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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1 
 2 
PURPOSE  3 
 4 
The purpose of this Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) is to guide the natural 5 

resources management program at Camp Johnson from 2002 through 2006, and to provide a solid 6 

foundation on which to build the program beyond the year 2006.  This INRMP will allow Camp Johnson 7 

to achieve its goal to ensure its primary mission of military training readiness while balancing the 8 

sustainability of desired military training area conditions and ecosystem viability.  In addition, this 9 

INRMP will ensure that natural resources conservation measures and Army activities on Camp Johnson 10 

land are integrated and are consistent with federal stewardship requirements including the Sikes Act (16 11 

United States Code [U.S.C.], 670a et seq.) and the Sikes Act Improvement Act 12 

 13 

This plan also contains the associated documentation required for compliance with the National 14 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which requires Federal agencies to consider environmental 15 

consequences of major proposed actions.  This NEPA documentation is in the form of an Environmental 16 

Assessment (EA), which analyzes the potential consequences of the proposed action to implement the 17 

Camp Johnson INRMP.  Based on the EA, an EIS will be prepared or a Finding of No Significant Impact 18 

(FNSI) will be issued, and a final 30 day public comment period held. 19 

 20 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 21 

 22 

Under the Natural Resource Management on Military Lands Act of 1960 (Title 16 of the Section 670a 23 

and following), commonly known as the Sikes Act, as amended according to the Sikes Act Improvement 24 

Act of 1997,  25 

 26 

The Secretary of Defense shall carry out a program to provide for the conservation and 

rehabilitation of natural resources on military installations.  To facilitate the program, the 

Secretary of each military department shall prepare and implement an integrated natural 

resources management plan for each military installation in the United States under the 

jurisdiction of the Secretary.  Consistent with the use of military installations to ensure the 

preparedness of the Armed Forces, the Secretaries of the military departments shall carry out the 

program to provide for the conservation and rehabilitation of natural resources on military 

installations.  
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Army Regulation (AR) 200-3 (Natural Resources—Land, Forest, and Wildlife Management) “sets forth 

policy, procedures and responsibilities for the conservation, management, and restoration of land and the 

natural resources thereon consistent with the military mission and in consonance with national policies.  

The scope includes the conservation, management, and utilization of the soils, vegetation, water 

resources, croplands, rangelands, forests, and fish and wildlife species.”   

 

SCOPE 

 

Maintaining optimal environmental conditions on the training lands is essential for the success of the 

military mission at Camp Johnson.  Therefore, the focus of this INRMP is on the management of the 

natural resources in the training areas.  The management measures have been developed based on the 

current conditions of the resources, and the military mission and activities as they are anticipated.  This 

INRMP will guide natural resources management at Camp Johnson for the next five years (i.e., FY 2002 

through 2006) and provide a solid foundation from which to build the program beyond the year 2006.  

This INRMP will be revised at least every 5 years from its date of approval. 

 

The EA scope of analysis is based on identifying, documenting, and evaluating potential effects of 

implementing the INRMP for Camp Johnson.  The EA examines the Army’s preferred alternative and a 

no action alternative.  Implementation of the preferred alternative (i.e., proposed action) would mean that 

the selected management measures set forth in the INRMP would be adopted.  Implementation of the no 

action alternative would mean that existing conditions would continue as the status quo, and no new 

management measures would be implemented.  The development of these selected management measures 

for the INRMP involved an intensive screening analysis of resource-specific management alternatives.  

The screening analysis involved the use of accepted criteria, standards, and guidelines, when available, 

coordination with federal and state natural resource management agencies, and the judgment of Camp 

Johnson professionals and others to identify management practices for achieving Camp Johnson natural 

resource management objectives.  The outcome of the screening analysis led to the development of the 

proposed action.  Application of this screening process in developing the proposed action, i.e., adoption 

of the management measures contained in the INRMP, eliminated the need to define and evaluate 

hypothetical alternatives to plan implementation. 
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RELATIONSHIP TO THE MILITARY MISSION 

 

The primary mission of Camp Johnson is to provide adequate facilities, training areas, and ranges to 

maintain the readiness of the Army National Guard (ARNG) for its assigned mission. Such readiness 

results only from receiving high-quality training that incorporates all mission elements and tasks and 

provides the high-quality, realistic training to the individuals and units that train there. 

 

The Army recognizes that a healthy and viable natural resource base is required to support the military 

mission.  To be effective, the natural conditions of the training areas on Camp Johnson must be 

maintained to provide realism.  This INRMP helps to ensure that environmental considerations are an 

integral part of planning activities at Camp Johnson and that natural resources are protected in 

accordance with Army regulations and policies. 

 

PARTNERSHIPS 

 

Camp Johnson has fostered a number of partnerships with various agencies that assist and participate in 

the natural resources management program.  The primary partners involved in the development and 

implementation of this plan include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Vermont 

Agency of Natural Resources. 

 

PLANNED MAJOR INITIATIVES 

 

The natural resources management program will either implement or continue to conduct a number of 

significant projects (see section 6.3).  Some of the higher priority projects include:  

 

! Update Geographic Information (GIS) layers for all natural resource areas as new data becomes 

available. (FY 02-06) 

! Develop and provide users of training areas with detailed maps indicating sensitive areas.  These 

maps will be developed by compositing GIS coverages of sensitive species; ecological preserves; 

wetlands; riparian, wetland, and water resource buffer zones; steep slopes and highly erodible 

soils; rare plants; threatened and endangered species; and locations of cultural and archeological 

resources. (FY 02-06) 
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! Establish and maintain protective vegetative buffer zones around streams, lakes, ponds, and 

wetlands.  (FY 02-06) 

! Maintain and update wetlands inventory and assessment database by compiling information on 

wetland characteristics.  (FY 02-06) 

! Conduct prescribed burns to maintain and enhance pitch pine-sandplains habitat. (FY 02-06) 

! Develop signage to be used on the trails in the pitch pine-sandplains area explaining the natural 

history and instructing users to stay on the trail to protect sensitive plant species. 

