
implemented and maintained, activities will be developed for public
participation projects and progress of initiatives will be briefed to the
Environmental Quality Control Committee.

(3) Hlicit discharge Detection and Elimination — Illicit discharge reports and
assessments will be actively tracked in the cantonment area using a storm
water system map that delineates urbanized areas where there is a higher
potential for polluted storm water run-off. Annual updates to the installation’s
Spill Prevention Countermeasures and Control Plan will be documented and
the JRTC and Fort Polk 200-1 Regulation will be enforced by the core Storm
Water Team.

(4) Construction Site Storm Water Run-off Control — Pre-construction activity
reviews will be conducted via the NEPA process to determine impacts to
storm water and surface water quality. Additionally, a comprehensive
construction activity assessment program will be used to track construction
storm water permit compliance.

(5) Post-Construction Storm Water Management in New Development and
Redevelopment — There is currently a landscape code being developed for
inclusion into the Installation Design Guide that outlines requirements for
returning hydrology to pre-construction conditions. Also, construction site
stabilization, as described in construction storm water permits, will be verified
by the core Storm Water Team.

(6) Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping for Municipal Operations —
ENRMD will provide training for select DPW personnel that are tasked with
maintaining the installation’s conveyance system. There will also be an SOP
generated that addresses disposal of wastes removed from the MS4 system. In
addition, an installation wide survey will be conducted to capture all
municipal operations occurring within the cantonment area; this information
will be used to develop operation specific BMPs for storm water pollution
prevention.
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c. Installation Monitoring and Outreach Plan (IMOP): The IMOP focus areas
include both storm water and surface water quality. Construction, storm water and
surface water protection assessments and education initiatives are encompassed under the
IMOP. This program and plan will be phased out by the close of 2011 and be replaced
by the Small MS4 permit. Below are some of the on-going activities that can potentially
impact storm water:

1. Construction. Construction site operators/contractors are required to obtain
storm water discharge permits and to prepare and implement site-specific Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plans (SWP3) in accordance with the Louisiana Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (LPDES) general storm water permits for small (1-4.9 acres) and
large (5 acres or more) construction activities. The contractor monitors construction
activities and takes measures to prevent storm water pollution as mandated in the general
construction permit(s) and records this information in the SWP3.

2. Separate Storm Sewer System (S4) Protection. ENRMD also tracks
maintenance and improvements to storm sewer systems and also establishes policy for
storm water discharges at non-permitted activities such as BMPs implemented by
construction activities less than one acre, discharges of super chlorinated water, and other
activities that could potentially expose storm water run-off to contaminants.

3. Outreach and Education. Initiatives to promote storm water and water
quality awareness are prepared for special events, planned outreach activities or on an “as
needed” basis. Awareness initiatives for 2011 included handouts, seminars, presentations
and training.

5.2.4 Storm Water Protection Annual Program Developments

a. SWP3/Program Update. The SWP3 and associated SOPs have been updated
to reflect the changes outlined in the newly issued industrial MSGP permit.
Significant changes in the newly issued permit include:

1. One of the four quarterly storm water BMPs inspections will be conducted
when there is observable storm water run-off from the activity. Inspection
documentation will include rainfall data and run-off coefficient
calculations.

2. Storm water benchmark values will now be dependent upon receiving
water hardness values for cadmium, copper, lead, zinc, silver and nickel.

3. A contingency plan of action for missed storm water sampling events due
to adverse weather and/or unusual rainfall amounts must be developed.

4. An EPA developed form will be used to conduct the annual
comprehensive site inspections.

5. A .10 inch of rainfall is no longer a requirement for sampling/monitoring
storm water. Sampling/monitoring will commence upon observance of
storm water run-off.
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b. IMOP Annual Update and Plan Developments. There have been no
significant changes to the IMOP plan. Construction assessments completed
are documented and posted to the ENRMD shared drive.

The following activities were conducted in support of the IMOP and in
preparation of the upcoming Small MS4 permit:

1. Construction Activities:
a. Sixty Seven (67) Construction BMPs assessments and SWP3 reviews were
conducted in the cantonment area of the installation.

2. S4 Protection:
a. A GIS audit of storm water conveyances and major outfalls covering the
cantonment area were mapped for review.
b. Attended sixty one (61) construction design charrettes to serve as ENRMD’s
SME for:

Construction storm water permitting

Acrticle 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act concerning the
retention of pre-construction site hydrology upon completion of
construction activities and/or land improvements

3. Outreach and Education:

a

b.
C.

525

Participated and provided storm water information for the Safety Day

event.

Prepared and facilitated a Low Impact Development Seminar.

Provided project oversight for a low impact development pilot project on

the Installation (ongoing).

Provided construction training for construction site Quality Assurance

Personnel.

Environmental/storm water information brochures provided to

construction activity personnel, design charrette meeting attendees, and as

handouts for the ECO training course:

i. Construction brochures outlining requirements for storm water
permitting were distributed at each design charrette or pre-construction
meeting attended

ii. Contractor environmental information brochures which provide
information and requirements concerning the Environmental Division
were distributed at each charrette or pre-construction meeting
attended.

Storm Water Program Audits

Permitted industrial storm water activities at Fort Polk were inspected as part of
the installation-wide EPAS assessment conducted by The Army Environmental
Command on 27-30 June 2011. No industrial storm water findings were identified during
the EPAS assessment.
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5.2.6 Storm Water Protection Program Performance Indicators

Percent of permit required storm water samples collected/monitored
Percent of analytical parameters tested

Percent of permit required inspections performed

Industrial storm water permit currently active

Management Plans and required SOPs reviewed and updated
Percent of industrial activities that received storm water pollution
prevention training.

OOl WDN PP

5.2.7 Storm Water Protection Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the
performance indicators. Each storm water program performance indicator is evaluated
based on a Red, Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator
provides program trend data or tables.

The following table outlines the performance standards as they apply to the
performance indicators listed above:

Storm Water Protection Program Performance

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Percent of permit required storm water a) GREEN: 100-95%
samples collected/monitored b) AMBER: 94-90%

c) RED:89% or less
2. Percent of analytical parameters tested a) GREEN: 100-95%
b) AMBER: 94-90%
c) RED:89% or less
3. Percent of permit required inspections a) GREEN: 100-95%

performed b) AMBER: 94-90%

c) RED:89% or less
4. Industrial storm water permit currently a) GREEN: Yes
active? c) RED:No

5. Management Plans and required SOPs a) GREEN: management plans reviewed and updated
reviewed and updated

b) AMBER: management plans reviewed but not updated
c) RED: management plans not reviewed or updated
6. Industrial Activities that received storm a) GREEN:100-95%

water pollution prevention training b) AMBER: 94-90%
c) RED:89% or less
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: no more than 1 amber

b) AMBER: no more than 1 red
c) RED: more than 1 red

5.2.8 Storm Water Protection Program Performance Review

The Storm Water Protection Program evaluation for CY2011 is Green based on
the program overall performance indicator. There are 5 performance indicators rated
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GREEN, resulting in overall program rating of GREEN. The specific results for each
performance indicator are listed below:

Storm Water Protection Program Performance

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Percent of permit required 36 Required* / 36 GREEN
storm water samples Collected/Monitored*
collected/monitored for quarterly
qualifying storm events 100%
2. Percent of analytical 0 Required / 0 Tested Not required for CY 2011

parameters tested
3. Percent of permit required 40 Required / 40 Performed GREEN
inspections performed

4. Industrial storm water permit | Yes GREEN
currently active?

5. Management Plans and 1 Plan; 1 SOP Reviewed GREEN
required SOPs reviewed and

updated 1 Plan; 1 SOP Updated

6. Industrial Activities that 10 Required GREEN
received storm water pollution

prevention training 10 Trained

Program Overall Performance GREEN
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5.3 Surface Water Quality

5.3.1 Surface Water Quality Program Description

The Fort Polk Surface Water Quality Program provides the background and
guidance needed to assess and manage the quality of streams on the installation. This is
required to ensure compliance and protection of the surface water resources at Fort Polk.
Water quality standards are the foundation of the program and are based on the Clean
Water Act and the Louisiana Administrative Code (LAC) Title 33, Chapter 11. These
regulations provide water quality standards for a water body, as designated by its uses
(e.g. primary contact recreation, secondary contact recreation, fish and wildlife
propagation, etc.). Other regulatory drivers for the Fort Polk Surface Water Quality
Program include:

1. The Unified Federal Policy for a Watershed Approach to Federal Land and
Resource Management, found in 65 CFR 62565-62572 provides a framework for
a watershed approach to Federal land and resource management activities.

2. AR 200-1 mandates the development and implementation of plans to ensure a
level of water quality that supports “the propagation of fish, shellfish, and
wildlife; recreation in an on the water; and protection of drinking water sources.”

FIGURE 5.3-1
FORT POLK WATERSHEDS
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FIGURE 5.3-2
PEASON RIDGE WATERSHEDS
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5.3.2 Surface Water Quality Program Background

A watershed is defined by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as the
area of land where all of the water that is under it or drains off of it goes into the same
place. Watersheds come in all shapes and sizes. Different categories or sizes of
watersheds are used when discussing Fort Polk waterways and the areas draining into
them. These are named from the smallest to the largest areas as: (1) Fort Polk
streams/watersheds, (2) State of Louisiana/EPA defined Subsegments, and (3) State of
Louisiana/EPA basins.

1. The smallest delineated watershed areas on Fort Polk represent perennial 1°
through 4™ order tributary streams. There are twenty-two (22) stream watersheds
on the “main post” (Figure 5.3-1) and eight (8) significant stream watersheds at
Peason Ridge (Figure 5.3-2). All streams on Fort Polk lands originate on Fort
Polk.

2. The watershed areas delineated by the State of Louisiana are called
“subsegments” and are identified using a six digit number. A subsegment may
include one or more Fort Polk stream watersheds.

3. The State of Louisiana also identifies the watershed basins into which each
subsegment flows. Fort Polk “main post” waterways flow into two basins, the
Sabine and Calcasieu. Peason Ridge waterways flow into three basins, the
Sabine, Calcasieu and Red.

Table 5.3-1 identifies all Fort Polk stream watersheds and the associated State
subsegments. Those streams which are grayed out in Table 5.3-1 are considered
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insignificant because of their size, location and/or lack of any perennial water bodies.
Based on the information presented in Table 5.3-1, there are fourteen (14) significant
streams within the Fort Polk Cantonment areas and six (6) significant streams on Peason
Ridge.

Historical water quality data for Fort Polk water bodies can be obtained from the
State of Louisiana, US Geological Survey (USGS) and the Texas Regional Institute for
Environmental Studies (TRIES, 1997). These studies generally show the water quality of
Fort Polk sampled streams meeting or exceeding state water quality standards, with little
or no negative impact from military training activities. Although minor impairments
have been documented for Six-Mile Creek, LDEQ lists the creek as a reference stream
which exhibits near pristine characteristics and has no man-made sources discharging
into it or contributing to its runoff.

5.3.3 Surface Water Quality Program Requirements

AR 200-1 requires installations to use a watershed management approach when
evaluating projects and programs which may impact the quality of water resources.
Requirements defined in AR 200-1, which relate to Fort Polk’s Surface Water Quality
Program include:

1. Initiate and maintain contact with Federal and State water regulators concerning
the process of setting Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and allocations for
water bodies located on or passing through Army installations.

2. Assess installation watershed impacts as appropriate, considering upstream and
downstream water quality data or other background levels, proximity to
potentially designated impaired waters, and any effects on mission activities.

3. Carry out Army activities consistent with EPA/State approved plans/strategies to
restore impaired or threatened water bodies to their designated use.
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Water . Louisiana Louisiana HUC
Body Fort Polk Stream Watershed eSS SR Defined e US(.BS HU.C Watershed
: Watershed Watershed . Cataloguing Unit .
Location Basin Region
Number
Fort Polk | 1. Big Creek
Fort Polk | 2. Mill Creek
Fort Polk | 3. Floctaw Creek Calcasieu River — LA-8 to 8080203 Lower
Fort Polk | 4. Burton Creek Rapides-Allen parish line 30102 Calcasieu | (Upper Calcasieu) | Mississippi
Whiskey Chitto Creek—
Headwaters to southern 8080204 Lower
Fort Polk | 5. Whiskey Chitto boundary of Fort Polk 30501 Calcasieu | (Whiskey Chitto) | Mississippi
Fort Polk | 6. Drakes Creek Whiskey Chitto Creek — from 8080204 Lower
Fort Polk | 7. Birds Creek southern boundary of Fort Polk 30502 Calcasieu | (Whiskey Chitto) | Mississippi
Fort Polk [ 8. West Fork Six Mile Creek | East & West Forks of Six Mile 8080204 Lower
Fort Polk | 9. East Fork Six Mile Creek Creek — headwaters to the 30503 Calcasieu | (Whiskey Chitto) | Mississippi
Fort Polk | 10. Ten Mile Creek 8080204 Lower
Fort Polk | 11. Thompson Creek Ten Mile Creek 30505 Calcasieu | (Whiskey Chitto) | Mississippi
Fort Polk | 12. Bundicks Creek
Fort Polk | 13. Hurricane Creek Bundicks Creek (Headwaters to 8080204 Lower
Fort Polk | 14. Black Creek Bundicks Lake) 30506 Calcasieu | (Whiskey Chitto) | Mississippi
Fort Polk | 15. Big Brushy Creek
Fort Polk | 16. Little Brushy Creek
Fort Polk | 17. Little Six Mile Creek Six Mile Creek — from the
Fort Polk [ 18. Spring Branch southern boundary of Fort Polk
Fort Polk | 19. Boggy Creek to entrance into Whiskey Chitto 8080204 Lower
Fort Polk | 20. Six Mile Creek Creek 30504 Calcasieu | (Whiskey Chitto) | Mississippi
Fort Polk | 21. Liberty Creek Bayou Anacoco (Anacoco Lake 12010005
Fort Polk | 22. Bayou Zourie to Cypress Creek) 110506 Sabine (Lower Sabine) Texas Gulf
Peason Calcasieu River — LA-8 to 8080203 Lower
Ridge 23. Comrade Creek Rapides-Allen parish line 30102 Calcasieu | (Upper Calcasieu) | Mississippi
11140207
Peason Bayou Kisatchie — Headwaters (Lower Red-Lake |Arkansas-
Ridge 24. Kisatchie Creek to Kisatchie National Forest 101102[Red latt) White-Red
Peason
Ridge 25. Lyles Creek
Peason Bayou Kisatchie —Kisatchie 11140207 (Lower | Arkansas-
Ridge 26. Sandy-Odom Creeks National Forest to Old River 101103 Red Red-Lake latt) White-Red
Peason Bayou Toro — Headwaters to LA| 12010005 (Lower
Ridge 27. Mill Creek HWY 473 110401 Sabine Sabine) Texas Gulf
Peason West Anacoco Creek 12010005 (Lower
Ridge 28. West Anacoco Creek (headwaters to Vernon Lake) 110501 Sabine Sabine) Texas Gulf
29. Martin -Prairie Creek(split
Peason between Subsegment 110505 12010005 (Lower
Ridge & 110502) Anacoco Lake 110505 Sabine Sabine) Texas Gulf
30. Martin -Prairie Creek (split
between Subsegment 110505 East Anacoco Creek
Peason & 110502) (headwaters to Vernon Lake) & 12010005 (Lower
Ridge 31. Dowden Creek Anacoco Lake 110502 Sabine Sabine) Texas Gulf

5.3.4 Surface Water Quality Annual Program Developments
LDEQ regulates water quality at Fort Polk under Louisiana Title 33, Part 1X-

Water Quality Regulations, Chapter 11. This regulation establishes water quality criteria
Non-point sources are the primary contaminant and/or

as well as use designations.
pollutant

sources

of concern

for surface

water

resources

at Fort Polk.

Contaminants/pollutants from diffuse, non-permitted sources may be transported by
storm water runoff into nearby surface waters. These may include, but are not limited to:
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materials from erosion; byproducts from wildlife or livestock; atmospheric fallout; and
training activities.

LDEQ reports the quality status of Louisiana waters via the 303(d) Integrated
Report following EPA's consolidated assessment and listing methodology. The 303(d)
report is submitted to EPA for their acceptance. Until the EPA accepts a 303(d) report it
is considered in draft form. At the time of this document writing, the 2006 303(d) report
has been accepted, the 2008 303(d) report has been accepted, and the 2010 303(d) report
has been submitted to the EPA as a final draft.

State monitoring data listed in the final draft 2010 303(d) report shows water
quality impairment for several subsegments crossing Fort Polk lands, which include:
030102, 030501, 030503, 110506, 030506, 101103, 110501, and 110505. Only those
streams in an impaired subsegment sharing the name of the subsegment are considered
impaired. As depicted in Figure 5.3-3 and listed in Table 5.3-2, LDEQ considers four (4)
of Fort Polk’s streams to be impaired. Included in the table are the designated usage
types for each impaired Fort Polk stream.

FIGURE 5.3-3
IMPAIRED STREAMS

Surface Water
Program Impaired
—
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TABLE 5.3-2
IMPAIRED STREAM INFORMATION
Louisiana
Water Subsegment 2006 303(d) Report 2008 303(d) Report 2010 303(d) Report
Body Fort Polk | Louisiana Subsegment | Watershed Impair- Impair- Impair -
Location | Stream Watershed Number Usage ment Suspected Reason Usage ment Suspected Reason Usage ment Suspected Reason
Whiskey Chitto Creek—
Headwaters to PCR*, PCR*, PCR*,
Whiskey | southern boundary of SCR, Fecal Wildlife Other than SCR, Fecal Wildlife Other than SCR, Fecal Wildlife Other than
Fort Polk |Chitto Fort Polk 30501 FWP | Coliform Waterfowl FWP | Coliform Waterfowl FWP | Coliform Waterfowl
(1) Naturally Occurring
Organic Acids,
Silviculture Plantation
Management; (2)
Natural Sources, On-
site treatment systems
East & West Forks of (Septic systems and
SixMile Creek — Naturally Occurring Naturally Occurring (1) Low | similar decentralized
East Fork headwaters to the PCR, Organic Acids, PCR, Organic Acids, PCR, pH, (2 systems), Sewage
SixMile southern boundary of SCR, Silviculture Plantation | SCR, Silviculture Plantation | SCR*, Fecal discharges in
Fort Polk |Creek Fort Polk 30503 FWP* | LowpH Management FWP* | LowpH Management FWP* | Coliform unsewered areas
(1) Source Unknown, (2)
(1) Lead, (1) Lead, Natural Sources, Natural Sources,
Bundicks Creek PCR, ) PCR, 2 Rangeland Grazing, PCR, Rangeland Grazing,
Bundicks (Headwaters to SCR, | Dissolved (1) &(2) Source SCR, |Dissolved | Silviculture Plantation | SCR, | Dissolved | Silviculture Plantation
Fort Polk | Creek Bundicks Lake) 30506 FWP* | Oxygen Unknown FWP* | Oxygen Management FWP* | Oxygen Management
(1) Fecal
Coliform, | (1) Managed Pasture
West West Anacoco Creek PCR*, 2 Grazing, (2) Managed PCR, Managed Pasture PCR, Managed Pasture
Peason |Anacoco | (headwaters to Vernon SCR, | Dissolved Pasture Grazing & SCR, | Dissolved Grazing, Natural SCR, | Dissolved Grazing, Natural
Ridge |Creek Lake) 110501 FWP* | Oxygen Natural Sources FWP* | Oxygen Sources FWP* | Oxygen Sources

(*) Impairment designation based on use support classification
PCR=Primary Contact Recreation; SCR=Secondary Contact Recreation; FWP=Fish & Wildlife Propagation; ONR=Outstanding Natural Resource; AGR=Agriculture
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Under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states must establish priority rankings for
all impaired waters. The law requires states to define Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for
these waters. A TMDL represents the maximum amount of a pollutant that can be released into a
waterbody without causing the waterbody to become impaired and/or violate state water quality
standards. Table 5.3-3 lists the current finalized TMDLs impacting waterbodies on Fort Polk
lands.

TABLE 5.3-3
TMDLs for Subsegments on Fort Polk Lands
Subsegment # TMDL Impairment Date TMDL Finalized
30506 Bundicks Creek Dissolved Lead 12/19/2003
30102 Calcasieu River Dissolved Lead 5/31/2002
030503, 030504 SixMile Creek Dissolved Lead 12/19/2003

(including East/West Forks)

West Anacoco Creek Watershed Biochemical Oxygen-

110501 TMDL Demanding qustances and 1/15/2008
Nutrients
30501 Draft Whiskey Chitto Creek TMDL Fecal Coliform Bacteria 3/7/2011

5.3.5 Surface Water Quality Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators were developed for the installation Surface Water Quality
Program based on known HQDA, IMCOM, and installation data requirements. Metrics and
requirements from HQDA Common Levels of Support (CLS), Installation Status Report (ISR),
Environmental Quality Reporting (EQR), and IMCOM Key Garrison Measures were used to
develop the program indicators and standards. The installation evaluates the performance of the
Fort Polk Surface Water Quality Program based the performance indicators and standards listed
in the following sections.