! Implement pest management measures. (FY 02-06) 

! Restrict the use of pesticides. (FY 02-06) 

! Protect cultural resources while implementing this INRMP. (FY 02-06) 

! Instill natural and cultural resource conservation awareness while training. (FY 02-06) 

 

COSTS AND BENEFITS 

 

The benefits of this INRMP are numerous.  For the military mission, the natural resources management 

program, as described in this INRMP, will ensure that the environmental conditions of the training lands 

continue to provide the blend of open and forested areas that are necessary for realistic military training.  

From an environmental perspective, implementation of this plan will maintain, protect, and enhance the 

ecological integrity of the training lands and the biological communities (particularly sensitive, rare, 

threatened and endangered species) inhabiting them.  In addition, the natural resources management 

program described in this plan will protect ecosystems and their components from unacceptable damage 

or degradation, and identify and restore already degraded habitats. 

 

This plan will ensure users of the training lands will have an increased awareness of the potential for 

impacts to occur as a result of their activities.  This heightened awareness will serve to minimize the 

possibility for undesirable impacts, thereby decreasing the effort and costs that must be expended to 

mitigate. 

 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

 

Under NEPA, federal agencies are required to consider the environmental consequences of major 

proposed actions.  The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, or enhance the environment through well-
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informed Federal decisions.  This act is premised on the assumption that providing information to the 

decision-maker, or proponent, and the public will improve the quality of final decisions. 

 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) was established under NEPA to implement and oversee 

Federal policy in the decision-making process.  To this end, CEQ has issued Regulations for 

Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Parts 1500-

1508).  CEQ regulations specifically permit NEPA documents to be combined with other agency 

documents to reduce duplication and paperwork (40 CFR 1506.4).  These regulations encourage agencies 

to focus on the purpose of the NEPA analysis—that is, making better decisions.   Army leadership, the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the Council on Environmental Quality support this 

recommendation. 

 

Integration.  Recognizing the efficiencies in cost and time that could be realized from such an approach, 

Camp Johnson has combined the INRMP and its associated NEPA documentation.  This approach 

embraces the intent and spirit of NEPA, as well as the requirements of AR 200-2 and AR 200-3.  The 

resultant “planning assessment” formalizes existing natural resource practices and can be used as an 

effective tool for future planning and decision-making purposes.   

 

Purpose of and Need for Proposed Action.  The Vermont National Guard is proposing to implement the 

INRMP for Camp Johnson.  The purpose of the proposed action is to enable Camp Johnson to efficiently 

manage the use and condition of natural resources located on the installation to protect the natural setting 

for training purposes.  Implementation will support the ARNG’s primary mission to train in a realistic 

environmental setting while meeting mission requirements and complying with environmental 

regulations.  The need for this proposed action is to ensure that natural resources conservation measures 

and Army activities and lands are integrated and are consistent with federal stewardship requirements 

including the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. § 670a(b)) and the Sikes Improvement Act of 1997. 

 

Environmental Consequences.  The EA evaluates potential environmental consequences of 

implementing the proposed action and the no action alternative.  Implementation of the proposed action, 

the Army’s preferred alternative, would mean that the selected management measures presented in 

Section 5 would be adopted.  Implementation of the no action alternative would mean that existing 

conditions (as presented in Section 3.0, Affected Environment) would continue as the status quo.  Under 
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the no action alternative, no new management practices would be implemented and an INRMP would not 

be formalized. 

 

The development of the management measures involved a screening analysis of resource-specific 

management alternatives based on various screening criteria.  This process focused on considering a 

reasonable range of resource-specific management alternatives and, from those, developing a plan that 

could be implemented, as a whole, in the foreseeable future.  Alternatives deemed infeasible were 

dropped from the detailed analysis. (See Sections 1.4 and 5.0). 

 

Cumulative effects are also considered as part of this INRMP.  Cumulative effects are defined as the 

impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of the agency or person who 

undertakes such action.  Cumulative impact analysis captures the effects that result from the action in 

combination with the effects of other actions taken during the duration of the proposed action in the same 

geographic area.  Our analysis shows that there will be no cumulative effects from implementation of the 

INRMP.   

 

Potential environmental consequences of the preferred alternative, implementing the selected 

management measures presented in the INRMP, are summarized in Table ES-1.  The VTARNG does not 

expect adverse environmental impacts resulting from this proposed action. 

 

 

Table ES-1 
Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences 

Resource Area/Environmental Condition1 Environmental Consequence 
 No Action Proposed Action 
 Environmental Setting  None  None 
 Climate  None  None 
 Air Quality  None  None 
 Noise  None  Beneficial 
 Topography  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Geology  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Soils  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Water Resources  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Wetlands  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Riparian Habitat  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Terrestrial Ecosystems  Moderate Adverse  Beneficial 
 Flora  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Special Natural Areas  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
     Fauna      Minor Adverse      Beneficial 
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 Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Species  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Cultural Resources  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Land Use  None  Beneficial 
 Facilities  None  Beneficial 
 Hazardous and Toxic Materials  None  None 
 Socioeconomic Resources  None  None 
 Environmental Justice  None  None 
 Cumulative Effects 2  None  None 

 1  Resource areas presented in this column are the same resource areas presented in Section 3.0, Affected Environment. 
 2 Cumulative effects (see Section 7.3) have been added to this table for reader convenience. 

 

 

SUMMARY 

 

This document reflects the commitment set forth by the Army to conserve, protect, and enhance the 

natural resources necessary to provide realistic military training for the Army National Guard.  The 

primary purpose and objective of this document is to present an implementable INRMP that guides Camp 

Johnson in meeting military mission requirements, achieving natural resource management goals, and 

complying  with environmental policies and regulations.  In addition, the NEPA analysis required for 

undertaking this major Federal action (i.e., implementation of this plan) is embodied within the INRMP.  

This document includes a comprehensive description, evaluation, and assessment of environmental 

conditions and natural resources at Camp Johnson. 

 

This INRMP is the final plan that will direct the natural resources management program at Camp 

Johnson from 2002 through 2006.  This plan will be reviewed as to operation and effect on a regular 

basis, but no later than five years from its date of approval (per 16 U.S.C 670a(b)).  An ecosystem 

approach was used to develop the management measures for each resource area. Implementation of the 

management measures will maintain, protect, and enhance the ecological integrity of the training lands 

and the biological communities inhabiting them.  In addition, the natural resources management measures 

described in this plan will protect Camp Johnson ecosystem and its components from unacceptable 

damage or degradation and identify and restore previously degraded habitats.  

 

Command support is essential for the implementation of this INRMP and is required for many of the 

natural resources management projects described herein.  This INRMP has the full support of the Post 

Commander and other personnel in command positions at Camp Johnson.  Implementation of this plan 

will ensure zero net loss in the capability of military lands to sustain the military mission. 
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NEPA Findings and Conclusions.  Findings based on the EA indicate that, under the preferred 

alternative, potential consequences would result in either no effects or beneficial effects on each resource 

area.  The affected environment would not be significantly affected by proceeding with the preferred 

alternative.  No significant cumulative effects would be expected.  Because no significant environmental 

impacts would result from implementation of the proposed action, preparation of an Environmental 

Impact Statement is not required and preparation of a Finding of No Significant Impact is appropriate. 
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SECTION 1.0:  

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Army will be a national leader in environmental and natural resource stewardship 

for present and future generations as an integral part of our mission. 

 

(U.S. Army Environmental Strategy into the 21st Century, 1992) 

 

The purpose of this Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) is to guide the natural 

resources management program in supporting the military training mission at Camp Johnson from 2002 

through 2006, and to provide a solid foundation from which to build the program beyond the year 2006.  

This INRMP will allow Camp Johnson to achieve its goal to ensure the sustainability of desired military 

training area conditions and maintain ecosystem viability.  In addition, this INRMP will ensure natural 

resources conservation measures and Army activities on Camp Johnson lands are integrated and are 

consistent with federal stewardship requirements. 

 

Under the Natural Resource Management on Military Lands Act of 1960 (Title 16 of the United States 

Code [U.S.C.] § 670a et seq.), commonly known as the Sikes Act, as amended according to the Sikes Act 

Improvement Act of 1997,  

 

The Secretary of Defense shall carry out a program to provide for the conservation 

and rehabilitation of natural resources on military installations.  To facilitate the 

program, the Secretary of each military department shall prepare and implement an 

integrated natural resources management plan for each military installation in the 

United States under the jurisdiction of the Secretary.  Consistent with the use of 

military installations to ensure the preparedness of the Armed Forces, the Secretaries 

of the military departments shall carry out the program to provide for the 

conservation and rehabilitation of natural resources on military installations.  
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Per 16 U.S.C. § 670a(b) of the Sikes Act Improvement Act of 1997, to the extent appropriate and 

applicable, this INRMP provides for the following:  

 

! Fish and wildlife management, land management, forest management, and fish- and wildlife-

oriented recreation. 

 

! Fish and wildlife habitat enhancement or modifications. 

 

! Wetland protection, enhancement, and restoration, where necessary for support of fish, wildlife, 

or plants. 

 

! Integration of, and consistency among, the various activities conducted under the plan. 

 

! Establishment of specific natural resource management goals and objectives and time frames for 

proposed action. 

 

! Sustainable use by the public of natural resources to the extent that the use is not inconsistent 

with the needs of fish and wildlife resources. 

 

! Public access to the military installation that is necessary or appropriate for the use described 

above, subject to requirements necessary to ensure safety and military security. 

 

! Enforcement of applicable natural resource laws (including regulations). 

 

! No net loss in the capability of military installation lands to support the military mission of the 

installation. 

 

! Such other activities as the Secretary of the military department determines appropriate. 

 

The United States Army Environmental Strategy into the 21st Century provides the framework to ensure 

that environmental considerations are integral to the Army mission and that an environmental 

stewardship ethic governs all Army activities.  The Army’s environmental strategy is depicted in a model 

of a building with a foundation and four pillars supporting the overall vision of environmental 
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stewardship.  The strategy’s goals focus on the four pillars, which represent compliance, restoration, 

pollution prevention, and conservation. 

 

The general goal of the conservation pillar is to conserve, protect, and enhance environmental and natural 

and cultural resources, using all practical means consistent with Army missions, so that present and 

future generations can use and enjoy them.  Resource management in the conservation pillar is focused 

on conservation and preservation.  Conservation involves the responsible management of Army lands to 

ensure long-term natural resource productivity so the Army can achieve its mission.  Conservation 

balances the need for long-term resource use and resource protection.  Preservation focuses on resource 

protection by limiting use by the Army community.  Preservation is essential for ensuring the future 

integrity of valuable national resources, such as wetlands, endangered species habitat, and historic and 

cultural sites. 

 

The Army’s commitment to the conservation of its natural resources is further reflected in Army 

Regulation (AR) 200-3, Natural Resources—Land, Forest, and Wildlife Management and the 

Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA) INRMP Policy Memorandum (21 March 1997), entitled 

Army Goals and Implementing Guidance for Natural Resources Planning Level Surveys (PLS) and 

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans (INRMP).  AR 200-3 “sets forth the policy, procedures, 

and responsibilities for the conservation, management, and restoration of land and the natural resources 

thereon consistent with the military mission and in consonance with national policies” (HQDA, 1995b).  

The INRMP Policy Memorandum states that the purpose for completing planning-level surveys and the 

INRMP is “to ensure that natural resource conservation measures and Army activities on mission land 

are integrated and are consistent with federal stewardship requirements” (HQDA, 1997).   

 

AR 200-2, Environmental Effects of Army Actions, “sets forth policy, responsibilities, and procedures for 

integrating environmental considerations into Army planning and decision making” (HQDA, 1988).  In 

particular, AR 200-2, paragraph 2-6e, Integration with Army Planning, states that “environmental 

analyses and documentation required by this regulation will be integrated as much as practicable with 

other environmental reviews, laws, and executive orders (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations 

[CFR], Section 1502.25) and — ...  Installation management plans, particularly those that deal directly 

with the environment.  These include the Natural Resource Management Plans (Fish and Wildlife 

Management Plan, Forest Management Plan, and Range Improvement or Maintenance Plan).” 
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This document reflects the commitment set forth by Camp Johnson to conserve, protect, and enhance the 

natural resources necessary to provide realistic military training for the soldiers who utilize this 

installation for training.  This INRMP is the plan that will direct the natural resources management 

program at Camp Johnson from 2002 through 2006.  In accordance with the aforementioned regulations, 

the Army National Guard has integrated the installation’s INRMP and the associated Environmental 

Assessment (EA) for implementing the INRMP into this single document.  This document has been 

prepared in cooperation with the Secretary of the Interior, acting through the Director of the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service, and the Director of Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (16 U.S.C 670a(a)(2)). 