5.3.6 Surface Water Quality Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each performance indicator.
Evaluation of these indicators is based on a Red, Amber, or Green performance standard. Trend
data is used to show progress of specific aspects of the Surface Water Quality program. The
following performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:
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Surface Water Quality Program Performance
Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Number of Fort Polk Streams declared Trend Data
impaired in LDEQ's 303(d) list (no./yr)
2. Number of impairments listed against Fort | Trend Data
Polk streams in LDEQ's 303(d) list (no./yr)

3. Number of Louisiana subsegments on Fort | Trend Data
Polk declared impaired in LDEQ's 303(d) list
(no./yr)

4. Number of impairments listed against Trend Data
Louisiana subsegments on Fort Polk in
LDEQ's 303(d) list (no./yr)

5. Percent of Louisiana subsegments on Fort | Trend Data
Polk fully supporting its designated uses by use

6. Percent of Fort Polk streams fully a) GREEN: >75% attainment of designated uses
supporting all designated uses by type (# Fort |b) AMBER: >50% and <75% attainment of designated
Polk streams declared impaired/total number |uses

of Fort Polk streams) c) RED: <50% attainment of designated uses

7. Percent of management plans and SOPs |a) GREEN: >95% of management plans and SOPs up-to
reviewed and updated annually (# plans and  |date

SOPs updated/total # of plans and SOPs b)  AMBER: >75% of management plans and SOPs up-to

required) date
c) RED: <50% of management plans and SOPs up-to-
date

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: no amber or red

b)  AMBER: one or more amber; no red
c) RED: one or more red

5.3.7 Surface Water Quality Program Annual Performance Review

The Surface Water Quality program evaluation for 2011 is AMBER based on the
program performance standards.  There is one performance indicator rated GREEN; one
performance indicator rated AMBER; and no performance indicators rated RED, resulting in
overall program rating of AMBER. To improve the overall Water Quality program rating, the
installation will focus on improving water quality through increased monitoring, outreach to
tenant organizations, and improved engineering controls, as necessary. Specific results for each
performance indicator are presented below:

Page 138



JRTC & Fort Polk

Environmental Management Performance Review

Surface Water Quality Program Performance

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. Number of Fort Polk Streams
declared impaired in LDEQ's
303(d) list (no./yr)

Number of Fort Polk impaired
streams reported in the last three
303(d) reports are as follows:
2006 4

2008 4

2010 4

The number of impaired streams
on Fort Polk property is stable.

2. Number of impairments listed
against Fort Polk streams in
LDEQ's 303(d) list (no./yr)

Number of impairments listed
against Fort Polk streams in the
last three 303(d) reports are as
follows:

2006 6

2008 5

2010 5

The number of impairments listed
against Fort Polk streams is stable
over the past two years.

3. Number of Louisiana
subsegments on Fort Polk
declared impaired in LDEQ's
303(d) list (no./yr)

Number of Louisiana
subsegments on Ft. Polk reported
as impaired is as follows:

2006 7
2008 8
2010 8

The number of Louisiana
subsegments on Fort Polk
reported as impaired is stable over
the past two years.

4. Number of impairments listed
against Louisiana subsegments on
Fort Polk in LDEQ's 303(d) list

(no./yr)

Data collected during the 20086,
2008, and 2010 IR 2-year cycles
shows nine of the 14 assessed
watersheds are now in attainment
status for one or more parameters.

The number of impairments listed
against Louisiana subsgements on
Fort Polk is decreasing.

5. Percent of Louisiana
subsegments on Fort Polk fully
supporting its designated uses by
use

Trend Data - See Figure 5.3-4

6. Percent of Fort Polk streams
fully supporting all designated uses
by type (# Fort Polk streams
declared impaired/total number of
Fort Polk streams)

16/20 = 80%

(14 streams on main post; 6
streams on Peason Ridge; 4
impaired streams)

GREEN

7. Percent of management plans
and SOPs reviewed and updated
annually (# plans and SOPs
updated/total # of plans and SOPs
required)

9/10 = 90%

Surface Water Management Plan
was released Nov 2010

AMBER

Program Overall Performance

AMBER

AMBER
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NOTE: Due to uncharacteristically low stream flows during the 2011 drought, voluntary

analytical sampling/testing was not performed by Fort Polk personnel during the 3" and 4™
quarters of 2011.

FIGURE 5.3-4
Fully Supporting Designated Uses

Fully Supporting Designated Uses

100
100
100 - 100 100100

m 2006
20 m 2008
10

m 2010

FIGURE 5.3-4 Comparison of the percentage of water body subsegments on Fort Polk
fully supporting the designated uses of primary contact recreation (PCR), secondary contact

recreation (SCR), fish and wildlife propagation (FWP), agriculture, outstanding Natural
Resources, and all designated uses. 2008 Louisiana Integrated Report.
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54 Hazardous Waste Generation

5.4.1 Hazardous Waste Program Description

Hazardous waste is a specific category of solid waste as defined by the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Under RCRA, a hazardous waste is defined as “a
solid waste, or combination of solid wastes, which because of its quantity, concentration, or
physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics may (A) cause, or significantly contribute to an
increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible, illness; or
(B) pose a substantial threat or potential hazard to human health or the environment when
improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed, or otherwise managed.”

ENRMD has developed and implemented a hazardous waste management and
minimization program on the installation. The HAZMIN program at Fort Polk is documented in
the annual report entitled Waste Minimization Program for Hazardous Wastes. The Fort Polk
HAZMIN document serves four principal purposes. First, this document supports the EMS and
serves as the consolidation point for all activities relating to minimizing wastes generated at Fort
Polk. Second, and related to the first point, this document is the “working document.” The
Third purpose is to document waste minimization goal attainment status. The Fourth purpose is
to address the requirements of RCRA regulations applicable to open burning and detonation of
waste explosives and pyrotechnics at Fort Polk. Fort Polk’s Subpart X hazardous waste permit
for the Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Range requires Fort Polk to have a certified waste
minimization plan.

5.4.2 Hazardous Waste Program Background

The long-term goal of Fort Polk is to eliminate the use of hazardous materials, the
generation of wastes, and emissions of pollutants to the environment (zero discharge). Executive
Order 12856 required the installation to reduce by 1999 the quantity of hazardous waste disposed
by 50% from the 1992 baseline. A total of 184 tons of hazardous waste was generated on the
installation in 1992. Hazardous waste generation on Fort Polk dropped below the reduction goal
of 92 tons in 1997, two years ahead of schedule. Fort Polk also met their CY0O0 goal of reducing
the disposal of hazardous waste by 10% from the 1999 baseline.

On April 21, 2000 Executive Order 13148, Greening the Government through Leadership
in Environmental Management, revoked Executive Orders 12843, 12856, and 12969. Executive
Order 13148 required Fort Polk to reduce its use of selected toxic chemicals, hazardous
substances, and pollutants, or its generation of hazardous and radioactive waste types at its
facilities by 50% by December 31, 2006. From CYO01 through CY03, Fort Polk fell short of its
annual 10% reduction goal as a result of increased training at JRTC in support of Operation Iraq
Freedom. Slight increases were also experienced in CY05 and CY06, when compared to CY04
totals.

On January 24, 2007 Executive Order 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental,
Energy, and Transportation Management, revoked Executive orders 13101, 13123, 13134,
13148, and 13149. Executive Order 13423 requires Fort Polk to develop written goals and
support actions to identify and reduce the release and use of toxic and hazardous chemicals and
materials, including toxic chemicals, hazardous substances, ozone-depleting substances (ODSs),
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and other pollutants that may result in significant harm to human health or the environment. Fort
Polk exceeded the established waste reduction goals in CY07 through CY09.

On October 5, 2009 the President of the United States issued Executive Order 13514,
Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance, which strengthens
requirements established in Executive Order 13423 and reinforces the U.S. commitment to the
sustainable and climate friendly operation of federal agencies. In CY10 Fort Polk generated 29
tons of hazardous waste, representing an increase of 9 tons over the CYQ9 totals. The CY10
increase can be attributed to changes in the OPTEMPO of training at Fort Polk.

In compliance with these directives, Fort Polk continues to look for pollution prevention
opportunities to further reduce hazardous waste generation on the installation. One of the main
methods of reduction has been the creation of a centralized hazardous material procurement
operation, called the HAZMART. This centralized distribution system limits the amount of new
materials used on the installation to the amount actually needed for facility operations. This
program reduces the amount of hazardous waste generated due to expired or unused products.

TABLE 5.4-1
HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATION
CALENDAR

YEAR TONS
1992 184
1993 161
1994 152
1995 106
1996 115
1997 87
1998 53
1999 51
2000 29
2001 31
2002 33
2003 31
2004 20
2005 23
2006 24
2007 20
2008 28
2009 20
2010 29
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FIGURE 5.4-1
HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATION
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5.4.3 Hazardous Waste Program Requirements

Fort Polk produces more than 1,000 kg (2,205 Ibs) of hazardous waste during one month
and is therefore classified as a large quantity generator of hazardous waste. Fort Polk’s
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
(LDEQ) generator identification number is LA0214022725. A RCRA Part B, Subpart X Permit
was jointly issued in June 1995 to Fort Polk by EPA and the LDEQ for operation of its open
burn/open detonation unit. A Subpart X permit renewal application was submitted to LDEQ in
November 2004 for review. LDEQ issued the Subpart X Renewal Operating Permit to Fort Polk
in October 2010.

Generators of hazardous waste are allowed to store wastes on site for up to 90 days
without a RCRA permit. Most hazardous wastes generated on Fort Polk are accumulated in
satellite accumulation points (SAPs) in vehicle maintenance shops. Once the storage limit has
been reached at a SAP, the container is dated and transferred to one of two less than 90-day
accumulation points: DRMO or the Environmental Office at the HAZMART. No hazardous
wastes are stored at the accumulation points longer than 90 days.

5.4.4 Hazardous Waste Annual Program Developments

o Completed and processed the CY10 HAZMIN Plan.
o Submitted Certification of the HAZMIN Plan to LDEQ
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5.4.5 Hazardous Waste Program Performance Indicators
Annual quantity of hazardous waste generated per calendar year (tons/year)

Annual percent of scheduled manifested hazardous waste disposal pick-ups completed
within the required timeline as required by Fort Polk’s generator status (%/yr)

Annual number of HW regulatory violations (no./yr)

Annual number of hazardous reports by type submitted by suspense date (no./yr)

Annual number of management plans and SOPs reviewed and updated (no./yr)

5.4.6 Hazardous Waste Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance

indicators. Hazardous Waste program performance indicators are evaluated based on a Red,
Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend
data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the Hazardous Waste program.
The following performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Hazardous Waste Program Performance

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Annual quantity of Hazardous Waste Trend Data - See Table 5.4-1 and Figure 5.4-1
generated per calander year. (tons/year).
2. Annual percent of scheduled manifested a) GREEN: 100%
Hazardous Waste disposal pick-ups b) AMBER: 99 - 95%

completed within the required timeline as
require by Fort Polk’s generator status

c) RED: 94% or less.

3. Annual number of HW regulatory a) GREEN: 5 or less violations
violations (no./yr) b) AMBER: 6 - 10 violations
c) RED: 11 or more violations
4. Annual number of Hazardous Waste a) GREEN: all reports on time
reports by type submitted on or before b) AMBER: 1 report late
suspense date (no./yr) c) RED: 2 or more reports late
5. Annual number of management plans and a) GREEN: all management plans and SOPs
SOPs reviewed and updated (no./yr) reviewed and updated

b) AMBER: 1 management plan or 1 SOPs not
reviewed and updated

¢) RED: 2 management plans and 1 SOP not
reviewed and updated

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: no more than 1 amber

b) AMBER: no more than 1 red
c) RED: more than 1 red

5.4.7 Hazardous Waste Program Annual Performance Review
The Hazardous Waste program evaluation for CY2010 is Green based on meeting all

performance indicators. There are 5 performance indicators rated as GREEN, resulting in
overall program rating of GREEN. The specific results for each performance indicator are listed

below:
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Hazardous Waste Program Performance
Indicators 2010 Performance Evaluation

1. Annual quantity of Hazardous Trend Data - See Table 5.4-1 and
Waste generated per calander -- Figure 5.4-1
year. (tons/year).
2. Annual percent of scheduled  |All hazardous waste was properly |GREEN
manifested Hazardous Waste processed for disposal within the
disposal pick-ups completed required timeline as required by
within the required timeline as Fort Polk’s generator status
require by Fort Polk’s generator
status
3. Annual number of HW No hazardous waste violations  [GREEN
regulatory violations (no./yr) were identified during internal

(AEPA) or regulatory (LDEQ)

Hazardous Waste inspections

conducted during CY 2010
4. Annual number of Hazardous |All Hazardous Waste reports GREEN
Waste reports by type submitted (were processed on or before the
on or before suspense date suspense dates
(no./yr)
5. Annual number of Updated and reviewed all plans  [GREEN
management plans and SOPs required to support the Hazardous
reviewed and updated (no./yr) Waste Management Program in

CY 2010
Program Overall Performance No Amber or Red ratings GREEN

The Hazardous Waste Management program will continue evaluating ways to reduce
Fort Polk’s waste generation in the years to come through effective management and new and

innovative technologies.
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55 Hazardous Materials

5.5.1 Hazardous Materials Program Description

The JRTC and Fort Polk’s hazardous materials pharmacy (HAZMART) provides the
mechanism for 100% tracking of hazardous materials entering and leaving the installation. The
HAZMART is a Directorate of Logistics (DOL) function with a cohesive partnership of various
organizations through the installation. These include Environmental and Natural Resources
Management Division (ENRMD), Preventive Medicine (MEDDAC), Post Safety, Defense
Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO), and several other supply organizations on the
installation.

The mission of the HAZMART is twofold. First, to insure Army and civilian
organizations have the materials needed to support their training mission, contingency
requirements and maintenance activities in any garrison or real world situation. Second, is to
insure environmental regulatory compliance by providing labor to process requisitions, receipt,
distribution, and storage of hazardous materials. HAZMART personnel also conduct follow-up
actions on hazardous materials requests, monitor shelf life expiration dates, collect unused
hazardous materials and ensure the proper disposition of these materials.

5.5.2 Hazardous Materials Program Background

On 23 June 1997 the HAZMART became operational. Prior to operation a team was
selected to oversee the implementation. The team consisted of representatives from DOL, DPW
ENRMD, Industrial Hygiene and others. They focused on three elements when developing the
program:

A single point of authorization for requisition/request of hazardous materials

The distribution, collection, and storage of hazardous material.

The tracking of the hazardous material on the installation.

In addition to stocking high end-use items purchased through typical supply channels,
much of the HAZMART stock is made up of products that were initially destined for disposal.
Through an aggressive shelf-life extension program and cross-leveling of excess materials
recovered from the motorpools, the HAZMART has been successful in reducing the
installation’s hazardous materials procurement and disposal costs.

5.5.3 Hazardous Materials Program Requirements

On 11 August 1994, the Secretary of Defense issued a directive requiring all DoD
agencies to improve environmental performance by actively implementing policies that embrace
pollution prevention in all phases of the acquisition process, in procurement of goods and
services, and in life cycle management at installations. The HAZMART program provides the
installation the means to comply with this directive and ensure the installation is in compliance
with Federal, State, and local environmental laws and regulations, as well as DoD, Army, and
installation compliance and performance requirements.
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5.5.4 Hazardous Materials Annual Program Developments

1994 - 1996: Fort Polk develops automated HM tracking system known as the Material
Inventory Control and Tracking System (MICATYS)

1997: Limited HAZMART operations begin with 2 people, a small work area, and
shelving (a free-issue program only)

1998: Warehouse built in Fort Polk's supply warehouse area, inductions begin, and a 90-
Day HW Storage Site established

1999 - 2000: HAZMART complex, staff, and operations expand into other services that
include onsite antifreeze recycling and solvent distillation. MICATS program updated.

2002: Individual Spill Kit Supply items issued by HAZMART, reduce cost to units and
installation

2004: Rechargeable Battery/ Lead Acid Battery turn—in “for recycling” operation
established

2005: DOL assumes control of hazardous material operation

2006: Additional 90 day storage facility added; MICATS Il program installed; addition
cement pad completed and drum yard moved to HAZMART

2009: The HAZMART purchased a KFM Cool’r Clean’r Coolant Purification System
(CCCPS) and a Finish Thompson BE055C Coolant Recycling System. Both systems will allow
the installation to improve the management of the antifreeze program.

2010: Reconditioned two solvent distillation units which will extend the life of the
solvent used in the parts washers located throughout the installation.

2011: The HAZMART purchased an additional CCCPS and a “SWS55 Solvent
Washer/Recovery Machine” for improved solvent waste management.

5.5.5 Hazardous Materials Program Performance Indicators

1. Annual estimate of hazardous materials requisitioned by the command (#/yr)

2. Annual number of cost avoidance items issued/processed by HAZMART (#/yr)
3. Annual HAZMART cost avoidance ($/yr)

4. Annual EPCRA Tier Il reports submitted on time

5. Annual percent of hazardous material inventories received on time (%/yr)

6. Annual number of management plans and SOPs reviewed and updated (no./yr)

5.5.6 Hazardous Materials Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or Green
performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend data is
used to show progress of a specific aspect of the HAZMART program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:
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Hazardous Materials Program Performance

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Annual estimated quantity of hazardous Trend Data

materials requisitioned and issued by the

command (#/yr)

2. Annual number of Cost Avoidance items Trend Data

issued/processed by the HAZMART (#/yr)

3. Annual HAZMART cost avoidance ($/yr) | Trend Data

4. Annual EPCRA Tier Il reports submitted a) GREEN: a) 5 reports on time

on time

b)

AMBER: 1 of 5 reports 30 days or less late

c)

RED: 1 of 5 reports more than 30 days late or

more than 2 reports 30 days or more late

5. Annual percent of hazardous material a) GREEN: 100 - 95%
inventories received on time (%/yr) b) AMBER: 94 - 90%
¢) RED:89% or less.
6. Annual number of management plans and a) GREEN: SOP reviewed and updated
SOPs reviewed and updated (no./yr) b) AMBER: 3 of 5 SOPs reviewed and udated
¢) RED: notgreen or amber
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: allgreen

b) AMBER: 1 or more amber

c¢) RED:anyred

5.5.7 Hazardous Materials Program Annual Performance Review

The HAZMART program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN based on 2011 assessment data.
All performance indicators rated GREEN, resulting in overall program rating of GREEN. The
specific results for each performance indicator are listed below:

Hazardous Materials Program Performance

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Annual estimated quantity of
hazardous materials requisitioned -- Trend Data
and issued by the command (#/yr)
2. Annual number of Cost
Avoidance items issued/processed -- Trend Data
by the HAZMART (#/yr)
3. Annual HAZMART cost _ Trend Data
avoidance ($/yr)
4. Annual EPCRA Tier Il reports [Completed and submitted all GREEN
submitted on time reports on time.
5. Annual percent of hazardous |Completed 100% of inventories |GREEN
material inventories received on  |on time
time (%o/yr)
6. Annual number of Completed 100% of GREEN
management plans and SOPs SOP/Management Plan(s) on
reviewed and updated (no./yr) time. (21 SOPS/1 Management

Plan)

Program Overall Performance All Green Rating GREEN
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Hazardous Materials Issued
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* Since 1997 over $5,800,000.00 in cost avoidance
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5.6 Installation Restoration

5.6.1 Installation Restoration Program Description

The Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP), established by Congress in
1986, provides for the cleanup of contaminated DoD sites. The JRTC and Fort Polk, is an active
Army installation, with two distinct restoration programs under DERP: the Installation
Restoration Program (IRP) and the Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP). Both
programs use a phased approach to identify, evaluate, and clean up contamination caused by past
military and industrial operations. The IRP focuses on investigations and remediation of
chemical contamination of soil and water. The MMRP focuses on evaluation and cleanup of
explosives hazards on former training range lands. To be eligible for inclusion in the MMRP,
range lands must be either closed or transferred and munitions debris, munitions constituents,
unexploded ordnance, or discarded military munitions components must be known or suspected
to exist at the site. Both the IRP and MMRP enable the DoD to maintain compliance with
applicable federal and state environmental regulations. Compliance allows the Army to continue
its mission in support of national defense.