 

1.01 Cultural Resource Guidance Documents 

 
Other Federal Legislation or Regulation may apply when dealing with Cultural or Historic artifacts or 

buildings found on Camp Johnson.  These regulations are discussed in more detail in the Integrated Draft 

Cultural Resources Management Plan (final copy due November 2001). These policies include, but are 

not limited to: 

 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 – (P.L. 101-601), 

requires federal agencies to establish Native procedures for identifying Native American groups 

associated with cultural items on federal lands, to inventory human remains and associated funerary 

objects in federal possession and to return such items upon request to the affiliated groups.  The law 

also requires that any cultural items covered by this Act shall be reported to the head of the federal 

entity who shall notify the appropriate Native American tribe or organization and cease activity in the 

area of the discovery for at least 30 days. 

 

Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 – Prohibits the removal, sale, receipt and 

interstate transportation of archaeological resources obtained illegally (without permits), from federal 

or Indian lands and authorizes agency permit procedures for investigations of archaeological 

resources on lands under the agency’s control 

 

Executive Order 13007 of 1996 on Indian Sacred Sites – provides additional direction to federal 

agencies regarding Indian sacred sites.  Federal agencies are, “within the constraints of their 
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missions”, required to accommodated Indian tribes’ requirements for access to and ceremonial use of 

sacred sites on public lands; and avoid damaging the physical integrity of such sites. 

 

Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments.  This 

executive order was issued on November 6, 2000, expanding on and strengthening E.O. 13084 

(Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, 1998).  Federal agencies are to 

recognize the right of self-governance and the sovereignty of Indian tribes.  Agencies are directed to 

consult with tribes in developing and implementing policies that have tribal implications.  Each 

federal agency is to have “an accountable process to ensure meaningful and timely input by tribal 

officials in development of regulatory policies that have tribal implications.”  This executive order 

supplements the 1994 Executive Memorandum “Government-to-Government Relations with Native 

American Tribal Governments.”  E.O. 13084 is revoked as of February 5, 2001 under the new 

executive order. 

 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended through 1992 (16 USC 470-

470w).  The NHPA is the centerpiece of federal legislation protecting cultural resources.  In the act, 

Congress states that the federal government will “provide leadership in the preservation of the 

prehistoric and historic resources of the United States,” including resources that are federally owned, 

administered, or controlled.  For federal agencies, Sections 106 and 110 of the act provide the 

foundation for how federal agencies are to manage cultural resources, but other section provide 

further guidance. 

 

Section 106.  Similar to NEPA, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires the 

federal government to take into account the effects of its actions or programs, specifically on historic 

and archaeological properties, prior to implementation.  For the VTARNG, this requirement applies 

to all proposed actions on federal lands and any proposed activities that are federally supported.  

Consultation with the SHPO and/or the ACHP is a critical step in this process.  Although one 

Federally-recognized Native American tribe has been identified, the Stockbridge Munsee Community 

of Wisconsin, their ancestral interest is only in the extreme southwest portion of Vermont.  Camp 

Johnson is located in Central Vermont.  There are no Federally-recognized Native Americans with 

ancestral ties to this region of Vermont. 



Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 
 

Camp Johnson, Vermont    10/09/2001                                                        1 - 6 

 
DoD Annotated Policy 27 October 1999 – DoD promulgated its annotated American Indian and 

Alaska Native Policy, which emphasizes the importance of respecting and consulting with tribal 

governments on a government to government basis.  The policy requires and assessment, through 

consultation, of the affect of proposed DoD actions that may have the potential to significantly affect 

protected tribal resources, tribal rights or Indian lands. 

 

 

 

 

1.1  GOALS AND POLICIES 

 

The general goals of this INRMP for Camp Johnson conform to those outlined in the Army 

Environmental Strategic Action Plan.  Those general goals include the following: 

 

   To ensure the long-term sustainability of the lands to support the military mission. 

   To protect the natural resources. 

   To protect the cultural resources. 

   To accommodate multiple uses of the land. 

 

The goals of the natural resources management program, as established by the VTARNG, and provided 

in detail in Section 5.1, are to maintain ecosystem viability and ensure the sustainability of desired 

military training area conditions; to maintain, protect and improve ecological integrity; to protect and 

enhance biological communities, particularly sensitive, rare, threatened and endangered species; to 

protect the ecosystems and their components from unacceptable damage or degradation, and to identify 

and restore degraded habitats.  

 

The ability to achieve these goals depends directly on the health and condition of the natural resources.  

The success of the military mission at Camp Johnson is dependent on the condition of the natural 

resources, as well.  Protecting the ecological and biological integrity of the training lands ensures that the 

environmental conditions of the training lands continue to provide the vegetation, soil and water 

resources necessary for realistic military training.   
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The natural resources management program must remain flexible if it is to achieve long-term success.  

The natural resources management program will achieve and maintain this flexibility by incorporating 

adaptive management techniques into the program.  Adaptive management is a process by which new 

information, from either monitoring data or scientific literature, is used to evaluate the success of the 

management measures currently in place.  This information is then used to determine the necessary 

changes in the management approach to ensure the continued success of the program.  The natural 

resources program may also be required to adapt to unforeseen changes in military mission and legal 

requirements. 

 

Maintaining optimal environmental conditions on the training lands is essential for the success of the 

military mission at Camp Johnson.  Therefore, the focus of this INRMP is on the management of the 

natural resources in the training areas.  The management measures were developed and based on the 

current and anticipated future military mission and activities and known natural resource conditions.  

This INRMP will guide natural resources management at Camp Johnson for the next five years (i.e., 2002 

through 2006) and provide a solid foundation from which to build the program beyond the year 2006. 

 

1.2  NEPA COMPLIANCE AND INTEGRATION 

 

1.2.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
 

Under NEPA, Federal agencies take into consideration the environmental consequences of proposed 

major actions.  The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, or enhance the environment through well-

informed federal decisions.  This act is premised on the assumption that providing timely information to 

the decision-maker and the public concerning the potential environmental consequences of proposed 

actions will improve the quality of federal decisions.  Thus, the NEPA process includes the systematic, 

interdisciplinary evaluation of potential environmental consequences expected to result from 

implementation of a proposed action. 

 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) was established under NEPA to implement and oversee 

federal policy in this decision-making process.  To this end, CEQ has issued Regulations for 

Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Parts 1500-

1508).  The CEQ regulations specify that an EA must be prepared to: 
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! Briefly provide evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI). 

 

! Aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when an EIS is unnecessary. 

 

! Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary. 

 

In addition, according to CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1500.2(c)), NEPA’s requirements should be 

integrated “with other planning and environmental review procedures required by law or by agency 

practice so that all such procedures run concurrently rather than consecutively”. 

 

The NEPA process includes various levels of environmental analysis and documentation.  The type of 

ARNG action proposed, the environmental issues involved, and other considerations associated with the 

action determine the level of analysis and documentation required.  Categorically excluded action is an 

action that has been determine not to have a significant effect on the human environment, either 

individually or cumulatively, and does not normally require formal environmental analysis. 

An EA is described in the CEQ regulations as a concise public document that provides sufficient analysis 

of an action to determine whether the action has no significant environmental effects or whether a more 

detailed analysis (an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)).  The EIS process is a detailed study that 

analyzes the effects of a proposed action and its alternatives and includes an extensive public 

involvement process.  

 

1.2.2 INRMP and NEPA Integration 

 

Historically, the Army and other DoD agencies have prepared NEPA analysis and documentation for 

proposed actions to implement plans, such as INRMPs, after these plans have been developed.  Although 

this approach complies generally with NEPA regulations and policies, it is cumbersome and often results 

in the inefficient repetition and redundancy associated with developing completely separate documents. 

 

CEQ regulations encourage NEPA documents to be combined with other agency documents to reduce 

duplication and paperwork (40 CFR §1506.4) so that agencies can focus on the real purpose of the NEPA 

analysis—that is making better decisions.  Although this recommendation is not routinely or regularly 
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followed for a variety of reasons, it is supported by Army leadership, the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA), and CEQ. 

 

Recognizing the efficiencies in cost and time that could be realized from a fully integrated approach to 

the planning development process, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has, for several 

years, regularly and successfully combined its civil works project plans and their required NEPA 

documents, generally at the project Feasibility Study phase.  In addition, the Habitat Conservation 

Planning Handbook, developed in a joint effort between USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries 

Service, strongly recommends combining Habitat Conservation Plans and their NEPA analyses to 

streamline the planning process.  This handbook suggests “the process should be streamlined by 

integrating the analyses in the same document, to the extent possible, by running the process 

concurrently, not consecutively, and by conducting joint processes with other agencies as applicable.” 

 

Army guidelines recommend that the INRMP and its associated NEPA analysis and documentation be 

prepared concurrently.  In an effort to alleviate the drawbacks of preparing sequential documents and to 

streamline the overall process, Camp Johnson has fully integrated the INRMP and its associated NEPA 

analysis and documentation into a single plan.  This document has been prepared using the concurrent 

and fully integrated NEPA analysis approach.  This approach embraces the intent and spirit of NEPA, as 

well as the requirements of AR 200-2 and AR 200-3.  Additionally, it formalizes existing natural 

resource practices and can be used as an effective tool for future planning and decision-making purposes. 

 

The INRMP portion of the document provides management measures that have been developed by 

considering various alternatives for meeting resource-specific goals and objectives at Camp Johnson.  

The INRMP also provides the rationale for why certain management measures have been selected for 

implementation and others have not, based on analysis of resource-specific screening criteria.  The EA 

portion of the document “carries forward” the INRMP’s selected management measures as the proposed 

action.  Since other management alternatives are considered and, for various reasons, dropped from 

further consideration in developing the INRMP, and since no alternative plans have been offered, the EA 

addresses only the proposed action and a no action alternative.  This approach is further described in 

Section 1.4.4, below. 
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To readily identify elements of the NEPA analysis, Table 1-1 presents a “road map” indicating 

corresponding EA sections embodied within this document.  All remaining sections pertain primarily to 

the INRMP. 

 

1.2.3 Interagency Coordination and Review 

 

Interagency participation is invited throughout the process for developing the INRMP.  Once the INRMP 

has been drafted, the EA may be used as a tool to inform decision-makers and the public of the likely 

environmental and socioeconomic consequences of implementing the proposed action and alternatives.  

In addition, Camp Johnson provides for public participation in the NEPA process to promote open 

communication and better decision-making.  Public participation is invited throughout the NEPA process 

for developing the EA portion of the document.  The following discussion describes agency and public 

involvement for this project. 

 

Interagency Coordination.  Draft versions of the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan have 

been in circulation since 1993.  Consultations have occurred with the USFWS and the VTANR.  None of 

the earlier drafts were ever approved at the National Guard Bureau Level and were therefore never 

considered an official INRMP  The current INRMP has taken much of those earlier drafts and 

incorporated them into this document.  Thus, the earlier consultations are still valid for this document.  

The current document contains more detail of the level of natural resource activities planned for Camp 

Johnson than did earlier documents.  Current drafts have been sent to USFWS, VTANR, US Army Corps 

of Engineers (USACE), Vermont State Division for Historic Preservation, USDA Vermont SCS State 

Office, and the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department.  Comments and discussions from these agencies 

are included in this draft of the INRMP.  Comments are available for review in Appendix J. 

 

Project Review and Comment.  The primary responsible agencies were provided an opportunity to 

review and comment on the draft versions of the document (see comments in above paragraph).   

Relevant and applicable comments have been incorporated into the document.  Consultation letters can 

be found in Appendix J. 