Fort Polk’s IRP continues to progress and evolve. Potentially impacted areas are
assessed for negative environmental impacts. Site investigations are conducted to identify the
nature and extent of contamination. Areas where contaminants are detected above permissible
LDEQ concentrations are scheduled for in-depth remedial investigations, a feasibility study, and
the design of an approved remedy. Remedial actions and cleanup measures are planned to
maximize the protection of human health and the environment. Public safety and potential
impacts to military communities are primary considerations in choosing appropriate remedial
actions and cleanup measures at each site. The most feasible and cost-effective approach is
sought to restore each site. Approval and input from State environmental regulators must be
obtained before any action is taken at an IRP site. Remedial investigations have been conducted
at several impacted sites and hazardous substances have been remediated in some areas.

5.6.2 Installation Restoration Program Background

Various military units have trained at Fort Polk since the 1940’s. Brief periods of
inactivity occurred in 1947, 1954, 1955, 1959, and 1960. Typical military and industrial
activities and practices resulted in the contamination of some areas of the installation. The
storage and use of petroleum products has been the main source of subsurface contamination.
Contamination assessments, site investigations, remedial designs, and corrective actions have
been ongoing at Fort Polk since 1983.

In 1983 the US Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency conducted an Installation
Assessment of Fort Polk and Peason Ridge, LA. The purpose of the assessment was to
determine whether toxic or hazardous materials and related contamination existed which had the
potential to endanger humans or the environment. The study identified areas where substances
were present; but, concluded there was no evidence of contaminant migration via surface or
groundwater to areas outside the boundaries of the installation. In 1992, Fort Polk applied for a
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subpart X Permit at its Explosive Ordnance
Disposal (EOD) Range. In response to the permit application, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) commissioned a RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) in 1993 to identify areas of
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potential releases from on-site solid waste management units (SWMU) and to evaluate the need
for further action under Section 3004(u) of RCRA, as amended by the 1984 Hazardous and Solid
Waste Amendments.

The RFA report identified 57 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) and 5 Areas of
Concern (AOCs). The RCRA Subpart X permit regulates the SWMUs identified in the RFA.
The 1993 RFA report recommended further investigations at 39 SWMUs and 2 AOCs. An
Installation-wide Phase | RFI was begun in 1995. Soil and groundwater samples were collected
from each of the identified sites and analyzed. The results led to further investigation in the form
of a Phase Il RFI, conducted between 1997 and 1999. The findings of the Phase Il report led to a
Phase 111 RFI investigation in 2000. The Phase Il report included a Risk Evaluation/ Corrective
Action Program (RECAP) assessment of each site.

Today, Fort Polk’s IRP Program continues to manage and execute remedial actions and
monitoring activities at SWMUs and AOCs in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Some sites, such as former fuel dispensing sites, are regulated under Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) requirements. LDEQ
has provided regulatory oversight for all IRP investigations, assessments and corrective actions.
IRP work at Fort Polk is categorized by the following classifications:

e Landfills - There are five closed landfill sites and one closed landfarm on the
Installation. Two of the sites require long term management (in the form
maintenance, groundwater monitoring and report submittals). The other three sites
are in the closure process, with the goal of achieving a determination from the LDEQ
that No Further Action (NFA) is required.

e Proposed sites — No sites are presently being proposed for assessment; however, if
new sites are discovered they will be incorporated into the program.

e Preliminary Assessments — No sites are in the preliminary assessment phase.

e Site Investigations — Four sites are in the site investigation phase. Sampling will
occur to better determine the nature and extent of contamination.

e Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Studies — Three sites have advanced to this
phase. This phase is used to fill any data gaps and determine the hydrological
characteristics of the site. The potential for impacts to human health and the
environment are determined.

e Corrective Action Plan / Remedial Design — In this phase enough data has been
collected about the site to plan and engineer a final remedy. Presently there are no
sites in this phase.

¢ Remedial Action (construction) — In this phase, field work progresses to cleanup the
site and perform other actions stipulated by the LDEQ. If all contamination is
successfully removed, the site will be considered to have its remedy in place (RIP).
Presently there are no sites in this phase.

¢ Remedial Action (operation) - This phase involves the operation of equipment put
in place to either remove contaminants or to measure and monitor progress toward the
remedial goals at the site. Upon completion, these sites will be considered to have
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RIP. Some sites require periodic analysis of soil and groundwater samples. Presently
there are zero sites at this stage of the remediation process.

¢ Response Complete (RC) — After the cleanup goals at a site have been achieved, the
site is considered to be in the RC phase. This year, there are 19 sites listed in the
AEDB-R database as RC.

o Site Closure — A site is considered closed when a determination of No Further Action
(NFA) is received from the LDEQ. This occurs after documentation justifying the
NFA request is submitted to the LDEQ. Presently there are 17 sites in various stages
of the NFA process.

MMRP program status:

The Army Environmental Command created an inventory of closed, transferred and
transferring training ranges in 2001. Initial site investigations (SI) were conducted at seven
former training ranges which had been identified as potential MMRP sites. Munitions debris and
munitions constituents were found at three of the sites during the SI. These items were not found
at the other four MMRP sites. The majority of ranges on Fort Polk and Peason Ridge are used
for active training; therefore, these ranges are not eligible for the MMRP.

A performance based contract (PBA) was awarded for Remedial Investigation /
Feasibility Studies at the three MMRP sites. The Explosives Site Plan was approved by the
Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board. Field investigations of these three MMRP sites
began in 2010. A corrective action plan for cleanup will be developed based on the findings of
the R1 and decisions by the LDEQ.

5.6.3 Installation Restoration Program Requirements

Oversight for DERP actions is provided by the Army Installation Management Command
(IMCOM) and the Army Environmental Command (AEC). Both of these organizations develop,
lead, and execute the Army environmental cleanup strategy. The AEC provides environmental
expertise, program management and oversight of the Army wide IR program. Program goals are
set and progress made toward achievement is monitored by AEC staff. The AEC also provides
centralized data collection and reporting resources through its Army Environmental Reporting
Database websites. IMCOM has established the goal of a Remedy in Place or Response
Complete at all IRP sites before Oct 2014 (start of FY15). The purpose of the deadline is to
enable IMCOM to shift its resources from IRP sites to MMRP sites.

On an annual basis, Fort Polk updates a document titled ‘Installation Action Plan’ (IAP).
The IAP presents the restoration approach and strategies for the overall cleanup program to
achieve RIP/RC before FY15. The IAP is a comprehensive planning tool which outlines the path
forward for the IR program. It contains site-specific approaches and schedules for
accomplishing remedial action goals. Narratives on each site’s history, location, activities
conducted, and findings are presented.

Two limiting factors in the restoration of sites are the availability of funds and the
achievement of LDEQ approval. Remediation projects and schedules are dependent upon funds
budgeted by the AEC. All contracts for remediation work are advertised and awarded by the US
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).
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It is required that Fort Polk plan and develop a scope of work to detail specific steps a
contractor must take in order to move a project forward. USACE issues a Request for Proposal
(RFP) to potential bidders, soliciting cost estimates for the project. After bids are received and
evaluated, a firm fixed price is negotiated. The required funds are requested from the AEC.
Upon receipt of the funds at USACE, the contract is awarded. Administration of the contract is
serviced by USACE. Multiple workplans, remedial designs and remedial action plans are
created and submitted for regulatory review and approval. Each workplan is submitted for
LDEQ approval. Delays in gaining approval from regulatory agencies may cause phase
schedules to be altered. This dependency on regulatory approval and funds availability
sometimes causes projected phase schedule and milestones to be modified.

5.6.4 Installation Restoration Annual Program Developments
Several notable events occurred in the Restoration program during 2011:

e The Building 7199 Remedial Investigation Work Plan was submitted to LDEQ for
review and approval.

e The 3400 Block Phase Il Remedial Investigation Work Plan was submitted to LDEQ
for review and approval.

e LDEQ approved an updated RECAP Forms submittal for CCBldg7016.

e Land Use Controls for three MMRP sites: Castor 5 Area A, MCL Area A, and Blue
Hole Recreation Area, were evaluated.

5.6.5 Installation Restoration Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators (PI) for the Installation Restoration program are based on DERP
guidance relating to Fort Polk’s IRP and MMRP sites. Metrics and requirements from AEC and
IMCOM FY10 Program Management guidance were taken into consideration in developing the
Pl and related performance standards. The installation evaluates IRP performance based on the
following PI:

1. Annual percent of proposed clean-up sites approved by AEC.

2 Annual percent of preliminary site investigations conducted.

3 Annual percent of active clean-up site phases completed on schedule.
4. Annual percent of clean-up funds obligated on schedule.

5 Annual updates of required Army data calls and IAP completion.

5.6.6 Installation Restoration Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard (PS) for each PI. Each IRP Pl is
evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or Green PS. Trend data is used to show progress of an aspect
of the Installation Restoration program. The following PS apply to the PI listed above:
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Installation Restoration Program Performance Indicators and Standards
Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Annual percent of active clean-up site a) GREEN: 100 - 75%
phases on schedule (%/yr) b) AMBER: 74-50%
c) RED:49% or less
2. Army data calls updated annually a) GREEN: Yes
c) RED:No
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: no more than 1 amber
b) AMBER:no red
c¢) RED:1 or more red

5.6.7 Installation Restoration Program Annual Performance Review

The Installation Restoration program evaluation for 2011 is Green. Two performance
indicators are rated GREEN, resulting in an overall rating of GREEN.

Installation Restoration Program Performance Results
Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Annual percent of active clean- {100% GREEN
up site phases on schedule (%/yr)

2. Army data calls updated 100% GREEN

annually

Program Overall Performance GREEN
TABLE 5.6-1

SITES REQUIRING INVESTIGATION, ACTION OR RESPONSE

FISCAL | NUMBER OF
YEAR SITES

1993 62

1997 33

2003 26

2006 29

2009 18

2010 23

2011 10
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FIGURE 5.6-1
RESTORATION SITES REQUIRING INVESTIGATION, ACTION or RESPONSE
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5.7 Solid Waste

5.7.1 Solid Waste Program Description

As a United States Army Facility, Fort Polk’s solid waste program is guided by several
overlapping layers of federal, Department of Defense (DoD), U.S. Army, and State of Louisiana
laws, regulations, and guidelines. Through these programs and a commitment to enhance the
management of integrated waste streams, Fort Polk continues to find ways to sustain the mission
through waste minimization, source reduction, and recycling of waste streams.

5.7.2 Solid Waste Program Background

In the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990, EPA designated source reduction as the highest
priority for effectively managing solid waste streams. Benefits are derived from reducing solid
waste in the form of natural resource conservation, reduction in treatment/disposal costs, and
removal of risks and liabilities associated with disposal. Source reduction differs from recycling
in that it focuses on reducing waste streams at the source, to include procurement policies
(environmentally preferable purchasing) and the way products are used (and reused). Source
reduction, according to the EPA definition, also includes reuse of materials with little or no
"processing” involved. Planning and implementing source reduction measures play a vital role
in meeting waste reduction goals.

Fort Polk has practiced various forms of solid waste reduction through reutilization
(reissue and reuse), donation, and/or sale of certain excess materials since the end of WWII.
Solid waste minimization was formally addressed in the 1995 through the Hazardous Waste
Minimization Program and the Pollution Prevention (P2) Plan. In 1998, DoD instituted a 40%
Non-Hazardous Solid Waste Diversion Rate, as a Pollution Prevention Measure of Merit (MoM).

The Army Integrated (Non-Hazardous) Solid Waste Management Policy was established
in 2008 and set a diversion goal for non-hazardous solid waste, excluding construction and
demolition (C&D) debris, of 40% by 2010. In 2009, Executive Order 13514 increased the
diversion rate goal by requiring federal agencies to “Achieve a 50 percent solid waste diversion
rate by FY 2015.” Fort Polk’s solid waste goals include greater than 50% diversion rates for
non-hazardous solid waste and greater than 50% diversion for C&D debris, each year.

Fort Polk housing was privatized through the Residential Communities Initiative (RCI) in
September 2004. In accordance with DA reporting guidance, disposal and recycle data from RCI
housing is not captured and reported as a part of the installation’s annual performance.

5.7.3 Solid Waste Program Requirements

Fort Polk’s Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan (ISWMP) provides a framework
for the coordination, planning, and management of solid waste issues. The ISWMP provides the
methodology used to define and document the installation’s current waste management program
and measure goal attainment status. Fort Polk uses a solid waste annual reporting web-based
system (SWARWeb) to track information pertaining to the collection, disposal, and recycling of
solid waste.

Fort Polk’s primary solid waste streams may be grouped into three broad waste
categories, including: municipal solid waste (MSW), C&D debris, and hazardous waste.
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Residential solid waste collected from family housing units corresponds to household solid waste
generated in civilian communities. Residential waste generated at Fort Polk consists of durable
goods, nondurable goods, containers and packaging, and food wastes. The residential waste is
managed separately from the waste generated in the cantonment area. A solid waste contractor
for the RCI partner, Picerne Military Housing, collects all wastes and recyclables, including yard
waste, and disposes/recycles the materials off site.

MSW includes all other types of waste generated at the installation. In addition to normal
waste and recyclables generated in the cantonment area, MSW include items such as scrap metal
and non-hazardous solvents, greases, and oils. This waste group also includes equipment and
machinery. MSW generation sources include installation office buildings, motor pools, paint
shops, service stations, maintenance shops, the Commissary, PX, and banks. Training and other
day-to-day mission related activities performed by the troops stationed at Fort Polk generate
waste, which falls under MSW classification as well.

Wet waste, which includes cooking oil and grease, meat by-products, and food waste, is
also a part of the MSW stream. Cooking oil and grease from cafeteria and dining facilities is
collected by the Qualified Recycle Program (QRP) and sold to the highest bidding local vendor.
Meat by-products, which consist of fat and bones, are generated at the Commissary and are
managed under a separate contract through the Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA). Food
waste is managed as MSW. Wet waste cannot be sorted or recycled and therefore must be taken
directly to a landfill.

MSW includes waste generated by both home-based and rotational units. The JRTC
conducts training that integrates Air Force, host-nation, and civilian personnel into scenarios to
simulate the type of joint-service teamwork that will occur during actual deployments. JRTC
conducts two types of rotations, normal rotations and mission readiness exercises (MRES).
Whether a traditional rotation or an MRE, approximately 4,000 to 5,000 soldiers will be at JRTC
for three to four weeks to prepare for and clear after the training exercise. The MSW generated
by JRTC troops is similar to routine MSW, but tends to have more restricted items due to the
pace of the training exercises. Contractors sort 100% of this waste stream to remove restricted
items, such as batteries and Class V munitions, prior to landfill disposal. The aggressive training
mission of JRTC presents extraordinary challenges to protecting the environment without
mission impacts.

Construction and demolition debris (C&D) is solid waste generated from the demolition
of structures on Fort Polk with emphasis on the disposal of WWII era buildings. C&D debris is
also generated, to a lesser degree, in new construction projects. This type of waste corresponds
to civilian construction debris. Wastes associated with this waste group include scrap wood,
roofing materials, and paving materials such as concrete and asphalt. Concrete is crushed by a
contractor on an as needed basis and used to repair road erosion in the intensive use areas of the
maneuver box. Petroleum contaminated soil that has been determined as Non-Hazardous
material is transported to a local landfill and used as daily cover. The installation receives
recycle credit for this type of soil which is generated in large quantities from restoration projects.

Fort Polk has two closed landfills located on the installation. Since the closure of the
landfills, solid waste has been disposed at privately owned landfills. Presently, solid waste
generated on Fort Polk is not sent to an incinerator or waste-to-energy facility.

Page 157



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

5.7.4 Solid Waste Annual Program Developments

In FY09 the Qualified Recycling Program (QRP) was established. The QRP has greatly
enhanced the capability of the installation to meet future Department of the Army recycling
goals.

5.7.5 Solid Waste Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators were developed for the solid waste program and are based on
Department of Army (DoD) standards that require the installation to meet diversion goals. These
include goals for diversion of municipal solid waste (hon-hazardous construction and demolition
debris) and construction and demolition debris.

5.7.6 Solid Waste Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Solid Waste program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red,
Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend
data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the Solid Waste program. The
following performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:
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Solid Waste Program Performance

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Annual quantity of non-hazardous solid
waste (excluding C & D waste) generated
(ton/yr)

Trend Data - See Table 5.7-1 and Figure 5.7-1

2. Annual quantity of non-hazardous solid
waste (excluding C & D waste) diverted
(ton/yr)

Trend Data - See Table 5.7-1 and Figure 5.7-1

3. Annual percent of non-hazardous solid
waste (excluding C & D waste) diverted
(ton/yr)

a) GREEN: 51% or more

b) AMBER: 40% - 50%

¢) RED: less than 40%.

4.  Annual quantity of C & D waste
generated (ton/yr)

Trend Data - See Table 5.7-1 and Figure 5.7-1

5. Annual quantity of C & D waste
diverted (ton/yr)

Trend Data

6.  Annual percent of C&D waste diverted
(%lyr)

a) GREEN: 51% or more

b) AMBER: 40% - 50%

¢) RED: less than 40%.

7. Annual quantity of non-hazardous solid | Trend Data
8. Annual quantity of non-hazardous solid | Trend Data
waste diverted (tons/yr)

9. Annual percent non-hazardous solid Trend Data

waste diverted (%/yr)

10. Monthly solid waste data submitted on
time.

a) GREEN: at least 9 reports submitted on time

b) AMBER: at least 6 reports submitted on time

¢) RED: less than 6 reports submitted on time

11. Solid waste permit renewal by
expiration date

a) GREEN: ontime

b) AMBER: 30 days or less

¢) RED: 31 or more days late.

12.  Annual number of regulatory violations
(no.fyr)

a) GREEN: 0 violations

b) AMBER: 1 - 5 violations

¢) RED: 6 or more violations

13. Management plan and SOP reviewed and
updated annually.

a) GREEN: management plan and SOP reviewed
and updated

b) AMBER: either the management plan or SOP
has been reviewed and updated, but not both

¢) RED: neither the management plan or SOP has
been reviewed and updated

Program Overall Performance

a) GREEN: No more than one amber and no red

b) AMBER: No more than one red

¢) RED: Two or more red

Page 159



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

5.7.7 Solid Waste Program Annual Performance Review

The Solid Waste program evaluation for 2011 is AMBER based on the performance
indicators. There are five performance indicators rated GREEN; and one performance indicator
rated RED, resulting in overall program rating of AMBER. The specific results for each
performance indicator are listed below:

Solid Waste Program Performance

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. Annual quantity of non-
hazardous solid waste (excluding
C & D waste) generated (ton/yr)

Trend Data :
9,717 Tons generated

See Table 5.7-1 & Chart 5.7-1.

2. Annual quantity of non-
hazardous solid waste (excluding
C & D waste) diverted (ton/yr)

Trend Data :
3,738 Tons diverted

See Table 5.7-1 & Chart 5.7-1.

3. Annual percent of non- 38% RED

hazardous solid waste (excluding

C & D waste) diverted (ton/yr)

4.  Annual quantity of C & D Trend Data : See Table 5.7-2 & Chart 5.7-2.
waste generated (ton/yr) 57,462 Tons generated

5. Annual quantity of C & D Trend Data : See Table 5.7-2 & Chart 5.7-2.
waste diverted (ton/yr) 55,164 Tons diverted

6.  Annual percent of C&D 96% GREEN

waste diverted (%/yr)

7. Annual combined quantity of| Trend Data : See Table 5.7-3 & Chart 5.7-3.
non-hazardous solid waste 66,322 Tons generated

generated (tons/yr)

8.  Annual combined quantity of | Trend Data : See Table 5.7-3 & Chart 5.7-3.
non-hazardous solid waste 58,045 Tons diverted

diverted (tons/yr)

9.  Annual percent of combined | 87.52% See Chart 5.7-3.

non-hazardous solid waste
diverted (%/yr)

10. Monthly solid waste data 12 of 12 reports GREEN
submitted on time. submitted on time

11. Solid waste permit renewal Completed on time GREEN
by expiration date

12.  Annual number of 0 Violations GREEN
regulatory violations (no./yr)

13. Management plan and SOP Completed in 2011 GREEN
reviewed and updated annually.

Program Overall Performance AMBER
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TABLE 5.7-1
Non-Hazardous Solid Waste
Excluding Construction and Demolition Debris

SOLIDWASTE | SOLID WASTE %
FISCAL YEAR| GENERATED DIVERTED
o T DIVERTED
2006 12,140 4,219 34.75
2007 14,853 8,040 54.13
2008 16,005 5,749 35.92
2009 13,842 6,883 49.73
2010 12,405 5,084 40.98
2011 9,717 3,738 38.47
FIGURE 5.7-1

Non-Hazardous Solid Waste
Excluding Construction and Demolition Debris
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Excluding Construction and Demolition Debris
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TABLE 5.7-2
Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
C&D DEBRIS C&D DEBRIS
% C&D
FISCAL YEAR| GENERATED DIVERTED i
(TONS) (TONS)
2006 17,224 16,175 93.91
2007 15,129 14,427 95.36
2008 10,979 10,020 91.26
2009 27,056 25,808 95.39
2010 25,393 24,308 95.73
2011 57,462 55,164 96.00
FIGURE 5.7-2
Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
Non-Hazardous Construction and Demolition
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0 . . . . . 0.00%
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2w
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Total Combined Solid Waste

TABLE5.7-3
Total Combined Solid Waste
TOT/:/A,IA_SSTOELID TOUALSOIY | maemn g
FISCALYEAR| o\ emaTED WAST(_EI_ g :\};I?RTED Ve
(TONS)
2006 29,365 20,395 69.45
2007 29,978 22,462 74.93
2008 34,000 22,786 67.02
2009 40,899 32,691 79.93
2010 37,798 29,392 77.76
2011 66,322 58,045 87.52
FIGURE 5.7-3

Total Combined Non-Hazardouse Solid Waste
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5.8 Petroleum Storage Tanks

5.8.1 Petroleum Storage Tank Program Description

The JRTC and Fort Polk storage tank program is required to meet two similar regulatory
requirements. The EPA requires facilities using above ground storage tanks holding oil products
to prepare and implement a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. The
specific requirements of this rule are listed under 40 CFR Part 112. The LDEQ has a similar
regulation listed under LAC 33:1X.Chapter 9. Both regulations have as the primary goal the
prevention of leaks and spills from storage tanks.