 

1.2.4 Public Participation.  
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Public input will be obtained during two 15-day comment periods.  The initial public comment period 

will be held following completion of the Draft INRMP/EA. During this time any comments submitted by 

agencies, organizations, or members of the public on the document will be considered.  If the EA 

concludes that there are no significant impacts, a FNSI will be issued.  The draft FNSI and final 

INRMP/EA will then be made available during another 15-day public comment period.  Notices of public 

comment periods and availability of the documents will be advertised through the local media.  Appendix 

G will include copies of public notices and public comments and responses.  The INRMP/EA will be 

made available for public review at the following libraries:  

  

Burnam Memorial Library  
Colchester, VT 
 
Vermont State Library  
109 State St. 
Montpelier, VT 
 
Bailey Howe Library 
Special Collections  
University of Vermont 
Burlington, VT 
 
Vermont National Guard 
State Public Affairs Office 
Green Mountain Armory 
Camp Johnson 
Colchester, VT 
 

1.2.5 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

 

Camp Johnson is proposing to implement the INRMP.  The purpose of the proposed action is to carry out 

the resource-specific management measures that will enable Camp Johnson to effectively manage the use 

and condition of natural resources located on the installation to protect the natural setting primarily for 

military training purposes.  Implementation of the proposed action will support the Army’s continuing 

need to train soldiers in a realistic natural setting while meeting other mission and community support 

requirements and complying with environmental regulations and policies.  Implementation of this plan 

will ensure zero net loss in the capability of military lands to sustain the military mission.  The need for 

this proposed action ensures that natural resources conservation measures and Army activities and lands 

are integrated and are consistent with federal stewardship requirements including the Sikes Act (16 

U.S.C. § 670a(b)) and the Sikes Improvement Act of 1997. 
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1.2.6 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

Proposed Action.  The proposed action is to implement the INRMP for Camp Johnson, Vermont.  This 

proposal would meet the Army’s underlying need to train soldiers in a realistic setting that is in 

compliance with environmental regulations and policies.  The proposal includes natural resource 

management measures that reflect the geographical areas associated with the contiguous properties of the  
 

Table 1-1 

Roadmap Indicating NEPA Analysis and Corresponding INRMP Sections 

Required NEPA Analysis Corresponding INRMP 

Section 

The Executive Summary briefly describes the proposed action, environmental 
consequences, and mitigation measures. 

Provided immediately 
following the Preface. 

The Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action summarizes the proposed 
action’s purpose and need and describes the scope of the environmental impact 
analysis process. 

Section 1.4.4 

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives describes the proposed 
action of implementing the INRMP (i.e., the selected management measures) 
and an alternative to implement the proposed action (i.e., the no action 
alternative). 

Section 1.4.5 
 

Scope of Analysis describes the scope of the environmental impact analysis 
process. 

Section 1.4.6 

Affected Environment describes the existing environmental setting. Section 3.0 
Environmental Consequences identifies potential environmental effects of 
implementing the proposed action and the no action alternative. 

Section 7.0 

Conclusions identifies potential impacts associated with the alternatives and 
draws a conclusion as to which alternative should be implemented. 

Section 8.0 

References provides bibliographical information for cited sources. Provided in Appendix I. 
List of Preparers identifies persons who prepared the document and their 
areas of expertise. 

Provided in Appendix M. 

Persons Consulted provides a listing of persons and agencies consulted 
during preparation of the EA. 

Provided in Appendix J 

The Appendices include agency consultation letters and supplemental 
information used to develop the NEPA analysis. 
 

Provided immediately 
following Section 8. 

 
 

installation.  In addition, because the INRMP is a “living” document, it will be modified (adaptively 

managed) over time.  The proposed action focuses on a 5-year period, which is consistent with the time 

frame for the management measures described in the INRMP.  Implementation of the INRMP means that 

the proposed action involves putting in place the management measures presented in Section 5.14, 
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Integration and Summary of Management Measures.  Additional environmental analyses may be required 

as new management measures are developed over the long term (i.e., beyond 5 years).  Implementation of 

some INRMP-related projects could also require additional/supplemental NEPA analysis should project-

specific activities or effects fall outside those analyzed and described in this document. 

 

Alternatives.  Alternatives considered for the management of Camp Johnson’s natural resources are 

described and evaluated within those sections of this document that address the ecosystem-based 

management of each specific resource (see Section 5.0).  The development of selected management 

measures for the INRMP involved a screening analysis of resource-specific management alternatives.  

The screening analysis involved the use of accepted criteria, standards, and guidelines (e.g., 

USDA/NRCS National Soils Handbook; USEPA Protecting Natural Wetlands: A Guide to Stormwater 

Best Management Practices), when available, coordination with federal and state natural resource 

management agencies, and the judgment of VTARNG professionals and others to identify management 

practices for achieving Camp Johnson’s natural resource management objectives.  The outcome of the 

screening analysis led to the development of the proposed action.  Obviously, an infinite number of 

permutations of specific management alternatives are possible.  Consistent with the intent of NEPA, this 

process focused on considering a reasonable range of resource-specific management alternatives and, 

from those, developing a plan that could be implemented, as a whole, in the foreseeable future.  It then 

dropped from detailed analysis management alternatives that would not satisfy Camp Johnson’s natural 

resource management objectives or that were otherwise infeasible.  Management alternatives that were 

considered during the screening process but not analyzed in detail are discussed in Section 5.0, as is the 

rationale for not selecting them.  Application of this screening process in developing the proposed action 

(i.e., adoption of the management measures contained in the INRMP) eliminated the need to define and 

evaluate hypothetical alternative plans.  As a result, the EA, made an integral part of this document, 

formally addresses only two alternatives, the proposed action and the “no action” alternative described 

below.  Should another plan be offered for natural resources management at Camp Johnson, it would be 

evaluated as an additional alternative. 

 

No Action.  Inclusion of a no action alternative is prescribed by CEQ regulations.  The no action 

alternative serves as a benchmark against which proposed federal actions can be evaluated. 

Implementation of the no action alternative means that the management measures set forth in the INRMP 

would not be executed.  Current management measures for natural resources would remain in effect, and 

existing conditions would continue as the status quo.  This document refers to the continuation of 



Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 
 

Camp Johnson, Vermont    10/09/2001                                                        1 - 14 

existing (i.e., baseline) conditions of the affected environment, without implementation of the proposed 

action, as the no action alternative.  Existing conditions are not static, and characterizations of these 

conditions are only a “snapshot” that would continually change with no action.  

 

1.2.7 Scope of Analysis 

 

The potential environmental effects associated with the proposed action require assessment to comply 

with NEPA, regulations of the CEQ, and AR 200-2.  This EA identifies, documents, and evaluates the 

effects of implementing the INRMP for Camp Johnson.  The INRMP addresses the geographical area 

associated with the contiguous properties of Camp Johnson with particular emphasis on the training area.  

As discussed, this EA examines the Army’s preferred alternative (i.e., the proposed action as described in 

Sections 1.4.4 and 5.0) and a no action alternative (see Sections 1.4.4 and 7.1).  

 

The purpose of this analysis is to provide an objective evaluation of the environmental consequences of 

an implementable INRMP for Camp Johnson that can guide the installation in the following activities: 

 

! Meeting training needs and military mission requirements. 

! Achieving natural resource management goals. 

! Meeting legal and policy requirements, including those associated with NEPA, that are 

consistent with current national natural resources management philosophies. 

 

To meet this objective, an interdisciplinary team of environmental scientists, biologists, planners, 

economists, engineers, archeologists, historians, and military technicians developed the INRMP and EA.  

The team identified the affected environment, analyzed the proposed action against existing conditions, 

and determined the potential beneficial and adverse effects associated with the proposal. 

 

 

1.3  BACKGROUND 

 

1.3.1   Location 

 

Camp Johnson is located in the northwest region of the State of Vermont, on the eastern fringe of the 

Champlain Valley.  It is located entirely within the town of Colchester, Chittenden County.  Nearby cities 
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include: Burlington, Vermont’s largest city, 3 miles to the west; Essex Junction, 3 miles to the east; 

Montpelier, the state capital, 35 miles to the southeast; and St. Albans, 20 miles to the north.  Main roads 

nearby include Interstate 89, located 2 miles to the west, which runs northeast and southwest, and State 

Highway 15, which passes along the front entrance to Camp Johnson and crosses the State east to west.  

Camp Johnson is located 12 miles to the west of Vermont National Guards’ Ethan Allen Firing Range.  

Railway service closest to Camp Johnson is in Essex Junction, where the Central Vermont Railway 

provides both freight and AMTRAK passenger service.   Lake Champlain lies 4 miles to the west of 

Camp Johnson.  (Figure 1-1). 

 

Camp Johnson is surrounded by land serving multiple purposes.  Some of the surrounding businesses 

include the Fanny Allen Hospital and Saint Michael’s College, both private institutions. There is also 

some light industry in the area, some of which occupy the former Fort Ethan Allen.   On the northern and 

eastern boundaries there is a considerable number of private homes. 

 

1.3.2   Installation History 

 

“Camp Johnson” refers collectively to both State and Federal land.  The state owned portion of Camp 

Johnson is approximately 35 acres in size.  It contains the Vermont National Guard State Headquarters as 

well as all the necessary facilities required to support military training at the adjacent federally owned 

facility, formerly known as Ethan Allen Air Force Base. 

 

The former Air Force Base is a Federally owned 625 acre training area located in Colchester, Vermont.  

It was purchased by the US Government in 1895 and designated Fort Ethan Allen.  After being 

transferred to the Department of the Air Force during the Korean Conflict, it was redesignated Ethan 

Allen AFB.  The installation was deactivated in 1964 and most of the buildings were removed.  The land 

is currently licensed to the VTARNG for training and no longer used by the Air Force.  Together, the two 

parcels are commonly referred to as Camp Johnson and total 660 acres. 

 

For more than half a century after its consolidation, Camp Johnson and Ethan Allen AFB were largely 

undeveloped. The base was divided roughly in two by Sunderland Brook and bounded to the north by 

small farms, to the west by the steep slope down to route 7, to the east by farmland along Susie Wilson 

Road and to the south by Route 15. During this time the base encompassed approximately 1600 acres.  

Beginning in the mid-1950’s, parcels of land adjacent to the reservation were sold to development 
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interests, Camp Johnson itself parting with some of the land on its periphery.  Presently, non-profit 

institutions, industrial and residential development corporations and private homeowners, own the lands 

surrounding Camp Johnson. 

 

1.3.3 Neighbors 

 

The lands surrounding Camp Johnson are owned by a variety of non-profit institutions, industrial and 

residential development corporations and private homeowners.  The plateau immediately north of the 

main drainage of Sunderland Brook is an extension of a large terrace now occupied by the Westbury 

Mobile Home Park and the newer housing developments along Blakely Road.  The mobile home park sits 

between Kellogg Road and Sunderland Brook, northeast of the reservation. Fort Ethan Allen and 

Winchester Place (apartments) lie along the eastern boundary of the reservation.  St. Michaels College 

retains ownership of Winchester Place land although the town houses are in private ownership.  This 

small wedge of land abuts Fort Ethan Allen to the northeast.  Fort Ethan Allen is a mix of industrial, 

commercial, institutional and residential properties and was once part of the military reservation of which 

Camp Johnson is a part. 

 

The Hercules Drive industrial park development sits along the western boundary of the reservation and 

abuts the Sunny Hollow Property to the north.  Ownership is divided among the several dozen companies 

and corporations operating on the site.  Once part of Camp Johnson, these properties totaling 200 to 225 

acres were part of the main terrace that the majority of the base sits upon. 

 

1.4  RESPONSIBLE AND INTERESTED PARTIES 

 

The success of the management of the natural resources located at Camp Johnson and the implementation 

of this INRMP requires a cooperative effort among the parties directly responsible.  The level of success 

can be enhanced by developing partnerships among other parties that have a vested interest in the 

responsible management of the natural resources at Camp Johnson.  A brief description of the parties 

directly responsible for the implementation of this INRMP, as well as other interested parties is provided 

below. 

1.4.1 Camp Johnson 
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The role of the organizations at Camp Johnson that are either directly responsible for, or are providing 

assistance in, the implementation of this INRMP are provided below. 

 

Facilities Management Officer (FMO). The FMO plays a pivotal role in VTARNG  planning and 

maintenance of range facilities. The environmental office, which is very important in the implementation 

of this plan, falls under the auspices of the FMO.  

 

Post Commander.  The Post Commander is directly responsible for operating and maintaining Camp 

Johnson, including the implementation and enforcement of this INRMP.  There is no designated “Post 

Commander” for Camp Johnson due to its small size.  Currently, the FMO acts in the capacity of Post 

Commander.  

 

POTO (Plans, Operations and Training Office, a.k.a., DCSOPS – Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations).  