5.8.2 Petroleum Storage Tank Program Background

Underground storage tank (UST) regulations were first enacted in 1984 when Subtitle 1
was added to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Subtitle I required the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to develop a comprehensive regulatory program to
manage USTs storing petroleum products or certain other hazardous substances. In 1996, EPA
authorized the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) to administer the UST
program in Louisiana. LDEQ regulations set standards for construction of new UST systems,
upgrade requirements for existing tanks, requirements for reporting spills and leaks, remediation
procedures for leaking USTs, and closure procedures. All existing UST systems were required
to be upgraded by December 1998.

Fort Polk complied with the December 1998 deadline by performing interim upgrades of
leak detection and piping systems and by removing all but a few UST systems. The majority of
military and civilian fueling facilities on the installation now use aboveground storage tank
(ASTSs) systems. Fort Polk has removed 239 fuel and waste oil USTs from the installation.

There are currently nine registered UST systems on the installation. In 1999, the Army
transferred ownership of two USTs to the Louisiana National Guard. In 2004, four USTs
became part of an airport hydrant fuel distribution system and are therefore “deferred” from
specific UST regulations. These deferred tanks meet the requirements of LAC: 33.1X.305 and
are exempt from specific chapters and sections of the regulations including LAC: 33.1X.Chapters
3,5, 7,and 9 and Sections 701-713. In FY05, two USTs were installed at the AAFES Shopette
#2, Building 5890. An additional four USTs were constructed in FY06, two USTs at the AAFES
24-Hour Shopette (Building 5498) and two USTs at the AAFES Mini Mall (Building 3310). The
three USTs at the AAFES Shopette #1 (Building 4919) went off-line upon construction of the
USTs at the AAFES 24-Hour Shopette and were removed January 2008. The three USTs at the
AAFES Service Station (Building 1725) went off line in November 2007 and were removed
February 2008. All of the USTs located at AAFES facilities meet LDEQ construction
requirements including double-walled fiberglass construction, interstitial monitoring, and
automatic tank gauging systems for leak detection.
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TABLE 5.8-1
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (USTs)

REGISTERED TANKS
UEAR USTs REMOVED
1992 242 0
1993 217 25
1994 179 38
1995 139 40
1996 87 52
1997 29 58
1998 15 14
1999 13? 0
2000 qb 0
2001 Qb 0
2002 9° 0
2003 o° 0
2004 11° 0
2005 11° 0
2006 15° 0
2007 15° 0
2008 9° 6
2009 Q° 0
2010 Q° 0
2011 Q° 0

% 1n 1999, the Army transferred ownership of 2 USTs
to the National Guard.

® |n 2000, 4 USTs became part of an airport hydrant
fuel distribution system and are therefore "deferred"

Number of Tanks

tanks.
FIGURE 5.8-1

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS
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50 e
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o . s/
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Year
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5.8.3 Petroleum Storage Tank Program Requirements

There are currently 9 registered UST systems and approximately 175 regulated AST
systems on the installation. The active and regulated USTs are located at Army and Air Force
Exchange System (AAFES) convenience store/gas stations facilities that supply fuel to privately-
owned vehicles owned by military personnel and their dependents. Monthly tank tightness tests
are performed by the automated systems at all Fort Polk AFFES fueling facilities. Additional
testing is performed on the tanks and their piping systems on an annual basis.

5.8.4 Petroleum Storage Tank Annual Program Developments

For reporting year 2008, Fort Polk was required to provide initial notification of its USTs
to EPA in compliance with 40 CFR Subpart CCCCCC. The regulations concern air emissions
associated with gasoline dispensing operations. The SPCC regulations were amended and an
update to the SPCC plan was completed to meet the new requirements.

5.8.5 Petroleum Storage Tank Program Performance Indicators

1. Annual quantity of fuel used by type (gal/yr)

2. Annual number of USTs and ASTs on the installation by use (no./yr)
3. Annual number of regulatory violations (no./yr)
4

Number of management plans and SOPs reviewed and updated annually
(no./yr)
5. Annual percent of required tank inspections completed (%/yr)

6. Annual number of tanks out of compliance with state requirements
(no./yr)
5.8.6 Petroleum Storage Tank Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Petroleum Storage Tank program performance indicator is evaluated based on a
Red, Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program
trend data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the Petroleum Storage
Tank program. The following performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed
above:
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Petroleum Storage Tank Program Performance

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

(no./yr)

1. Annual quantity of fuel used by type Trend Data

(gallyr)

2. Annual number of USTs and ASTs on the | Trend Data

installation by use (no./yr)

3. Annual number of regulatory violations a) GREEN: 0-1 violations

b)

AMBER: 2 violations

c)

RED: 3 or more violations

4. Annual number of tanks out of compliance
with state requirements (%/yr)

2)

GREEN:0-5 ASTs and no USTs

b)

AMBER: 5 -10 ASTs and no UST

©)

RED: one or more USTs or 11 or more ASTs

5. Number of management plans and SOPs

a)

GREEN: management plan and all SOPs

reviewed and updated annually (no./yr)

reviewed

b)
reviewed

AMBER: management plan and 2 of 3 SOPs

©)

RED: not green or amber

Program Overall Performance

2)

GREEN: no more than 1 amber

b)

AMBER: no more than 1 red

c)

RED: more than 1 red

5.8.7 Petroleum Storage Tank Program Annual Performance Review

The Petroleum Storage Tank program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN. There are 3
performance indicators rated GREEN, resulting in overall program rating of green. The specific
results for each performance indicator are listed below:

Petroleum Storage Tank Program Performance

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. Annual quantity of fuel used by
type (galiyr)

Trend Data - See Table 5.8-1 and
Figure 5.8-1

2. Annual number of USTs and
ASTs on the installation by use

(no./yr)

Trend Data - See Table 5.8-1 and
Figure 5.8-1

3. Annual number of regulatory  |No violation notices received GREEN
violations (no./yr) during calendar year 2011

4. Annual number of tanks out of [No tanks were noted as being out [GREEN
compliance with state of compliance

requirements (%/yr)

5. Number of management plans |Management plan under GREEN
and SOPs reviewed and updated |development. 2 SOPS reviewed

annually (no./yr)

Program Overall Performance GREEN GREEN
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59 Asbestos

5.9.1 Asbestos Program Description

Asbestos is a name given to a group of naturally occurring fibrous minerals including
chrysotile, amosite, crocidolite, anthophyllite, actinolite and tremolite. Asbestos has been used
in a variety of products for purposes of reinforcement, heat and cold insulation, friction, fire
protection, sound dampening, decoration, texturing, chemical resistance, and other
applications. Federal, state, and Army criteria regulate activities involving asbestos containing
materials. To ensure compliance with these regulations and to minimize the potential exposure
of the military, employees and the public, Fort Polk has implemented an Asbestos Management
Program.

5.9.2 Asbestos Program Background

Many buildings and structures at Fort Polk were constructed and later renovated when
asbestos containing building materials (ACBM) were commonly being utilized. These materials
include: floor tile and accompanying mastics, sealants, pipe insulation, roofing materials, transite
boards, ceiling tiles, and other miscellaneous building materials. Asbestos containing materials
(ACM) do not pose a health hazard unless it is disturbed such that asbestos fibers become
airborne. ACM must not be repaired, removed or disturbed by untrained personnel. Asbestos
regulations allow for the management of ACM in-place as long as the ACM is in acceptable
condition. A post-wide asbestos survey and hazard assessment was completed in June 2007.

5.9.3 Asbestos Program Requirements

Asbestos removal, assessment, and management are accomplished with an installation
approved Asbestos Management Plan (AMP). An Installation Asbestos Management Team has
been developed and meets quarterly. The team consists of representatives from Technical
Services Division (TSD), Operations and Maintenance (O&M), Housing Division Manager,
Directorate of Contracting (DOC), Preventive Medicine, Safety, Directorate of Human
Resources, US Army Corps of Engineers (ACE), Staff Judge Advocate (SJA), Public Affairs
Office (PAO), Directorate of Resource Management, and Directorate of Resource Management
and Directorate of Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (DMWR). Each representative has specific
duties and responsibilities for ensuring installation compliance requirements for implementation
of the AMP. The AMP provides guidance in identifying hazards, prioritizing abatement
activities, and managing ACM in-place to minimize potential exposures.

Asbestos inspections are conducted prior to any demolition or renovation activity. The
results of pre-demolition and pre-renovation inspections are communicated and procedures
developed as detailed in the AMP to assure ACM is not disturbed by unqualified persons. The
Compliance Management Branch maintains certified Asbestos Inspectors to support renovation,
demolition, and the DPW, as required. A database is used to catalog, maintain, and track the
results of asbestos removal and management activities.

Asbestos labels/signs are used to communicate to occupants, employees, and
maintenance personnel the location and type of asbestos containing building materials present in
their work and living spaces. These labels/signs are affixed on or in areas adjacent to the
building materials containing friable asbestos. A sign which lists all known ACM in the building
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is posted on the bulletin board or area most visible by occupants. Placement of labels will be an
ongoing process occurring at the conclusion of building inspections.

5.9.4 Asbestos Annual Program Developments

Updates are made to the asbestos database as abatement and demolition activity occurs.
The program continues to support the installation for renovation, demolition, equipment turn-in,
and O&M activities.

5.9.5 Asbestos Program Performance Indicators
1. Annual percent of requested inspections completed (%/yr)
2. Annual number of regulatory violations (no./yr)
3. Management plan updated annually (no./yr)

5.9.6 Asbestos Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each asbestos program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or
Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend
data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the asbestos program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Asbestos Program Performance
Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Annual percent of requested inspections a) Green: 100;
completed (%/yr) b)  Amber: 99 - 95%;
c) Red: 94% or less.
2. Annual number of regulatory violations a) Green: 0 violations;
(no./yr) b) Amber: 1 violation;
¢) Red: 2 or more violations
3. Management plan updated annually a) GREEN: management plan reviewed and
(no./yr) updated
b) AMBER: management plan reviewed but not
updated
c) RED: management plan not reviewed or
updated
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: All green
b) AMBER: one or more amber with no red
c¢) RED: 1 or more red

5.9.7 Asbestos Program Annual Performance Review

The overall asbestos program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN. The specific results for
each performance indicator are listed below:
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Asbestos Program Performance

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Annual percent of requested Inspections GREEN
inspection completed (%/yr) 265 Inspections requested
265 Inspections conducted
2. Annual number of regulatory | Regulatory Inspections GREEN
violations (no./yr) 7 regulatory inspections
0 Violation
3. Management plan updated Management plan reviewed and |GREEN
annually (no./yr) updated.
Program Overall Performance: ~ |GREEN GREEN
TABLE 5.9-1
ASBESTOS INSPECTIONS
ASBESTOS
FISCAL YEAR INSPECTIONS
CONDUCTED
2002 201
2003 328
2004 398
2005 361
2006 459
2007 468
2008 332
2009 173
2010 231
2011 265
FIGURE 5.9-1
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5.10 Lead Based Paint

5.10.1 Lead Based Paint Program Description

Fort Polk has many temporary wooden buildings and structures built during the 1940s, in
preparation for World War Il. Some of these buildings, as well as surfaces on newer buildings,
are painted or coated with Lead Based Paint (LBP). Painted surfaces contain LBP when the
surface coating contains greater than 1.0 mg/cm? or 0.6% by weight lead. Lead is particularly
hazardous to children and the Fort Polk lead management program prioritizes the protection of
children. In high enough exposures, lead can be hazardous to adult occupants and those
performing maintenance on buildings with LBP. The primary hazard for adults from LBP is
airborne particulates that contain lead. In response to the hazards associated with LBP, there are
numerous Federal, State, and Army regulations concerned with LBP. Regulatory requirements
include for example: qualifications for individuals conducting LBP inspections; numbers and
locations of LBP samples required to characterize the area being inspected; types of samples
appropriate for the inspection; analytical techniques approved for analyzing the lead content of
paint/coatings; procedures for rendering lead surfaces safe or removing LBP; determination of
whether or not lead debris is RCRA Hazardous; evaluating soils for lead; evaluating water for
lead; safety requirements for workers who may be exposed to LBP; Permissible Exposure Levels
(PEL) for lead particulates in air; and personal protective equipment procedures for working with
lead.

5.10.2 Lead Based Paint Program Background

In September 1999, Fort Polk implemented a program to manage LBP in the family
housing areas. All pre-1978 family housing units were inspected for LBP. Lead based paint was
found on 112 housing units. The Installation conducted Risk Assessments of the units found to
contain lead above the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) prescribed
levels. A lead Risk Assessment is a specific assessment designed to describe any risk that may
exist from the presence of LBP. Results of the Risk Assessment indicated there was no risk at
the time of the survey. Lead based paint surveys and Risk Assessments were conducted
consistent with guidelines developed by HUD. Fort Polk housing was privatized through the
Residential Communities Initiative (RCI) in September 2004. Management and tracking of lead-
based paint was transferred to the RCI partner, Picerne Military Family Housing, at that time and
is no longer tracked by the Installation.

5.10.3 Lead Based Paint Program Requirements

Lead inspections of painted surfaces of cantonment buildings are performed as part of the
post-wide asbestos/lead survey program. The lead inspection identifies the painted surfaces that
contain lead. The lead content of the painted surfaces is communicated to and used by
occupants, contractors, and O&M personnel to determine the required procedures to minimize
lead exposure risk to personnel who may disturb or be present during the disturbance of lead
based paint coated surfaces. The LBP Management Plan delineates the procedures described and
is applicable to all work performed on Fort Polk property.
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5.10.4 Lead Based Paint Annual Program Developments

EPA regulations pertaining to “child occupied facilities” were promulgated and full
compliance required by April 2010. The LBP management plan has been updated to reflect the
new renovation, repair and painting requirements in child occupied facilities.

5.10.5 Lead Based Paint Program Performance Indicators

1. Annual percent of requested inspections completed (%/yr)

2. Annual number of regulatory violations (no./yr)

3. Management plan updated annually (no./yr)

5.10.6 Lead Based Paint Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each LBP program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or
Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend
data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the LBP program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Lead Based Paint Program Performance

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Annual percent of requested inspections a) Green: 100;

completed (%o/yr) b)  Amber: 99 - 95%;
c) Red:94% or less.

2. Annual number of regulatory violations a) Green: 0 violations;

(no./yr) b) Amber: 1 violation;
¢) Red: 2 or more violations

3. Management plan updated annually (no./yr) a) GREEN: management plan reviewed and
updated
b) AMBER: management plan reviewed but not
updated
c) RED: management plan not reviewed or
updated

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: Allgreen
b)  AMBER: one or more amber with no red
c) RED:1 or more red

5.10.7 Lead Based Paint Program Annual Performance Review

The LBP program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN based on overall performance.

specific results for each performance indicator are listed below:

Page 172

The



JRTC & Fort Polk

Environmental Management Performance Review

Lead Based Paint Program Performance

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Annual percent ofrequested | Inspections GREEN
mspections completed (%o/yr) 210 Inspections requested
210 Inspections conducted
2. Annual number of regulatory | Regulatory Inspections GREEN
violations (no./yr) 0 regulatory inspections
0 Violations
3. Management plan updated Management plan reviewed and |GREEN

amually (no./yr)

updated.

Program Overall Performance:  [GREEN
TABLE 5.10-1
LBP INSPECTIONS CONDUCTED
LEAD BASED PAINT
FISCAL YEAR INSPECTIONS

2002 201

2003 282

2004 345

2005 318

2006 400

2007 374

2008 251

2009 149

2010 204

2011 210
FIGURE 5.10-1
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5.11 EPCRA

5.11.1 EPCRA Program Description

Fort Polk has reporting requirements under six sections of the Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA). Section 302 Emergency Planning Notification,
section 303 Emergency Coordinator Designation, section 304 Release/ Spill Notification, section
311 MSDS Notification, section 312 Inventory Reporting and section 313 Toxic Release
Inventory (TRI).

5.11.2 EPCRA Program Background

On August 3, 1993 President Clinton signed Executive Order (EO) 12856. This
mandated federal facilities to comply with the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-
Know Act of 1986. Although industry had been complying with EPCRA since its inception, it
was unclear upon whether the Government agencies had to comply or not. The signing of this
EO demonstrated the Government’s commitment to comply with EPCRA and become a leader in
environmental stewardship, when possible.

However a general provision in EO 12856 that states “nothing in this order shall create
any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable by a party against the United States,
its agencies or instrumentalities, its officers or employees, or any other person”. This provision
took away section 325 enforcement.

5.11.3 EPCRA Program Reporting Requirements

Section 302 emergency planning notification is done on a one time basis. This identifies
facilities with at least one Extremely Hazardous Substance (EHS) in excess of the Threshold
Planning Quantity (TPQ). The reporting requirement is two parts; identify the substance or
substances exceeding the TPQ limit and establish the facility’s permanent address.

Section 303 emergency coordinator designation establishes a line of communication
between the facility and the Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC). Section 303
consists of three parts; a letter must be sent to the LEPC naming the emergency coordinator and
his contact information, report relevant changes as they occur and provide information to the
LEPC, as required.

Section 304 pertains to release/spill notification, there are several determining factors in
whether a release/spill is reportable or not. There are primarily three things which would trigger
the reporting requirements; if the Reportable Quantity (RQ) value is exceeded, if the product
spilled enters navigable waters or if the release/spill leaves the facility’s boundaries.

Section 311 MSDS submission allows the public as well as the planners to know the
types of substances located at the facility and their health effects. The substances requiring
public and planner knowledge are; OSHA hazardous substances present on site at any one time
in excess of 10,000 pounds or substances exceeding the RQ value at any time.

Section 312 inventory reporting requirements uses the same criteria as section 311 for
reporting purposes. The 312 reporting requirement is completed on the TIER Il form. The TIER
Il form requires; the name of the substance to include the CAS number, physical and health
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hazards, the daily/maximum amount on site, the type of storage container to include
pressure/temperature and the exact location of the substance.

The Section 313 Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) is a regulatory database containing
information on toxic chemical releases and waste management activities. EPCRA allows public
access to the toxic release data. These data may also be used by State and Federal agencies to
identify problem areas, and to determine whether an area is classified as an attainment area or a
nonattainment area. TRI requires facilities to report the annual quantity of toxic chemical
releases or waste management activities above specified thresholds. Facilities must report under
Section 313 if they manufacture or process 25,000 pounds of a toxic chemical, otherwise use
10,00 pounds of a toxic chemical or have a chemical listed in 40 CFR, appendix A or B in excess
of the RQ or TPQ.

5.11.4 EPCRA Annual Program Developments

Since reporting year 2008, Department of Defense (DOD) policy has required JRTC and
Fort Polk to report all TRI emissions on one single Form R report. In prior reporting cycles the
installation reported TRI emissions attributed to Cantonment activities separately from Range
activity emissions. TRI report submittals are sent to EPA in an electronic format using EPA
provided software as required by DOD policy, allowing a paperless submittal.

5.11.5 EPCRA Program Performance Indicators

1. Annual quantity of reportable chemicals released into the Air

2. Annual quantity of reportable chemicals released into the Water
3. Annual quantity of reportable chemicals released into the Soil
4. Annual percent of EPCRA required reporting received on time
5. EPCRA submitted reports by suspense date

5.11.6 EPCRA Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each EPCRA program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or
Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend
data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the asbestos program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:
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EPCRA Program Performance
Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Annual quantity of reportable Trend Data
chemicals released into the Air (lb/yr)
2. Annual quantity of reportable Trend Data
chemicals released into the Water (Ib/yr)
3. Annual quantity of reportable Trend Data
chemicals released into the Soil (Ib/yr)
4. Annual percent of EPCRA required a) GREEN: 100 - 95%
reporting received on time (%l/yr) b) AMBER: 94 - 90%
c) RED: 89% or less.
5. EPCRA submitted reports by suspense a) GREEN: on time
date. b) AMBER: 30 days or less
c) RED: 31 or more days
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: no more than 1 amber
b) AMBER: no more than 1 red
c) RED: more than 1 red

5.11.7 EPCRA Program Annual Performance Review

The EPCRA program performance evaluation for CY 2010 is GREEN, based on overall
program performance. The specific results for each performance indicator are listed below:

EPCRA Program Performance

Indicators 2010 Performance Evaluation
1. Annual quantity of reportable |176.2 Ibs Lead Compounds Trend Data
chemicals released into the Air | 20.59 Ibs Ethylene glycol
(Ibfyr)
2. Annual quantity of reportable |None reported Trend Data
chemicals released into the Water
(Ibfyr)
3. Annual quantity of reportable  |49,596 lbs Copper Trend Data
chemicals released into the Soil  |55,268 Ibs Lead Compounds
(Ibfyr)
4. Annual percent of EPCRA 100% GREEN
required reporting received on
time (%/yr)
5. EPCRA submitted reports by |Yes GREEN
suspense date.
Program Overall Performance GREEN GREEN
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FIGURE 5.11-1
REPORTED TRI RELEASES
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5.12 Indoor Air Quality

5.12.1 1AQ Program Description

Indoor Air Quality (IAQ) is a concern to building occupants, building workers, facility
managers, and organizations responsible for the health, morale, and mission of a particular space.
Several federal regulations are applicable to the regulation of Indoor Air Quality (IAQ). The
Occupational Safety and Health Act with its General Duty Clause requires that each employer
provide a safe and healthful working environment for employees. In late 2003, OSHA issued a
non-regulatory document described as an Information Bulletin on mold-related issues in the
indoor environment. This Information Bulletin has no regulatory precedence but reflects the
direction of OSHA on IAQ. The Environmental Protection Agency’s Clean Air Act General
Duty Clause requires the operators of stationary sources identify, prevent, and minimize the
effects of releases of extremely hazardous substances. The Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) Z Tables located in 29 CFR 1910 list limits for exposure to specific
substances which may be found in the indoor environment. 1AQ complaints filed with OSHA in
2009 concerned hazardous working conditions in Fort Polk facilities and referenced 29 CFR
1960 and OSHA Act 5(a)(1). Many states have passed legislation to regulate certain aspects of
Indoor Air Quality. Louisiana regulates the qualifications and licensing of mold remediation
contractors.

5.12.2 1AQ Program Background

Energy conservation measures instituted during the early 1970s have minimized the
infiltration of outside air and contributed to the buildup of indoor air contaminants. In addition,
the uses of building materials and construction techniques that allow moisture to enter the
building envelope have resulted in microbiological growth occurring in building spaces. Public
concerns about IAQ have increased over the past 20 years. The terms “indoor air quality” and
“sick building syndrome” have become directly linked. Occupant complaints of symptoms
associated with sick building syndrome have increased the focus on indoor air quality issues.
Workers with complaints typically implicate the workplace environment as symptoms are
alleviated when they leave the office/building.

IAQ assessments are conducted in response to demand maintenance orders generated by
facility managers. Reports are generated and forwarded to the DPW, facility managers, and the
Department of Preventive Medicine (PREVMED). Three general types of IAQ assessments are
conducted: a preliminary assessment consisting of qualitative review of select IAQ ranking
criteria, a detailed assessment consisting of quantitatively describing the building systems, and a
post-remediation assessment completed following correction of 1AQ concerns outlined in the
detailed assessment. The primary product of the assessments consists of a report describing
corrective actions necessary to rectify the IAQ issues addressed in the assessment. Any
additional demand maintenance orders generated during the assessment are included in the
formal report submitted to DPW. 1AQ issues are addressed and documented at design and
construction review meetings.

Requests for IAQ assessments may also be generated as the result of a routine barracks
preliminary assessment. These pre-assessments are not complaint driven. They are identified by
the Fort Polk IAQ team, prioritized according to the same IAQ ranking criteria and referred to
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the assessment team. The routine barracks pre-assessment program is instrumental in detecting
rooms which may have underlying IAQ concerns. Particular attention is given to rooms with no
occupants and rooms which remain vacant for extended periods, such as during block leave or
deployment. Coordination efforts with the Directorate of Public Works (DPW) and the
Engineering Division provide valuable information on the occupancy status of facilities and
renovation schedules to ensure priority is given to those facilities currently occupied, facilities
coming out of renovation and are being turned over to the unit and also those facilities which are
about to become occupied after a deployment. This initiative is just one facet of the Army’s
three prong approach to improving and maintaining IAQ in barracks world-wide. This includes
short term mold inhibition techniques, heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) system
improvements in the near future and a long term goal of upgrading the central energy plants.

IAQ concerns are prioritized through a ranking system for each assessed building, using a
grading matrix. The IAQ grading matrix is composed of an X-axis and a Y-axis. The X-axis
represents Potential Exposure, consisting of an occupancy profile and the microbial condition of
the building. The Y-axis represents Building Condition, consisting of HVAC and building
envelope. Each of the four categories is assigned a “C” value based on the data collected during
the IAQ assessment. The “C” value between HVAC and Building Envelope is averaged for a
“C” value representing Building Condition. The “C” value between Occupancy Profile and
Microbial is averaged for a “C” value representing Potential Exposure. Once the “C” values are
determined for each axis then the building can be assigned a composite “C” classification.

Category grades are ranked from C1 through C4 with C1 being the most desirable and C4
being the least desirable condition.

. C1 - 1AQ issues associated with this building classification do not significantly
interfere with the mission or intended uses of the building at the time the
classification was assigned. Building IAQ conditions neither limit the flexibility
for the building use nor increase vulnerability to interrupted building uses.

o C2 - IAQ issues associated with this building classification may limit the
flexibility of some building uses, but for most envisioned uses of the building,
IAQ issues will not interfere with using the building to accomplish the mission.

o C3 - IAQ issues associated with this building classification will limit the
flexibility of the use of the building. Expected uses of the building will be
limited. These limitations will increase the vulnerability of the building to
accomplish its mission.

. C4 - 1AQ issues associated with this building classification will seriously impair
the use of the building to accomplish the uses and mission of the building.
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TABLE 5.12-1
BUILDINGS ASSESSED FOR IAQ
o | pre | DAL | TOTAL | CMUATIVE | BULDINGS
ASSESSMENTS

2001 31 4 35 35 31
2002 47 9 56 91 50
2003 41 2 43 134 40
2004 31 0 31 165 31
2005 0 0 0 165 0
2006 0 1 1 166 1
2007 112 135 247 413 1
2008 1,004 114 1,118 1,531 21
2009 4,491 339 4,739 6,270 62
2010 4,199 618 4,817 11,087 76
2011 4,378 447 4,825 15,912 72

FIGURE5.12-1
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TABLE 5.12-2
EXTENT OF VISIBLE MOLD GROWTH IN BARRACKS ROOMS
DATE TOTAL PRE- ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH
ASSESSMENTS NO VISIBLE | VISIBLE MOLD |VISIBLE MOLD | VISIBLE MOLD
COMPLETED
COMPLETED MOLD 1-10sq ft >10 - 100 sq ft >100 sq ft
10/2008 —
032009 2219 1444 632 110 40
04/2009 —
0912000 2226 1600 544 73 2
10/2009 —
032000 2143 1370 677 95 1
04/2009 —
09/2010 2056 1493 510 53 0
10/2010 -
03/2011 2226 1784 406 36 0
04/2011 —
09/2011 2152 1356 696 100 0
TABLE 5.12-3
EXTENT OF VISIBLE MOLD GROWTH IN HIGH RISK FACILITIES
DATE TOTAL PRE- ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH
ASSESSMENTS NO VISIBLE | VISIBLE MOLD | VISIBLE MOLD | VISIBLE MOLD
COMPLETED
COMPLETED MOLD 1-10sq ft >10 - 100 sq ft >100 sq ft
10/2010 -
03/2011 617 578 32 7 0
04/2011 —
09/2011 608 581 25 2 0
TABLE 5.12-4
REQUESTS FOR IAQ ASSESSMENTS BY OCCUPANTS
DATE TOTAL PRE- ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH | ROOMS WITH
ASSESSMENTS NO VISIBLE | VISIBLE MOLD |VISIBLE MOLD | VISIBLE MOLD
COMPLETED
COMPLETED MOLD 1-10sq ft >10 - 100 sq ft >100 sq ft
10/2008-
092008 46 0 24 17 5
10/2009 —
0912010 558 241 210 100 7
10/2010 -
09/2011 722 493 162 65 2
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5.12.3 1AQ Program Requirements

The focus of the Fort Polk IAQ Program is to protect the health of building occupants and
preserve the mission of the occupied spaces at Fort Polk. The purpose of the program is to
develop building IAQ profiles which reflect the status of IAQ issues in buildings, develop a
management plan to be utilized by the installation to manage IAQ issues, and recommend
actions to minimize 1AQ issues in existing buildings and future renovation/construction.

5.12.4 1AQ Program Requirements

The 1AQ team performs a preliminary assessment of each barracks room not under major
renovation every six (6) months. During FY10 the IAQ team has dramatically increased the
number of preliminary assessments conducted each year. This increased frequency allows the
IAQ team to identify IAQ concerns in rooms which would be unoccupied due to deployment.
The mold prevention program has increased outreach efforts through training courses, briefings
and direct interaction with the units. Briefing the IAQ program during formal classroom training
provides Commanders and First Sergeants with knowledge of the resources available to units on
JRTC and Fort Polk to prevent poor indoor air quality. The IAQ team also developed the JRTC
and Fort Polk video: Operation Mold. This video provides Soldiers with information on the
major sources of mold, simple techniques to inhibit mold growth and services provided by the
IAQ team on the Installation. Increased coordination with units has also resulted in a decreased
number of barracks rooms the IAQ team was unable to assess due to lack of access.

The IAQ team provided assessment data and supporting documentation to the
Department of Preventive Medicine, DPW Engineering and Operations and Maintenance,
Garrison Safety and members of the Garrison Leadership to address workplace safety complaints
filed with OSHA. Within the installation, the IAQ team also provided assessment reports to the
Commanding General in response to ICE complaints and provided support to the DPW during
grievance proceedings. In response to IAQ concerns related to high risk occupants, particularly
wounded Soldiers, the IAQ team incorporated procedures for facilities/rooms containing high
risk occupants into the remediation protocol. Expedited occupant relocation procedures were
refined to include DPW SGM coordination with the MSCs.

5.12.5 1AQ Program Performance Indicators

As stated above, the Installation IAQ program contains three major categories,
preliminary assessment, assessment and remediation. The following performance indicators have
been developed to capture data to perform trend analysis of these major program functions:
annual number of pre-assessments and assessments completed. The number of assessments
completed is also a measure of the number of remediations completed, since a remediation is
performed on each room/facility requiring an assessment. Since the goal of the IAQ program
focuses on source correction rather than remediation, trend data is also collected regarding the
major source of the poor IAQ present in the room/facility: HVAC system, facility management
and occupant contributions. An evaluation of the overall IAQ present in facilities on JRTC and
Fort Polk is provided to the Garrison Leadership by collecting trend data on facilities that exceed
the recommended microbial threshold and require remediation. Updates to the IAQ MP and
SOPs are evaluated to ensure that the management plan and corresponding SOPs are reviewed
and updated annually. Finally, since the IAQ team has increased its efforts in the areas of mold
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prevention and stewardship, trend data is also collected to evaluate the number of service orders
submitted by building occupants requesting IAQ assessments.

5.12.6 1AQ Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each IAQ program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or
Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend
data is used to show progress of specific aspects of the IAQ program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Indoor Air Quality Program Performance

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Annual number of requested pre- Trend Data
assessments completed (no./yr).
2. Annual number of required assessments Trend Data

completed (no./yr).
3. Annual number of assessments exceeding Trend Data
the recommended microbial threshold (no./yr).

4. Annual number of assessments referred Trend Data

from the 1AQ pre-assessor (no./yr).

5. Annual number of pre- assessments Trend Data

requested by occupant (no./yr).

6. Annual number of management plans and a) GREEN: all management plans and 24 of 30
SOPs reviewed and updated (no./yr). SOPs reviewed and updated

b) AMBER: all MP and at least 18 of 30 SOPs
reviewed and updated

c) RED: MP not reviewed and updated

17 or fewer SOPs reviewed and updated

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: all green

b)  AMBER: 1 or more amber

c) RED:1 or more red

5.12.7 1AQ Program Annual Performance Review

The 1AQ program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN based on the annual number of
management plans and SOPs reviewed and updated. No performance indicators are rated
AMBER or RED, resulting in overall program rating of GREEN. The specific results for each
performance indicator are listed below:
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Indoor Air Quality Program Performance

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. Annual number of requested
pre-assessments completed

(no./yr).

4,378 rooms pre-assessed

Trend Data See Table 5.12-1

2. Annual number of required
assessments completed (no./yr).

447 rooms assessed
354 corrective service orders
submitted

Trend Data See Table 5.12-1

3. Annual number of assessments
exceeding the recommended
microbial threshold (no./yr).

272 rooms exceeded the
recommended microbial threshold
for total spore counts or extent of
visible mold growth

Trend Data See Table 5.12.2,
5.12-3 and 5.12-4

4. Annual number of assessments
referred from the 1AQ pre-
assessor (no./yr).

208 assessments referred by 1AQ
pre-assessor

Trend Data See Table 5.12-2 and
5.12-3

5. Annual number of pre-
assessments requested by

722 pre-assessments requested
by the occupant

Trend Data See Table 5.12-4

occupant (no./yr). 239 assessments referred by the
occupant
6. Annual number of IAQ management plan and 39 of |GREEN
management plans and SOPs 39 SOPs were reviewed and
reviewed and updated (no./yr).  |updated in 2011
Program Overall Performance GREEN GREEN

The green rating for the IAQ program management performance indicator “Annual
number of management plans and SOPs reviewed and updated ” resulted in an overall program
rating of green. Improvements to the IAQ program evaluation in the future may include metrics
on response time to requests for IAQ assessments and completion of mold remediation.
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5.13 Air Quality

5.13.1 Air Quality Program Description

Emissions of criteria and hazardous air pollutants at Fort Polk are regulated by the
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). Fort Polk has implemented efforts to reduce emissions of air pollutants and
comply with applicable air quality regulations. Fort Polk is located in an “attainment” area, as
defined by the EPA and LDEQ.

A Title V permit is required for installations with the potential to emit more than 10 tons
per year of a single Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP), 25 tons per year of any combination of
HAPs, or more than 100 tons per year of any regulated air pollutant. Fort Polk’s potential to
emit (PTE) air pollutants exceeds 100 tons. In 1998, the installation obtained its initial Title V
permit from the LDEQ. Fort Polk’s current Title V permit was issued on 23 June 2009, and is
modified on a routine basis to account for the addition or removal of emission sources.

5.13.2 Air Quality Program Background

Title V criteria pollutant emissions were first estimated in 1993; however, standards for
data collection were not available until 1998. Data collected prior to this date may not have been
collected by methods consistent with those used since 1998. Reporting emissions of PM 2.5,
ammonia, and emissions from insignificant activities became a requirement in 2002. From 2002
to 2010 criteria pollutant emissions have decreased 31.6%.

Standards for estimating emissions of toxic volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were
also not available until 1998. Awvailable data shows total VOC emissions have generally
decreased from 1998 to 2010. Toxic VOC emissions remained relatively constant from 1998
through 2006; but, decreased by more than 60% from 2006 to 2010. The largest sources of toxic
VOC emissions are fuel dispensing operations, surface coating operations, closed landfills, and
fuel storage facilities.

Fort Polk began eliminating Class | chlorofluorocarbons (CFC) sources in 1990. The
only known sources of Class | CFC still active on the installation are a small number of older
GSA vehicles and refrigeration units in food service. These refrigeration units, which are
hermetically sealed, are converted to use alternative refrigerants as system maintenance is
required. Multiple Class Il HCFC (hydrochlorofluorocarbon) sources are still present on the
installation. These sources are scheduled to begin phasing out in 2020.

5.13.3 Air Quality Program Requirements

JRTC and Fort Polk air quality requirements are contained in the installation’s Title V
Permit. This permit includes all regulated emission sources and details recordkeeping, reporting,
and emission control requirements for each affected source. The permit requires deviation
reports be submitted to the appropriate environmental agencies should any requirements not be
met. If all conditions are met, the installation submits a compliance certification noting no
deviations during the period.
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TABLE 5.13-1
FORT POLK AIR QUALITY
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (TONS) TOXIC VOC DATA
TOTAL i
YEAR NOx CcO SO, VOC PMyy | PM2.5 | Ammonia YEAR | TONS/YR TOTAL
VOC
VOC
1993 28 10 0 101 8 N/A N/A 1993 6 101 5.9
1995 22 7 0 96 5 N/A N/A 1995 11 96 115
1996 26 8 0 70 2 N/A N/A 1996 16.7 70 23.9
1997 38 10 3 98 7 N/A N/A 1997 10.2 98 10.4
1998 37 9 2 67 3 N/A N/A 1998 6 67 9
1999 29 10 1 52 2 N/A N/A 1999 7.65 52 14.7
2000 33 11 1 47 2 N/A N/A 2000 7 47 14.9
2001 57 35 1 55 5 N/A N/A 2001 6 55 10.9
2002 55 38 1 53 5 5 10 2002 5 53 9.4
2003 53 38 1 51 17 13 9 2003 8 51 15.7
2004 48 27 1 61 18 18 3 2004 6.07 61 10.0
2005 54 25 2 60 10 10 0 2005 6 60 10
2006 55 36 0 51 7 7 0 2006 6 51 11.7
2007 42 29 0 41 7 7 0 2007 3.6 41.4 8.7
2008 38 28 0 27 7 6 0 2008 3.7 26.8 13.9
2009 38 29 <1 30 7 7 <1 2009 45 30 15
2010 37 27 <1 37 3 3 <1 2010 2.2 37 6
FIGURE 5.13-1
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FIGURE 5.13-2
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5.13.4 Air Quality Annual Program Developments

The installation received a renewed Title V' permit on June 23, 2009. The new permit
included minor changes to the installations air emission sources and noted new regulatory
requirements affecting various air emission sources. Key changes include requirements
associated with 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart CCCCCC, which affect fuel dispensing operations
across the installation.

5.13.5 Air Quality Program Performance Indicators

=

Criteria air pollutants emitted (tons/yr)

Toxic air pollutants emitted (Ibs/yr)

Volatile organic compounds emitted (tons/yr)

Hazardous air pollutants emitted (1bs/yr)

Annual percent reduction in Ozone Depleting Chemicals emitted (Ibs/yr)
Annual cumulative number of permitted sources by type (no./yr)

Annual number of permit violations (no./yr)

Title V permit renewals submitted to LDEQ by suspense date

Emission inventory summary report submitted by LDEQ suspense date
10 Annual percent of required management plans and SOPs reviewed

© XN A WD

5.13.6 Air Quality Program Performance Standards

Each Air Quality program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or
Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend
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data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the Air Quality program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Air Quality Program Performance

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Criteria Pollutants Emitted (tons/yr) Trend Data

2. Toxic Air Pollutants Emitted (tons/yr) Trend Data

3. Volatile Organic Compounds Air Pollutants| Trend Data

Emitted (tons/yr)

4. Hazardous Air Pollutants Emitted (tons/yr) [Trend Data

5. Annual percent reduction in Ozone a) GREEN: 2% or more

(no./yr)

Depleting Chemical Emitted (Ibs/yr) b) AMBER: 1%
¢) RED: 0%
6. Annual cumulative Number of Permitted | Trend Data
Sources by Type (no./yr)
7. Annual Number of Permit Violations a) GREEN:O - 1 violations

b)

AMBER: 2 - 3 violations

c)

RED: 4 or more violations

8. Title V permit renewal submitted to LDEQ
prior to expiration date.

a)

GREEN: on time

b)

AMBER: 30 days or less

€)

RED: 31 or more days late

9. Emission Inventory Summary report
submitted by LDEQ suspense date.

a)

GREEN: on time

b)

AMBER: 10 days or less

€)

RED: 11 or more days late

10. Annual percent of required management
plans and SOPs reviewed and updated (%/yr)

a)

plan/SOPS reviewed and updated

GREEN: 100 - 95% management

b)

reviewed but not updated

AMBER: 94 - 80% management plan/ SOPs

c)

reviewed or updated

RED: 79% or less management plan/ SOPs

Program Overall Performance

a) GREEN: no more than 1 amber
b)  AMBER: no more than 1 red
c) RED: more than 1 red

5.13.7 Air Quality Program Annual Performance Review

The Air Quality program evaluation for 2010 is AMBER. Three performance indicators
are rated GREEN, one is rated AMBER and one rated RED, resulting in overall program rating
of AMBER. The specific results for each performance indicator are listed below:
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Air Quality Program Performance
Indicators 2010 Performance Evaluation
1. Criteria Pollutants Emitted Trend Data
(tons/yr) B
2. Toxic Air Pollutants Emitted Trend Data
(tons/yr) B
3. Volatile Organic Compounds Trend Data
Air Pollutants Emitted (tons/yr) B
4. Hazardous Air Pollutants Trend Data
Emitted (tons/yr) -
5. Annual percent reduction in | 6% increase in ODC refrigerant |RED
Ozone Depleting Chemical issued to DPW through the
Emitted (lbs/yr) Hazmart.
6. Annual cumulative Number of |No new sources added that Trend Data
Permitted Sources by Type required permitting.
(no./yr)
7. Annual Number of Permit 1 violation received. GREEN
Violations (no./yr)
8. Title V permit renewal No Title V permitting activity GREEN
submitted to LDEQ prior to during the period.
expiration date.
9. Emission Inventory Summary |Emission Inventory submitted as |GREEN
report submitted by LDEQ required by the LDEQ
suspense date.
10. Annual percent of required  |{80% of required Management AMBER
management plans and SOPs Plans and SOPs were reviewed
reviewed and updated (%/yr) and/or updated.
Program Overall Performance There are 3 GREEN ratings; 1 AMBER
AMBER rating and 1 RED rating
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5.14 Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spills

5.14.1 Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spills Program Description

Due to the nature of military training activities, spills of petroleum, oils, and lubricants
(POL) and other hazardous substances are relatively common on military installations. POL
spills over 10 gallons, spills that reach water, and spills of any quantity of hazardous materials
must be reported to the Fort Polk Fire Department. The Fire Department acts as the first
responders on all spills and notifies ENRMD for technical assistance with directing any clean up
activities. Fire Department personnel complete a spill report for each spill event and provide a
copy to ENRMD for their records. ENRMD notifies the appropriate agencies of any reportable
spills depending on the materials and quantities that have been spilled. Fort Polk began keeping
records on spills in 1997.

5.14.2 Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spills Program Background

Fuel products (JP-8, diesel, MOGAS) have been involved in approximately 70% of all
spills occurring since 1997 and account for 91% of the volume of spilled materials during the
same time period. The quantity of fuel products involved annually in spills has varied from a
low of approximately 177 gallons in 2007 to a high of 3,690 gallons in 2008, due in part to a
vehicle accident. The amount and the type of spills generally correlate to Fort Polk's
OPTEMPO.

The causes of spills have been divided into four categories: broken/faulty equipment,
human error, motor vehicle accidents (MVAS), and unknown causes. Examples of broken/faulty
equipment include broken nozzles, broken fuel or hydraulic lines, broken pumps, malfunctioning
valves, leaking tanks, and worn out seals. The two largest spills from broken/faulty equipment
were 500 gallons of JP-8 in October 2002 and October 2004, both resulting from faulty valves on
a POL vehicle. Broken/faulty equipment accounted for 50% of all spills occurring in 2011.
These spills accounted for approximately 40% of the total volume of materials spilled on the
installation during this time period.

Human error accounted for 38% of the total number of spills and 57% of the total volume
of spills occurring in 2011. Examples of human error include parking full tankers on uneven
ground, failing to replace drain plugs, driver negligence, reckless driving, and overfilling with
fuel. The largest single spill due to human error since 1997 involved a 400-gallon spill of diesel.
Fuel tanks are sometimes ruptured during accidents, resulting in fuel leaks; however, spills
associated with Motor Vehicle Accidents were not encountered in 2011.

Page 191



TABLE 5.14-1
SPILLS BY CAUSE TYPE

JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

0 +

1997

1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011

Year

0

P R " DL B

NUMBER OF SPILLS QUANTITY OF SPILLS (Gallons)
BROKEN/ BROKEN/
YEAR TOTAL HUMAN VEHICLE TOTAL HUMAN VEHICLE
FAULTY UNKNOWN FAULTY UNKNOWN
NUMBER EQUIPMENT ERROR |ACCIDENTS VOLUME EQUIPMENT ERROR |ACCIDENTS
1997 13 4 6 1 2 420 295 100 0 25
1998 21 7 7 3 4 1,008 536 347 0 125
1999 25 10 6 4 5 827 351 410 40 27
2000 29 12 3 4 10 638 475 106 54 3
2001 49 2 16 7 4 1,016 351 500 130 35
2002 53 19 18 6 8 1,215 679 329 144 63
2003 17 8 6 0 3 330 168 150 0 12
2004 53 28 19 1 5 1,508 991 470 3 44
2005 34 11 17 4 2 768 378 297 57 37
2006 13 8 4 1 0 704 474 156 75 0
2007 9 5 4 0 0 233 188 45 0 0
2008 10 4 4 1 1 3,738 58 370 3,300 10
2009 9 4 4 1 0 1,823 161 212 1,450 0
2010 13 10 3 0 0 494 404 90 0 0
2011 8 4 3 0 1 325 130 185 0 10
TOTALS | 356 156 120 33 45 15,047 5,637 3,766 5,253 391
FIGURE 5.14-1 FIGURE 5.14-2
NUMBER OF SPILLS BY CAUSE TYPE QUANTITY OF SPILLS BY CAUSE TYPE
30 3,500
25 3,000 .
& 15 / [\ £ 2,000 [\
@ \ = 1,500
g 10 A 7 A O 1,000
s Yl NN M 500 - ——
£ ~ = M%. s P
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1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011

Year

g BROKEN/ FAULTY EQUIPMENT
VEHICLE ACCIDENTS

e==m==HUMAN ERROR
UNKNOWN

emmgmmm BROKEN/ FAULTY EQUIPMENT

=== HUMAN ERROR
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TABLE 5.14-2
SPILLS BY MATERIAL TYPE

NUMBER OF SPILLS* QUANTITY OF SPILLS (Gallons)
YEAR TOTAL TOTAL
NUMBER JP-8 DIESEL MOGAS OTHER VOLUME JP-8 DIESEL MOGAS OTHER
1997 13 4 6 1 2 420 179 225 15 1
1998 21 7 7 3 4 1,008 115 530 168 195
1999 25 10 6 4 5 827 619 83 83 43
2000 29 12 3 4 10 638 380 78 6 174
2001 49 17 4 5 23 1,016 259 476 22 259
2002 53 22 6 5 20 1,215 990 90 23 112
2003 17 6 3 1 7 330 229 57 1 43
2004 53 28 6 7 12 1,508 1,166 250 16 76
2005 34 15 9 4 6 768 236 372 128 32
2006 13 5 0 1 7 704 485 0 15 204
2007 9 4 1 1 3 233 147 30 0.25 56
2008 10 4 1 1 4 3,738 3,665 10 15 48
2009 9 4 2 1 2 1,823 1,660 120 1 42
2010 13 8 2 0 3 494 254 180 0 60
2011 8 7 1 0 0 325 305 20 0 0
TOTALS 356 153 57 38 108 15,047 10,689 2,521 493 1,344
NOTE: The quantity of some spills are unknown
*Spill incidents may include more than one material type
FIGURE 5.14-3 FIGURE 5.14-4
NUMBER OF SPILLS BY MATERIAL TYPE QUANTITY OF SPILLS BY MATERIAL TYPE
m 30 l\ 4,000 .
= 3,500
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5.14.3 Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spills Program Requirements

Fuel spills (diesel, JP-8, and MOGAS) account for the majority of spilled materials on Fort Polk,
although spills of other materials such as hydraulic fluid, oil, antifreeze, and paint do occur. All
spills regardless of the amount must be cleaned up as to where there are no pollutant residues
remaining. POL spills that are 10-gallons or less and have not entered a waterway are not
reportable and are cleaned up by the party that spills it. POL spills greater than 10-gallons must
be immediately reported to the Fort Polk Fire Department who will in turn notify ENRMD. In
some cases other agencies (State Police, Local Emergency planning Committee, Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality, National Response Center), may require notification.
This is determined by the ENRMD representative on site.

5.14.4 Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spills Annual Program Developments

The goal of this program is to maintain and sustain the environment in order to have
resources available for the training of our soldiers well into the future. Because human error is
our number one cause of spills, training individuals in spill prevention is a priority. Last year
over 4,700 individuals received environmental training.

The incorporation of CWA regulations into our Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP), concerning secondary containment, has also been a factor in
reducing the number of spills.

5.14.5 Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spills Program Performance Indicators

The Petroleum and Hazardous Materials Spill Response program has developed three
performance indicators to measure the performance of the program. These indicators include:

e Annual percent of reportable spills submitted within regulatory timelines (%/yr)
e Annual percent of spills completed cleaned up with no pollutant residue (%/yr)
e Required management plans and SOPs reviewed and updated

5.14.6 Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spills Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Spill Response program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red,
Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend
data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of Spill Response. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:
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Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spill Response Program Performance
Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Annual number of spills incidents by Trend Data
material type (no./yr)
2. Annual number of spills incidents by cause| Trend Data

(no./yr)
3. Annual volume of material spilled by Trend Data
material type (gal/yr)
4. Annual volume of material spilled by Trend Data - See Table 5.14-1 and Figure 5.14-1
cause (gal/yr)
5. Annual number of reportable spills by Trend Data
material type, volume and cause (no./yr)
6. Annual percent of reportable spills a) GREEN: 100%
submitted within regulatory timelines (%/yr) b) AMBER: 99 - 95%
¢) RED: 94% or less.
7. Annual percent of spills completed cleaned a) GREEN: 100 - 98%
up with no pollutant residue (%/yr) b) AMBER: 97 - 95%
¢) RED: 94% or less.
8. Required management plans and SOPs a) GREEN: spill response plan and one SOP
reviewed and updated reviewed and updated

b)  AMBER: spill response plan and one SOP
reviewed but not updated

¢) RED: no review or update

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: no more than 1 amber

b) AMBER: no more than 1 red

¢) RED: more than 1 red

5.14.7 Spills Program Annual Performance Review

The Petroleum and Hazardous Materials Spill Response program evaluation for 2011 is
GREEN based on the performance indicators. The specific results for each performance
indicator are listed below:

Petroleum and Hazardous Material Spill Response Program Performance

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation

1. Annual number of spills Trend Data - See Table 5.14-2
incidents by material type (no./yr) B and Figure 5.14-3
2. Annual number of spills Trend Data - See Table 5.14-1
incidents by cause (no./yr) B and Figure 5.14-1
3. Annual volume of material Trend Data - See Table 5.14-2
spilled by material type (gal/yr) B and Figure 5.14-4
4. Annual volume of material Trend Data - See Table 5.14-1
spilled by cause (galiyr) B and Figure 5.14-2
5. Annual number of reportable Trend Data - See Table 5.14-1
spills by material type, volume and -- and Table 5.14-2
cause (no./yr)
6. Annual percent of reportable  |100% GREEN

spills submitted within regulatory
timelines (%o/yr)

7. Annual percent of spills 100% GREEN
completed cleaned up with no
pollutant residue (%/yr)

8. Required management plans |100% GREEN
and SOPs reviewed and updated
Program Overall Performance GREEN GREEN
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5.15 Pollution Prevention

5.15.1 Pollution Prevention Program Description

Preventing pollution is an environmental priority for Fort Polk. The emphasis on
pollution prevention (P2) focuses on the following criteria:

. Meeting national, state, and military pollution prevention goals;
. Reducing long-term liabilities of waste disposal;
. Saving money by reducing Fort Polk’s raw material purchases and waste

treatment and disposal costs; and

o Protecting human health and the environment locally at the installation and
regionally within Vernon Parish.

According to EPA, pollution prevention refers to the use of materials, processes, or
practices that eliminates or reduces the quantity and toxicity of wastes at the source of
generation. P2 includes practices to eliminate the discharge of hazardous or toxic chemicals to
the environment and protect natural resources through conservation and improved efficiency.
This also reduces the use of hazardous materials, energy, and water. The Pollution Prevention
program is seeks to avoid waste generation, environmental releases and facilitate the
management of all environmental media (i.e. air, land, and water). Pollution prevention aims to
eliminate or reduce waste released to land, air, and water without simply transferring or
distributing pollutants among these media.

Pollution prevention can be achieved through a hierarchy of waste management options.
These options range from preventing or reducing pollution at the source (the most desirable
option) to disposal (least desirable). Recycling and treatment are the other options available
within the hierarchy. Pollution prevention is a cost-effective means of meeting environmental
objectives in an era when Army installations are simultaneously subject to stricter standards for
pollution control, public criticism of their environmental records and declining environmental
budgets. The financial costs associated with not preventing pollution not only include the
obvious direct costs (i.e., waste handling, transportation, treatment, disposal, etc.) but also the
not-so-obvious costs, such as training, overhead, permit fees, fines for non-compliance and long-
term environmental clean-up costs.

5.15.2 Pollution Prevention Program Background

Pollution prevention and waste minimization practices reflect a commitment to
continually improve the efficient utilization of resources such as materials, human resources,
time and money. As stated, the critical theme of Fort Polk’s P2 plan is to continually improve
management practices and associated activities. The P2 plan is based on the Model Pollution
Prevention Plan (February 1995), and is structured according to protocols outlined in EPA
guidance manuals, Waste Minimization Opportunity Assessment Manual (EPA/625/7-88-003,
July 1988), and Facility Pollution Prevention Guide (EPA/600/R-92/088). The plan was
prepared in accordance with Guidance to Hazardous Waste Generators on the Elements of a
Pollution Prevention Program (Federal Register, May 28, 1993).
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The P2 plan is a living document which is continually reviewed and updated, as needed.
Reasons for P2 plan review include: attainment of set P2 goals, changes in the P2 program
requirements (at different Army levels), changes in state and federal regulations, and finally, to
ensure the plan is consistent with the installation’s environmental vision.

The JRTC and Fort Polk mission includes the following elements:

. Provide an advanced level of training for U.S. contingency forces under tough,
realistic, combat-like forces;

. Provide trained and ready home station forces;

. Mobilize, validate, and deploy units worldwide; and

. Provide a modern installation that cares for our soldiers, civilians, retirees and
families.

It is the vision of Fort Polk to be the Army’s combat training center for contingency
forces by providing exceptionally realistic and relevant training to prepare units for the
challenges of future operations. Fort Polk is committed to providing trained, ready, and modern
units, rapidly deployable from a quality power projection platform. In addition, Fort Polk
continually works to provide a first-class, modern installation, which gives Army families a great
place to work, live, and play, in partnership with local communities.

5.15.3 Program Requirements

Fort Polk’s P2 plan is based on current Army guidance and complies with requirements
of the Federal Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (PPA). In addition, several regulations,
executive orders, policy statements and directives dictate the scope of the P2 plan, including:

o Executive Order (EO) 12856 Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and
Pollution Prevention Requirements;

o EO 13423 Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention, Recycling, and
Federal Acquisition;

. Army Regulation (AR) 200-1 Chapter 7, Pollution Prevention;
. Department of Army Pamphlet (DA PAM) 200-1 Chapter 10, Pollution

Prevention;

J DoD Instruction (DoDlI) 4715.4 Pollution Prevention;

. Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) Regulations;

. Memorandum from the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense Subject: New
DoD Pollution Prevention Measure of Merit(MoM);

. Environmental Performance Assessment System (EPAS) guidelines; and

. International Standards Organization (1SO) 14000.

Fort Polk’s P2 goals are summarized in the following:

. Meet Army, Federal, State, and local pollution prevention policy goals;
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. Improve the Fort Polk compliance position with respect to Federal, State and local
environmental laws;

o Actively participate in and contribute to the identification, implementation, and
evaluation of innovative new ideas to reduce material use and waste generation;

. Promote pollution prevention as an integral part of the mission;

. Maintain a positive posture and leadership role in interacting with the community
on common pollution prevention issues;

. Promote recycling activities and the use of recycled materials on the installation;

. Develop, evaluate and implement pollution prevention practices and to
characterize installation waste streams to all media;

J Provide pollution prevention training to all military and civilian personnel,

o Systematically reduce the generation and ultimate disposal of waste to the air,

ground, surface water, and groundwater; and

. Provide full support and ensure the functionality of the Qualified Recycling
Program (QRP).

In addition, an effective P2 plan accomplishes the following:

. Communicates shared pollution prevention visions and goals;

. Communicates Fort Polk’s P2 program to IMCOM, Army Staff offices, and,
where appropriate, to environmental regulatory staff and the local community;

. Identifies specific P2 responsibilities among Fort Polk activities, including
military, civilian, and tenant organizations;

o Serves as a reference document for environmental information related to P2;

o Delineates P2 project priorities;

o Acts as a benchmark to measure P2 progress; and

o Provides P2 program consistency as personnel change

5.15.4 Pollution Prevention Annual Program Developments

Environmental Management System (EMS) principals and metrics were adopted into the
P2 program in an effort to standardize recording and reporting procedures.

5.15.5 Pollution Prevention Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators were developed for the Pollution Prevention program in
conjunction with Executive Orders, Department of Defense (DoD), and Department of Army
goals and objectives.
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5.15.6 Pollution Prevention Program Performance Standards

Each program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or Green
performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend data is
used to show progress of a specific aspect of the program. The following performance standards
apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Pollution Prevention Program Performance
Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Annual number of processes/ waste a) GREEN: 4 or more assessments
streams assessed (no./yr) b) AMBER: 2 - 3 assessments
¢) RED:1 or less assessments
2. Annual number of new P2 a) GREEN: 2 or more evaluated
products/technologies evaluated. (no./yr) b) AMBER: 1 evaluated
c) RED:O evaluated
3. Annual number of recommended P2 a) GREEN:3-4
initiatives/process changes approved for b) AMBER: 2
implementation (%/yr) ¢) RED:1 or less.
4. Number of management plans and SOPs a) GREEN: management plan and 100% of SOPs
reviewed and updated annually (no./yr) reviewed
b) AMBER: management plan and 66% of SOPs
reviewed
¢) RED: Not Green or Amber
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: no more than 1 amber
b) AMBER: no more than 1 red
c) RED:more than 1 red

5.15.7 Pollution Prevention Program Annual Performance Review

The Program evaluation for 2011 is Amber. One performance indicators is rated
GREEN, two AMBER and one RED, resulting in overall program rating of AMBER. The
specific results for each performance indicator are listed below:

Page 199



JRTC & Fort Polk

Environmental Management Performance Review

Pollution Prevention Program Performance

Indicators

2011 Performance

Evaluation

1. Annual number of processes/
waste streams assessed (no./yr)

4

GREEN

2. Annual number of new P2
products/technologies evaluated.

(no./yr)

AMBER

3. Annual number of
recommended P2
initiatives/process changes
approved for implementation
(%lyr)

AMBER

4. Number of management plans
and SOPs reviewed and updated
annually (no./yr)

50%

RED

Program Overall Performance

AMBER
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5.16 Recycling

5.16.1 Recycling Program Description

The installation recycling program is currently a joint effort by the HAZMART, the QRP
(Qualified Recycling Program) and installation solid waste contractors. Military Family
Housing’s recycling program is carried out by its own private solid waste contractor, IESI.
There are ongoing efforts by the QRP to partner with housing and obtain their recyclables for
processing which would entail returned revenue to the installation. All activities on Fort Polk are
provided recycling dumpsters by the solid waste contractor. Currently recyclables are collected
throughout the Garrison and in training areas. The Consolidated Solid Waste Collection Facility
is used to segregate the recyclables and process materials for shipment. The HAZMART
contributes to Fort Polk’s recycling program by the distillation of parts cleaning solvent and used
antifreeze.  Once used cleaning solvent and antifreeze are processed to meet original
specifications, they are distributed back to the units for reuse. The HAZMART also collects and
packages various types of bulbs, batteries and toner cartridges which are picked up by a regional
recycler. Recyclable materials not collected by the HAZMART, QRP or the solid waste
contractor are taken to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO). DRMO
handles recycling contracts for scrap metals, tires used oil and occasional brass casings.

5.16.2 Fort Polk Qualified Recycling Program (QRP)

Qualified Recycling Programs (QRP’s) have been authorized by the DoD for several
years. In 2008 the EQCC approved the implementation of Fort Polk’s QRP and and initial
startup funds were requested throught the DOD.

The DoD authorizes the QRP to enter into contracts and sell recyclables directly to local
vendors and retain profits from such sales for use by the installation. Without a QRP, recyclables
are sold thru the local DRMO and profits are returned to the U.S. Treasury. A QRP allows the
installation to aggressively pursue recycling opportunities in the local marketplace, and
potentially provide funding for underfunded MWR and Pollution Prevention programs. A QRP
must be self-sufficient. The QRP is overseen by a committee, chaired by the Garrison
Commander (or his representative). The committee determines budget expenditures and the way
ahead for a profitable program.

Initial startup funding was utilized to procure equipment which would allow the QRP to
process, De-Mil, and sell small arms caliber brass shell casings. An Ordnance Deformer and
Safety Certification Unit were purchased and delivery was accepted in Dec of 2008. The Safety
Certification Unit heats used casings to over 800 degrees Fahrenheit thus expending any
remaining propellant or residue. The Ordnance Deformer mangles shell casings to the point
where they can no longer be utilized for their intended purpose. Operations commenced in June
2009, and 210,000 Ibs of shell casings have been sold thru the QRP to date.

The future remains very bright for the QRP as it will be called upon to lead the way for
the installation to realize its goal of Net Zero Waste. Currently the QRP consist of a manager
and two subordinate employees. The QRP continues to reach out to the installation and local
community and grow each day. Currently, the QRP collects, processes and sells the following
commodities to local vendors:
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White Office Paper
Used Cooking Qil
Lead Acid Batteries
Scrap Metal

Spent Brass Casings

All profits realized are returned back to the installation QRP account. Here the funds are
distributed for program sustainment, employee salaries, new equipment, support of MWR
programs, and Pollution Prevention Initiatives.

5.16.3 Recycling Program Requirements

Military Batteries Recycling

The realistic training conducted by JRTC and Fort Polk creates many unique
environmental challenges that ENRMD staff are required to address on a daily basis. One such
challenge is the management of military batteries. Military batteries consist of lithium sulfur
dioxide, magnesium, mercury, nickel metal hydride, nickel cadmium, and lead-acid battery
chemistries. Most of these batteries are used in the Multiple Integrated Laser Engagement
Simulator (MILES), communication equipment, and Simulated Area Weapon Effect 11 (SAWE)
equipment used during the JRTC rotations. Fort Polk processes a wide variety of military
batteries, averaging over 10,000 batteries annually. Once these batteries have been used, they
are turned in to the ENRMD technicians located at the 8300 Block where they are tested for
reuse or disposal. In 1997, the installation initiated a management program to test and re-issue
batteries. Batteries passing the test are issued, free of charge, to home-based units and the
incoming rotational units.

Cost avoidance in the battery program is accrued in one of two ways: re-issuing usable
batteries (save on the purchase of a new battery) and disposing the non-usable batteries as a solid
waste. The cost of new military batteries can range from $20.97 to $200, depending on the
model.

The battery program has received much praise for the management of the BA-5590, a
lithium sulfur dioxide battery. With the use of a State-of-Charge (SOC) tester, all BA-5590s
with greater than 70% of its charge remaining are processed for re-issue. If batteries have less
than 70% SOC, they are disposed of as Universal Waste in accordance with US Army
Environmental Center (USAEC) and Installation Management Command (IMCOM) guidance.
In 2010, ENRMD tested 4,399 batteries and re-issued 2,131 back to training units, resulting in a
cost avoidance of $ 179, 089.24.

In 2004, Fort Polk began participating in the free Rechargeable Battery Recycling
Coalition (RBRC) recycling program to recycle small, rechargeable batteries at no cost to the
government. The RBRC is a non-profit public service organization created by the rechargeable
power industry and dedicated to the recycling of rechargeable batteries. RBRC provides boxes
for shipping the batteries and pays the shipping costs to their recycling facility. During FY 11 the
HAZMART returned 420 Ibs. of rechargeable batteries.
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Paper, Cardboard, and Metals Recycling

Data for paper, cardboard, and metal recycling on the installation has been maintained
since FY98. The installation solid waste contractor collects cardboard, from the garrison area.
The Commissary and Post Exchange manage their own cardboard recycling contracts. Scrap
metals are sold by the QRP metal contract. A large increase in metals generation and recycling
occurred in FY02 due to Operation Slim Warrior. The total tonnage of materials (cardboard and
metal) recycled has increased from 1,235 tons in FY98 to 2,094 tons in FY11.

Used Oil Recycling

Used oil is considered a non-hazardous solid waste unless it has concentrations of toxic
constituents that make it a hazardous waste. Fort Polk has numerous motor pools, maintenance
facilities, and other industrial operations on-post that generate used oil. Most of these facilities
have receptacles for used oil collection.

When containers are full, samples are collected and tested for water content,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), heavy metals, halogenated organic compounds, and flash
point. If test results are favorable for recycling, ENRMD picks up and transfers the oil to large
storage tanks for storage. When the storage tanks are full, the oil is tested again. If the oil meets
applicable standards, DRMO assists the Army by finding a buyer that will recycle the oil.

Due to the training center mission and the addition of 4,000-8,000 troops monthly, the
installation generates far more used oil than new oil procured, eliminating the advantage of a
closed-loop contract. Using the sales services of DRMO, the installation successfully marketed
151 tons of used oil in FY11.

Used oil generation and recycling on the installation fluctuates slightly from year to year
due to rotational units and unit OPTEMPO. In 2001, the amount of used oil recycled increased
due to storage tank demolition. In 2003, as a result of increased rotations due to Operation Iraqi
Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom, 463 tons of used oil was generated. Improvements
in efficiency of vehicle and equipment maintenance operations at the installation have helped
reduce the quantity of used oil generated in recent years. A major improvement has been the
reduction in the quantity of contaminated fuel generated on the installation.

Page 203



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

TABLE 5.16-1
BATTERY RECYCLING
CALENDAR |TOTAL NUMBER NUMBER
YEAR TESTED REISSUED % REISSUED

1998 24,803 8,294 33
1999 27,123 7,777 29
2000 36,849 11,478 31
2001 28,401 7,513 26
2002 26,279 5,738 22
2003 17,292 6,606 38
2004 15,003 5,011 33
2005 13,445 4,334 32
2006 11,269 3,093 27
2007 12,824 3,544 28
2008 16,016 7,325 46
2009 13,015 6,358 48
2010 7,492 2,012 27
2011 4,399 2,131 48

FIGURE 5.16-1
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TABLE 5.16-2
PAPER, CARDBOARD, AND METAL RECYCLING
PAPER AND
FISCAL YEAR | CARDBOARD '\grirﬁ's‘)s’
(TONS)
1998 613 622
1999 512 459
2000 981 910
2001 1,001 1,141
2002 863 2,293
2003 1,089 1,401
2004 1,090 1,270
2005 1,093 1,708
2006 889 908
2007 774 903
2008 731 1,871
2009 727 1,628
2010 756 1,513
2011 778 1,316
FIGURE 5.16-2
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TABLE 5.16-3
USED OIL
RECYCLED
FISCAL YEAR USED OIL
(TONS)
1998 206
1999 341
2000 192
2001 432
2002 181
2003 463
2004 262
2005 312
2006 213
2007 206
2008 120
2009 230
2010 195
2011 151
FIGURE 5.16-3
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5.16.4 Annual Recycling Program Developments

In FYQ09 the Qualified Recycling Program (QRP) was established. This will greatly
enhance the capability of the installation to meet future Department of the Army recycling goals.
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5.16.5 Recycling Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators were developed for the recycling program that is in conjunction
with Department of Army (DoD) standards for diversion rates. A goal of 50% of the total non-
hazardous waste generated should be recycled to receive a green rating.

5.16.6 Recycling Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or Green
performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend data is
used to show progress of a specific aspect of the program. The following performance standards
apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Recycling Program Performance

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Total quantity of non-hazardous solid Trend Data
waste generated (tons/yr)
2. Annual quantity of non-hazardous solid Trend Data

waste recycled by material type (tons/yr)
3. Annual percent of non-hazardous solid a) GREEN: 50% or more

waste recycled (%/yr) b) AMBER: 49% - 45%
c) RED: 44% or less.
Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: all green

b) AMBER: any amber but no red
¢) RED: anyred

5.16.7 Recycling Program Annual Performance Review
The program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN.

Recycling Program Performance

Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Total quantity of non- 66,322 tons Trend Data - See Table 5.16-1
hazardous solid waste generated and Figure 5.16-1
(tons/yr)
2. Annual quantity of non- 58,046 tons Trend Data - See Table 5.16-1
hazardous solid waste recycled by and Figure 5.16-1
material type (tons/yr)
3. Annual percent of non- 87% GREEN
hazardous solid waste recycled
(%0lyr)
Program Overall Performance GREEN GREEN
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5.17 Drinking Water

5.17.1 Program Description

Fort Polk’s drinking water is derived from the Williamson Creek and Carnahan Bayou
aquifer systems. Drinking Water Collection, Distribution, and Treatment Systems are comprised
of four treatment facilities, 12 water wells, five ground tanks, 9 elevated water storage tanks, and
more than 300 miles of water distribution lines. Treatment systems are located at the North Fort,
North Fort Army Family Housing, South Fort, and South Fort Army Family Housing (Well 14-
D) treatment plants.

5.17.2 Program Background

Historically, the drinking water systems have not maintained compliance with operating
permits issued by the Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals (LDHH).

Fort Polk Public Water Systems (PWS) were privatized on 1 February 2009. Under a 50-
year contract administered through the Defense Energy Services Contracting Agency (DESC),
American Water Military Services Group assumed ownership, operation, and maintenance of
Fort Polk’s water utilities. Under this contract, necessary capital improvements will be
implemented to effectively operate the Fort Polk water systems and achieve and maintain
compliance. The following improvements have been implemented:

e DPW completed a survey which identified the location and condition of all existing
backflow prevention devices on the installation.  The survey also included
recommendations for equipment upgrades and locations where backflow prevention
devices should be replaced or installed. This is one of the five required components for a
compliant BFPCCP.

o A Water Quality Management Team (WQMT) was established that actively oversees all
aspects of Fort Polk’s drinking water system, ensuring the installation receives quality
drinking water and provides oversight of the installation’s efforts to resolve water system
non-compliances.

5.17.3 Program Requirements

All public water supply systems which supply piped water for human consumption are
regulated by the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). This regulation requires development and
implementation of plans to protect and conserve sources of drinking water and plans to protect
distributed drinking water quality. LDHH regulates water quality at the source (which is the
wellhead for Fort Polk’s water distribution systems) and throughout the PWS distribution
system. LDHH also conducts periodic testing of Fort Polk’s potable water to ensure compliance
with permit conditions and federal standards. LDHH regulations apply to both surface waters
and groundwater. The LDEQ has several programs whose goal is to advance compliance with
the Clean Water Act, which affects both surface waters and ground waters. LDEQ’s water
quality regulatory programs include Source Water Protection, Underground Injection Control,
and Sole Source Aquifer Protection, and The Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
which covers wastewater effluents and storm water runoff. Fort Polk’s PWS permits are
designed to ensure compliance with these regulatory requirements.
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5.17.4 Annual Program Developments

Fort Polk strives to meet the objectives outlined in October 2009 Executive Order 13514
entitled “Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance” to improve
water use and efficiency by reducing the total potable water consumed by two percent annually
through fiscal 2020, or 26 percent by the end of fiscal year 2020. This goal will be accomplished
by implementing water management strategies including water-efficient and low-flow plumbing
fixtures.

Monthly water production totals for the period October 1996 to October 2011 show an
average annual production rate of one billion gallons. These data include production totals for
South Fort Polk, North Fort Polk, and the North Fort Polk Housing water treatment plants. Fort
Polk’s annual water production rate since 1997 has ranged from a high of 1.31 billion gallons in
1999 to a low of 784 million gallons in 2009 when Fort Polk’s troops were deployed to Iraq.

5.17.5 Program Performance Indicators

Performance indicators were developed for the installation Drinking Water program
based on known HQDA, IMCOM, and installation data and information requirements. Metrics
and requirements from HQDA Common Levels of Support (CLS), Installation Status Report
(ISR), Environmental Quality Reporting (EQR), and IMCOM Key Garrison Measures were used
to develop the Drinking Water program indicators and standards. The installation evaluates the
performance of the Fort Polk Drinking Water program based on the following performance
indicators:

1. Annual quantity of water produced by each Public Water System (PWS)
2. Annual average daily production by PWS (MGD)

3. Annual estimated population served by each PWS

4. Annual number of groundwater wells servicing each PWS

5. Annual number of Tier 1 and Tier 2 public notifications issued by cause
6. Annual number of MCL exceedances by constituent per PWS

7. Annual number of compliance orders/ENF actions by PWS

8. The Drinking Water SOPs reviewed and updated annually

5.17.6 Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Drinking Water program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red,
Amber, or Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend
data. Trend data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the Drinking Water program.
The following performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:
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Drinking Water Program Performance

Performance Indicators

Performance Standards

1. Annual quantity of water produced by each
Public Water System (PWS) (MG/yr)

Trend Data (Note there is an installation EMS target)

servicing each PWS (no./yr)

2. Annual average daily production by PWS | Trend Data
(MGD)

3. Annual estimated population served by Trend Data
each PWS (no./yr)

4. Annual number of groundwater wells Trend Data

5. Annual number of Tier 1 and Tier 2 public
notifications issued by cause (no./yr)

a) GREEN: no mandatory public notifications

b) AMBER: 1 or more notifications other than
coliform MCL violations

¢) RED: 1 or more coliform MCL violations or any
repeat notifications due to Tier 1 or Tier 2 violations

6. Annual number of MCL exceedances by
constituent per PWS (no./yr)

a) GREEN: 0 exceedance

b) AMBER: No more than 1 MCL exceedances
except coliform bacteria MCL exceedances

¢) RED: any repeat exceedances or any coliform
MCL exceedances

7. Annual number of compliance orders/ENF
actions by PWS (no./yr)

a) GREEN: 0 orders

b) AMBER: No more than 1 NOV

b) RED: 1 or more orders.

8. Annual number of required management
plans and SOPs reviewed and updated (no./yr)

a) GREEN: SOPs reviewed and updated as
necessary annually

b) AMBER: SOPs reviewed but not updated
annually

¢) RED: SOPs not reviewed or updated

Program Overall Performance

a) GREEN: no more than 1 amber

b) AMBER: no more than 1 red

¢) RED: 2 or more red

5.17.7 Program Annual Performance Review

The Drinking Water overall program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN based on 2011
assessment data. There are three performance indicators rated GREEN; one performance
indicators rated AMBER, and none rated RED. The specific results for each performance

indicator are listed in the table below.
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Drinking Water Program Pe rformance
Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation

Trend Data :

1. Annual quantity of water NF- 191,573

produced by each Public Water |SF- 683,502 Trend Data See Table 5.17.-1

System (PWS) (MG/yr) NFH- 71,047
*Totals in thousands of gallons

2. Annual average daily Trend Data:

production by PWS (MGD) 2.59 MGD produced Trend Data See Table 5.17.-1

. . SF- 5610

3. Annual estimated population

served by each PWSp(nFc))./yr) NF-4000 Trend Data
NFH- 3558
SF-6

4. Annual number of groundwater

wells servicing each PWS (no./yr) NF-4 Trend Data
NFH-2

5. Annual number of Tler Land {1/ Tir 2 public

Tier 2 public notifications issued . . GREEN

by cause (04/2011) notifications issued in 2011.

6. Annual number of MCL SF-2

exceedances by constituent per  [NF-1 AMBER

PWS (04/2011) NFH-0

7. Annual number of compliance No compliance orders or ENF

orders/ENF actions by PWS . .. GREEN
actions received in 2011.

(no./yr)

8. Annual number of required o

management plans and SOPs Drinking water SOP was up GREEN

reviewed and updated (no./yr) updated.

Program Overall Performance GREEN

Specific attention is given to performance indicator number six “Annual number of MCL
exceedances by constituent per PWS”, which is affected by the operations of the privatized

drinking water provider.
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TABLE 5.17-1
ANNUAL FORT POLK WATER USE
Missing Data:
FISCAL | NORTH NF%F;_I—I_H SOUTH TOTAL MGD NORTH NF%F\I;-I_—I_H SOUTH
YEAR FORT HOUS ING FORT GALLONS FORT HOUSING FORT
1997 163,807 94,623 722,978 981,408 2.68 Jun-97 Jun-97 Mar-97
1998 187,228 123,410 869,455 1,180,093 3.23 Sep-01 Sep-01 Sep-01

1999 214,877 217,618 882,194 1,314,689 3.60

2000 197,385 150,037 786,333 1,133,755 3.10

2001 220,210 114,871 716,580 1,051,661 2.88

2002 216,016 117,430 821,753 1,155,199 3.16

2003 213,460 89,166 798,255 1,100,881 3.02

2004 228,975 98,129 786,796 1,113,900 3.05

2005 180,480 81,873 760,338 1,022,691 2.80

2006 113,586 91,697 734,755 940,038 2.58

2007 96,492 87,758 686,729 870,979 2.39

2008 115,205 128,665 615,657 859,527 2.35

2009 126,855 65,458 591,880 784,193 2.15

2010 157,508 82,198 604,722 844,428 2.30

2011 191,573 71,047 683,502 946,122 2.59

Totals are in thousands of gallons
MGD= million gallons per day

FIGURE 5.17-1
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FIGURE 5.17-2

FIGURE 5.17-3
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5.18 Noise

5.18.1 Noise Program Description

One of the goals of the Department of the Army (DA) is to plan, initiate, and carry out
actions and programs designed to minimize adverse impacts upon the quality of the human
environment without impairing the Army's mission. Primary strategies for protecting the
mission of military installations from the problems of noise incompatibility are long-range land
use planning and being a responsible neighbor to surrounding communities. Fort Polk has
developed and implemented an Installation Operational Noise Management Plan (IONMP) to
address these issues in a proactive manner.

Military installations are, by nature, sources of noise and the Army can receive
complaints from the general public regarding military noise. Fort Polk is sensitive to the general
public’s concerns regarding noise. Fort Polk’s Noise Program includes a network of noise
monitors located in the Limited Use Area (LUA) and along the northern and eastern boundary of
Peason Ridge. In 2008, a new monitor was added in the DMPBAC at Live Fire Village number
2 to monitor training noise and operations. The noise program generally consists of the
following:

e Management of archived and current noise data — historical and current data are
maintained and reported on a monthly and annual basis.

e Management of training noise — training data and noise data specifically monitored at the
DMPBAC through data at Monitor 13.

e Analysis of weather and lightning data - lightning data and the relationship to the noise
program are compiled each month. A relationship between the number of lightning
strikes and associated noise impact and correlate these numbers to the training noise
numbers is considered in the noise reports.

e Management of Peak Noise Data — Ongoing objective of the program to analyze peak
noise as well as CDNL and ADNL data.

e Conceptual Noise Modeling with Range Fire Data — Noise data is obtained from Fort
Polk Range Control and reported with data obtained from the monitoring network.

5.18.2 Noise Program Background

The general public has historically filed complaints for excessive noise from military
activities conducted on both Fort Polk and Peason Ridge. Activities generating noise complaints
include small unit training activities, small arms ranges, large ordnance (i.e. armor and artillery),
and aviation activities. The likelihood of a particular activity generating a complaint due to noise
depends on a variety of characteristics of the noise including its sound level, frequency, time
pattern, abruptness of onset or cessation, or the presence of background noise.

In September 1993, the Fort Polk Public Affairs Office (PAQO) began handling noise
complaints for the installation. The PAO is available to receive complaints by telephone, in
person at their office, or by e-mail. Complaints can be received 24 hours a day by answering
machine or e-mail. Upon receipt of a complaint, a Civilian Complaint Report is completed. A
representative of the PAO follows up each complaint by attempting to make personal contact
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with the person reporting a complaint to reach a resolution within 24 hours of receipt. In
instances where physical damage from noise has occurred to property, the Army has
compensated the individual for these specific damages.

The greatest number of public complaints regarding noise occurred in 1994, the first full
year after the JRTC moved to Fort Polk when there were 43 helicopter complaints and 17 aircraft
complaints. From FY94 through FYO08, helicopters have contributed to 50% of the total noise
complaints and other types of aircraft have contributed to 35%. The most common complaints
involving helicopters and aircraft are attributed to low flying and hovering. In addition to
disturbing people, historic complaints have been filed claiming disturbance of livestock and the
shaking of pictures off of walls. Various types of ordnance are other common sources of noise
complaints and only account for 15% of all complaints.

Since 1994, the number of noise complaints has drastically declined due to management
of sensitive activities. In 1998, however, fourteen noise complaints were filed within an hour
when Air Force jets created “sonic booms” near the town of DeRidder and in 2001 there were 10
noise complaints for ordnance when 200 pound charge weights were used. To minimize noise
complaints, Fort Polk has responded by making adjustments in the flight paths of both
helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft and reducing detonation charge weights to reduce noise.

Historically, a significant portion of Fort Polk’s noise complaints have been associated
with military aircraft operations. In a proactive effort to identify expected aircraft noise levels in
the area near the Digital Multipurpose Battle Area Course (DMPBAC) range, Fort Polk
conducted a series of field monitoring and noise data collection events in mid-2006. Portable
noise monitors were positioned at five locations along the eastern side Louisiana Highway 117 in
a linear arrangement and synchronized for real time data collection. The equipment was aligned
perpendicular to the predominant flight path of aircraft entering the DMPBAC range. Results of
the field data collection indicated an average equivalent sound level (Lgg) of 70 dB for 15
seconds for the OH-58 Kiowa and UH-60 Black Hawk helicopters, and 80 dB for 25 seconds for
the F-16 Falcon. Although not conclusive, these data represent a snapshot in time of aircraft
noise levels based field conditions during the monitoring event.
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TABLE 5.18-1
ANNUAL NOISE COMPLAINT DATA
FISCAL TOTAL
VEAR COMPLAINTS HELICOPTER | AIRCRAFT [ORDNANCE| OTHER
1994 64 43 17 3 1
1995 26 18 6 1 1
1996 20 11 6 3 0
1997 21 13 8 0 0
1998 32 7 20 5 0
1999 10 6 3 1 0
2000 13 7 2 4 0
2001 18 2 5 10 1
2002 20 15 0 5 0
2003 12 2 4 6 0
2004 5 2 2 0 1
2005 3 0 3 0 0
2006 0 0 0 0 0
2007 7 1 6 0 0
2008 1 0 1 0 0
2009 0 0 0 0 0
2010 0 0 0 0 0
2011 0 0 0 0 0
FIGURE 5.18-1
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5.18.2 Monthly Conceptual Noise History Chart

Fort Polk has developed a conceptual noise history chart to help illustrate monthly data
collected within the noise monitoring network. Figure 5.1-2 provides a graphic representation of
these data using three main components. These components include peak noise data from the
monitor network (L-peak), weather data (specifically lightning strikes) and data from Range
Control related to the firing of munitions at ranges near the monitor network. The following
points provide a brief description of each component:

Peak noise data is reported monthly for each of the thirteen noise monitors. An
algorithm is applied to the monthly L-peak data to tabulate peak noise levels
above 110 decibels. The 110 decibel benchmark is used because noise at this
level begins to enter the nuisance noise category threshold. Noise data peaks
above 110 decibels are plotted on a graph and compared to the other data.

Lightning is the second component of the conceptual noise model. Lightning
data is tabulated each month and included in the monthly noise reports. The
conceptual noise model incorporates lightning data by including a symbol to
identify the days local lightning strikes were observed. When the lightning
symbol is used on the conceptual noise model, it indicates lightning occurred in
the Vernon Parish area within the specified 24-hour period.

Range control data is collected from the range control office and tabulated for
each month. Data records are examined at Range Control to determine which
days the DMPBAC range is active. It is important to note that the data from
Range Control indicates only that the range was active. A time related record of
what rounds are fired at specific times is not available, therefore if the range is
active on a given day a symbol is included to indicate this on the conceptual noise
model. In addition to examining whether the range is active or not, .50 caliber
and aerial bomb data are also collected for the Peason and DMPBAC ranges.
These data only indicate whether or not these types of munitions were fired.

Each month a conceptual noise history chart is developed using the components listed
above. Each component of the conceptual noise history is illustrated on the graph if it is above
or interpolated to be above 110 decibels. By combining these three components, a snapshot of
peak noise data over time is compiled.
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FIGURE 5.18-2
Conceptual Noise History Chart

Peason Ridge Peak Noise Events o Monitor 8
February, 2011

= Monitor 8

b‘ Moniter 10
Maonitor 11

* Monitar 12
120 E4 £

o Monitar 13

= Thunderstorm Activity

& Peason Active

1%

« DMPBAC Active

+0
* 0@

. % * L = 50 Caliber Peason

a » 50 Caliber DMPBAC

MK 82 and 84 Aerial
Bombs (Peason)

MK 82 and 84 Aerial
Bombs (DMPBAC)

Page 218



JRTC & Fort Polk
Environmental Management Performance Review

5.18.4 Noise Program Requirements

Information is continuously being collected through the use of 7 noise monitors located
south and east of the Limited Use Area (LUA) impact area and 6 monitors located around the
Peason Ridge area. In addition to these 13 permanently stationed noise monitors; the noise team
also compiles lightning strike data for the local area and munitions data from Range Control.
These data help Fort Polk determine when complaints, which are mistaken for munitions noise,
are more likely associated with local thunder storms. The two monitoring arrays are maintained
and calibrated on a monthly basis and continue to provide the required monitoring, as agreed to
in the Environmental Assessments conducted for the LUA and Peason Ridge areas.

5.18.5 Noise Annual Program Developments

There were no noise complaints in FY06. In FY07, seven (7) noise complaints registered
at Fort Polk were associated with one training event which occurred in June 2007. There was
only one (1) noise complaint filed in FY08 and it was associated with fixed wing aircraft
northeast of Fort Polk. Fort Polk’s Public Affairs Office investigated and addressed all
complaints regarding noise for each of these events in FY07 and FY08.  There were no noise
complaints in FY09, FY10 or FY11.

The range noise monitoring stations are being updated with new state of the art noise
meters with increased capabilities. The new meters have automatic GPS time correction. The
GPS time correction will ensure the accuracy of the meter’s internal clock. The new noise
meters also have the capability of making audio recordings of noise events. The recordings
include four seconds of sound prior to the noise event and up to ten seconds of noise after the
onset of the noise exceedance. These sound clips can be played back to determine the source of
the noise. The meters also have the capability of being upgraded to include weather station data
capture. Current plans are to add this capability as funding allows. The old meters are calibrated
manually once per month. The new meters have built in capability to perform daily automatic
calibration.

The old meters have a history of losing as much as twenty percent of the noise data each
month due to loss of telephone service and/or electric service. The remote locations of the
meters have poor telephone and power service with frequent power failures and loss of phone
service during times of rain. It can take over a week to have the service restored. The old meters
internal memory can store less than one day of data. Therefore, any loss of telephone service or
power of more than a few hours can result in loss of data. The new meters have internal memory
that can store several weeks of sound data without loss of data. External memory modules will
allow over a month of data storage without loss of data. Current plans are to purchase external
memory modules for the meters as funding allows. The noise monitoring stations are currently
being upgraded with the addition of solar panels and battery backup to eliminate data loss due to
power interruptions.

5.18.6 Noise Program Performance Indicators

Program performance indicators deal primarily with the number of noise complaints and
the management of noise data. The main indicators related to the data are the monthly and
annual reporting of the noise data from the monitor network.
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5.18.7 Noise Program Performance Standards

The installation has developed a performance standard for each of the performance
indicators. Each Noise program performance indicator is evaluated based on a Red, Amber, or
Green performance standard, or the performance indicator provides program trend data. Trend
data is used to show progress of a specific aspect of the Noise program. The following
performance standards apply to the performance indicators listed above:

Noise Program Performance

Performance Indicators Performance Standards
1. Annual number of noise complaints by a) GREEN:0-1 compliants
cause (no./yr) b) AMBER: 2 - 4 compliants
¢) RED: 5 or more compliants
2. Annual number of required management a) GREEN: management plan and 2 of 3 SOPs
plans and SOPs reviewed and updated (no./yr) reviewed and updated

b) AMBER: management plan and 1 of 3 SOPs
reviewed and updated

c¢) RED: management plan not reviewed or 1 or
less SOPs reviewed and updated.

Program Overall Performance a) GREEN: all green

b) AMBER: 1 green and 1 amber or all amber
c¢) RED:anyred

5.18.8 Noise Program Annual Performance Review

The Noise program evaluation for 2011 is GREEN. Both performance indicators are
rated GREEN; therefore, the overall program rating is GREEN. The specific results for each
performance indicator are listed below:

Noise Program Performance
Indicators 2011 Performance Evaluation
1. Annual number of noise Zero Complaints GREEN
complaints by cause (no./yr)
2. Annual number of required | The INOMP and required SOPs |GREEN

management plans and SOPs were reviewed and updated.
reviewed and updated (no./yr)
Program Overall Performance GREEN GREEN
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5.19 Greywater

Wastewater generated from field kitchens, field laundry operations and showers during
military training exercises is known as greywater. JRTC Rotational Training Units (RTU’s) and
home station units both conduct field operations which generate greywater.

Presently there are ten underground greywater holding tanks ranging from 1,000 gallons
— 10,000 gallons located at the five Forward Observation Bases (FOB’s). In addition to these
greywater holding tanks, RTU’s often request additional storage capacity. When additional
storage capacity is requested, blivits ranging in size 1,000 gallons to 3,000 gallons in size are
temporarily placed in the FOB or other field sites designated by the RTU’s.

Greywater support (collection) is the responsibility of the DPW/Environmental office and
is accomplished using 4,000 gallon vacuum trucks running 24/7 operations. The duration and
type of home station unit training varies depending on unit needs. Regular JRTC rotations last
approximately 28 days, with an average greywater pickup of 25,000 gallons per day.

If a unit wishes to construct their own grey water pits for training purposes they must first
coordinate with G3/Range Control and the pits must be constructed IAW dimensions outlined in
FM 21-10. In addition, grey water pits cannot be located within 50 meters of water, wetlands, or
within the buffer area of a Red Cockaded Woodpecker colony.

Table 5.19-1 documents the monthly quantities of greywater collected in 2011. Figure
5.19-1 summarizes the greywater collection quantities from 2006 to 2011.

TABLE 5.19-1
2011 Greywater Collection
GALLONS of
2011 GREYWATER
COLLECTED
January 670,700
February 967,200
March 819,000
April 0
May 584,400
June 201,300
July 7,075
August 1,022,700
September 1,300
October 173,400
November 637,900
December 0
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FIGURE 5.19-1
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SUMMARY

Fort Polk embraces sustainability as the guiding principle for conducting its mission
operations. A sustainable Fort Polk simultaneously meets current and future mission
requirements, safeguards human health, improves quality of life, and enhances the natural
environment. Sustainability takes a holistic “systems view” of issues to develop solutions.

This publication presents a compilation of data which documents the installation’s
environmental programs’ performance and provides a single environmental reference resource.
In some cases, these data verify the success of various installation programs, and in others
identify potential areas for improvement. Listed below are the significant events which, viewed
in conjunction with data from this publication, provide an overview of Fort Polk’s environmental
posture.

e Compliance Management Branch

o Starting in 2012, the Installation will be covered under the Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit #GEN20110002 under the
Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. The small MS4 permit is
a five year permit which authorizes discharges from municipal storm water
collection systems and requires generation and implementation of a Storm
Water Management Plan (SWMP). The SWMP will outline the selection,
implementation, and tracking of six (6) minimum control measures (MCMs)
required under the small MS4 permit. Each MCM includes multiple subsets
of best management practices (BMPs) that are tracked and reported to LDEQ
annually. A summary of the MCMs that will be implemented over the next
five years include:

= Public Education and Outreach on Storm Water Impacts

= Public Involvement/Participation in Illicit Discharge Detection and
Elimination

= Construction Site Storm Water Run-off Controls
= Post-Construction Storm Water Management in New Development
= Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping for Municipal Operations

o In addition, the Multi-Sector General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Industrial Activities (MSGP) was administratively reissued
by LDEQ in 2011. This is also a five year permit which includes inspections
and storm water monitoring at point source discharge locations. Analytical
testing for storm water run-off from permitted facilities will be conducted
during years 2012 and 2014 as outlined in the permit.

o All range noise monitoring stations have been upgraded with equipment. This
will aide in more accurately determining noise complaint sources. Each of the
13 noise monitoring stations will hold more data and have the ability to record
actual sounds based on settings to capture blast noises.
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e Conservation Branch

o The Fort Polk ACUB proposal was approved by ACSIM in June 2006. The
installation’s ACUB proposal directly protects training capabilities at Fort
Polk by protecting lands with high densities of Louisiana Pine Snake (LPS)
and securing perpetual easements or fee title for management of Red-
Cockaded Woodpecker (RCW) habitat on lands in or adjacent to the
Polk/Vernon recovery population for that species. Fort Polk partnered with
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) to implement the proposal. In 2011 TNC
worked with two separate land owners in efforts to secure over 1,400 acres of
land embedded in the Limited Use Area of the Kistachie National Forest. The
acreage can be discussed in three separate groupings. The first parcel has a
sale pending, with TNC having secured title insurance. The second has been
appraised and a tentative sale price agreed to. And the third has been
appraised; but, no offer has been made to the land owner. Additionally, in
2011 TNC continued to work with land owners and timber owners to move
toward obtaining sufficient agreements to allow for management of lands to
support the LPS in perpetuity. This, coupled with coordination efforts with
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, state wildlife agencies in
Louisiana and Texas, and the United States Forest Service, has postured the
partners for securing habitat to avoid extinction of the species or the need for
listing.

o The Fort Polk Land Purchase Program was initiated by issuing a notice of
intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and completion of a
draft EIS during 2009 and the completion of the final document and Record of
Decision in 2010. The Fort Worth District Corps of Engineers has been
working with landowners who own substantial acreage of commercial forest
land adjacent to the installation. If this willing seller program is successful,
up to 100,000 acres of new training land would come under Army ownership
and management. With the exception of the training infrastructure, the
proposal includes the conversion of these new training lands back to the
natural ecosystems that were present before the landscape was developed. If
the entire 100,000 acres are obtained, the number of acres being managed
under the Fort Polk Integrated Natural Resource Management will double.
Current natural resource mitigation and management systems would be
carried out on the new properties.

¢ Natural Resources Management Branch (NRMB)

o NRMB continues “round table” discussions and coordination of all forest
compartment prescriptions with staff specialists from the Conservation and
Compliance Management branches to analyze management recommendations
and capture diversity within the forest prescriptions. Final compartment forest
prescriptions are a true Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan giving
direction to ecosystem management and biodiversity principles.
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o This year was a busy year for the Big Tree Registry. There have been a total
of eight species of trees that were submitted to the state for consideration as
state champions. There were also eight that were submitted to the national list
for consideration as national champions. The Parsley hawthorn and the
littlehip hawthorn, which are currently recognized state champions, were
submitted in October for consideration as national champions. Fort Polk
currently has two national champion trees which are the bluejack oak and the
large gallberry. Currently, Fort Polk has a total of 55 state champion trees.

o Unusually dry conditions made FY 11 an unprecedented year for wildfires. A
record 172 wildfires occurred on Army Training lands. Due to severe drought
conditions, fire condition wobbled back and forth between Yellow and Red.
Fire condition Yellow means conditions are favorable for the rapid ignition of
forest fires. Caution should be exercised. Fire condition Red means the use
of tracers, incendiaries, explosives, and pyrotechnics is suspended for all
units; but may not include Peason 6 and Redleg Impact Areas. During FY 11,
fire condition was Yellow 37% of the year while it was Red 11% of the year.
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INFORMATION, DATA SOURCES, AND
REFERENCES

Red-Cockaded Woodpecker

. RCW data, 1993 - 2011, Directorate of Public Works, ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.

. Endangered Species Management Plan for the Red-Cockaded Woodpecker, DPW
Environmental Conservation Branch, JRTC & Fort Polk, Fort Polk, LA.

Wildlife Recreation

. Daily Hunting/Trapping Reports, March 1986 - April 2011, on file at Post Game
Warden’s Office, Fort Polk, LA.

° Annual Report Memorandum, 1983 - 2011, on file at Post Game Warden’s
Office, Fort Polk, LA.
Water Use

o Facilities Engineering Operating Logs Water General, October 1991 - September
2011, on file at Directorate of Public Works, Fort Polk, LA.

. Water Resources Management Plan Fort Polk, Louisiana, US Geological Survey,
US Army JRTC and Fort Polk, August 2008.
Wastewater

. Facilities Engineering Operating Logs Sewage General, October 1991 -
September 2011, on file at Directorate of Public Works, Fort Polk, LA.

o Discharge Monitoring Reports, January 1994 — September 2011, on file at
Directorate of Public Works, ENRMD Laboratory, Fort Polk, LA.

National Environmental Policy Act

o NEPA Status Reports 1984 - 2011, on file at Directorate of Public Works,
ENRMD, NEPA Office Fort Polk, LA.

o 32 Code of Federal Regulations Part 651.

Timber Harvest

. Timber Harvest Records, 1992 - 2011, on file at Directorate of Public Works,
ENRMD, Forestry, Fort Polk, LA.
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Fire Management

Prescribed Burning Records, 1995 - 2011, on file at Directorate of Public Works,
ENRMD, Forestry, Fort Polk, LA.

Wildfires

Wildfire Reports, 1993 - 2011 on file at Directorate of Public Works, ENRMD,
Forestry, Fort Polk, LA.

Air Quality

Documentation for 1999-2010 Toxic Emissions Data Inventory, JRTC and Fort
Polk, Fort Polk, LA.

Certification Statement For Criteria Pollutant Emissions Reports, 1993 - 2010, on
file at Directorate of Public Works, ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.

Population

Population data, December 1979 - September 2011, on file with the Fort Polk
Public Affairs Office, Fort Polk, LA.

Military dependant school enrollment data, 1991-2011 from Vernon Parish and
Beauregard Parish schools; on file at School Liaison Office, Fort Polk, LA.

Military Training

Population data, December 1979 - September 2011, on file with JRTC and Fort
Polk General Staff - G3 office, Fort Polk, LA.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Fuel

Utility Details, October 1989 - September 2011, on file at Directorate of Public
Works, Engineering Division, Fort Polk, LA.

Fuel disbursement records, on file at Directorate of Logistics, October 1997 -
December 2010, Fort Polk, LA.

Fuel disbursement records on file at Ops Maintenance Yard, Fort Polk, January
1999 - December 2010, Fort Polk, LA.

Fuel disbursement records from Army & Air Force Exchange Service
Management, January 1999 - December 2010, Fort Polk, LA.

Solid Waste and Recycling

Solid Waste Annual Reports, Fiscal Years 1998-2011 on file at Directorate of
Public Works, ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.
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20.
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Hazardous Waste

Hazardous Waste Annual Reports, 1992-2010 on file at Directorate of Public

Works, ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.

Pesticides

Spills

Noise

Records on file, October 1997 - 2011, Office of Pest Management, Directorate of
Public Works, ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.

Integrated Pest Management Plan for Joint Readiness Training Center and Fort
Polk, November 2009. DPW Environmental Conservation Branch, JRTC & Fort
Polk, Fort Polk, LA.

Integrated Pest Management System database, Office of Pest Management,
Directorate of Public Works, ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.

Records on file, February 1997 - September 2011, Directorate of Public Works,
ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.

Fort Polk Installation Noise Operational Management Plan, JRTC and Fort Polk,
Fort Polk, LA, March 2010.

Completed Civilian Complaint Forms on file at Public Affairs Office, October
1993 — September 2011, Fort Polk, LA.

Economic Impact

Population data, December 1990 - September 2011, on file at Fort Polk Public

Affairs Office, Fort Polk, LA.

Environmental Training

Directorate of Public Works, ENRMD, Environmental Compliance Training
Center, FY95 — FY11 Training Statistics, Fort Polk, LA.

Directorate of Public Works, ENRMD, Environmental Compliance Training
Center, FY95 — FY11, Course Descriptions, Fort Polk, LA.
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24,
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Water Quality

Freese and Nichols, Inc. 1998 Final Report: Evaluation of Surface Water
Management Needs for Fort Polk and Peason Ridge, Louisiana. Freese and
Nichols, Inc., Fort Worth, Texas.

State of Louisiana Water Quality Management Plan, Water Quality Integrated
Report (Section 305(b) and 303(d) Reports), 2008 and 2010.

http://www.deq.state.la.us/portal/tabid/2986/Default.aspx

U.S. Geological Service 1998. Water Quality Data and Descriptions of Biota for
Selected Watersheds of the Limited Use Area, Vernon Ranger District, Kisatchie
National Forest, Louisiana, September 1996 - March 1997. U.S. Geological
Survey Open -File Report 98-163.

Texas Regional Institute for Environmental Studies 1997. Water Quality Study of
Streams on Fort Polk, Louisiana Volumes 1, Il, I1l, IV. Stephen F. Austin State
University, Department of Biology.

Asbestos

Asbestos Database, Directorate of Public Works, ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.

Records on file, October 2002 - September 2011, Directorate of Public Works,
ENRMD, Fort Polk, LA.

Sustainability

Brundtland, 1987. Our Common Future, Report of the World Commission on
Environment and Development, World Commission on Environment and
Development, 1987. Published as Annex to General Assembly document
Al42/427, Development and International Co-operation: Environment August 2,
1987

Other References

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 2003 through 2011, Joint
Readiness Training Center and Fort Polk, Fort Polk, Louisiana. Environmental
and Natural Resources Management Division, Directorate of Public Works.

Environmental Assessment for Increased Military Use of the Vernon Ranger
District, Kisatchie National Forest, Fort Polk, Louisiana, February 1998.
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