The POTO identifies training requirements to include numbers and types of small arms ranges to support 

using units.  The POTO is a member of the Environmental Quality Control Council (EQCC), the ITAM 

Steering Committee, and provides direct input to the INRMP development.  Per Army regulations 350-4, 

the POTO is the proponent for the ITAM program at the State ARNG level.  Per AR 210-21, the POTO is 

also a proponent for the Range and Training Land Program (RTLP).  

 

1.4.2 Other Defense Organizations 

 

U.S. Army National Guard Bureau (NGB).  The National Guard Bureau (NGB) provides administrative 

and financial support, and policy guidance to Camp Johnson.  NGB reviews, provides comments, and 

approves  Camp Johnson’s INRMP. 

 

Vermont State Military Department.  The Military Department of Vermont provides administrative, 

financial, and professional support to Camp Johnson.  These include Environmental Engineers, 

Architectural Engineers, Natural Resource Professionals, maintenance workers and others. 

 

1.4.3 Other Federal Agencies 

 

There are a number of Federal agencies, in addition to the Department of Defense (DoD) and Camp 

Johnson, that have an interest or a role in the management of the natural resources at Camp Johnson.   
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The involvement of these agencies is based on signatory responsibilities, cooperative agreements, 

regulatory authority, and technical assistance as required by Federal laws and regulations.  The agencies 

and their roles and responsibilities are described below. 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).   USFWS provides guidance concerning the conservation, 

protection, and management of the fish and wildlife resources presented in the INRMP.  USFWS is the 

primary Federal agency for issues regarding fish and wildlife management, as well as the regulatory 

authority for the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-

711). 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  USACE maintains jurisdiction over wetlands on Federal 

Lands. 

 

1.4.4 State Agencies 

 

Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (VTANR).   The VTANR play a consulting role concerning the 

conservation, protection, and management of the fish, wildlife, and other environmental resources 

presented in this INRMP.  The VTANR is the primary state agency for issues regarding fish and wildlife 

management, as well as the regulatory authority behind the rules and regulations for hunting, fishing, 

trapping, surface waters, and wetlands.  Within VTANR is the Non-Game and Natural Heritage Program 

(VTNNHP), a division of the Fish and Wildlife Department.  The VTNNHP  is the lead agency in the 

pitch pine restoration project, which is discussed in further detail in Sections 3 and 5.  

 

1.4.5 Universities 

 

When compatible with training activities, Camp Johnson voluntarily participates in, and provides 

assistance with various educational natural resource research projects.  There are a number of studies that 

have recently taken place or that are ongoing projects at Camp Johnson.  The University of Vermont is 

involved in a number of these projects.  In addition, St. Michaels College has had representatives from 

their staff participate in the natural resource planning level surveys completed on Camp Johnson. 

Figure 1-1 State of Vermont Facilities and location 1.4.6 Contractors 
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Contractors provide Camp Johnson with technical support for natural resources and environmental 

management projects.  This technical support includes preparation of INRMPs, National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) analyses and documentation, cultural and biological resource surveys, and wetland 

delineations.   

 

We are currently administering one contract for natural resource services.  Upland Forestry, of Bristol 

Vermont, holds the contract for Wildlife Management and Forest Management at Camp Johnson. 

 

1.4.7 Other Interested Parties 

 

The Nature Conservancy (TNC).  The Department of Defense and TNC have a Cooperative Agreement 

to provide effective and efficient protection and management of biodiversity within the context of the 

DoD’s environmental security and military missions.  Based on the contents of this Cooperative 

Agreement, VTNNHP and the TNC have a mutual interest in conservation and management of the pitch 

pine restoration area within Camp Johnson. 

 

Other interested parties may include neighbors, other environmental organizations, citizen organizations, 

non-federally recognized Native American tribes, and the general public. 
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SECTION 2.0: 

MILITARY MISSION 

 

2.1  OVERVIEW 

 

The primary mission of The Vermont Army National Guard (VTARNG) is to provide adequate facilities, 

training areas, and ranges to maintain readiness for the assigned mission of being prepared to protect the 

United States in the event of mobilization.  Such readiness results only from receiving high-quality 

training that incorporates all mission elements and tasks and provides the high-quality, realistic training 

to the individuals and units who train there. 

 

Peacetime Missions.  In peacetime, Camp Johnson operates under the National Guard Bureau and the 

Military Department of Vermont as a Company level training site, an armored platoon maneuver area, 

and as the State Headquarters for the Vermont National Guard.  Facilities exist to house, sustain and train 

100 people year round during weekend or multiple unit training assemblies (MUTA).  Activities 

conducted include weapons firing (on a baffled or indoor range), tactics (both infantry and armor), field 

bivouacs, engineer equipment training, and land navigation. The VTARNG Aviation units also utilize 

Camp Johnson for specific helicopter training.  An Air Ambulance Medical Evacuation utilizes the area 

with Black Hawk (UH-60) and two OH-58 helicopters.  Pilots train for landing in all weather condition, 

slope landings and low-level hovering. (See Appendix N for more specific information)  The site is also 

utilized daily as a test-driving area for vehicles undergoing maintenance and as a test flight area for 

overhauled or repaired helicopters. 

 

2.2  THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE MILITARY MISSION AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 

 

The Army recognizes that a healthy and viable natural resource base is required to support the military 

mission.  To be effective, the natural conditions of the training areas on Camp Johnson must be 

maintained to provide realism.  Areas that are obviously degraded by previous training activity detract 

from the realism of the current training activity.  Vegetation is necessary for cover and concealment, 

therefore, areas that are stripped of their vegetation are no longer representative of the undisturbed lands 

that might be encountered during real conflicts.  The relationship between soils and vegetation is very 
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important in supporting the mission.  In addition to providing cover and concealment, vegetation protects 

the soils from erosion.  Eroded soils are unable to support the vegetation, which results in a loss of 

realism and eroded areas also represent a safety hazard to the soldiers.  This INRMP helps to ensure that 

environmental considerations are an integral part of planning activities at Camp Johnson and that natural 

resources are protected in accordance with Army regulations and policies. 

 

Ongoing military operations performed in support of the mission at Camp Johnson may alter the 

environmental setting and condition of the natural resources.  For example, construction of ditches, 

defensive fighting positions (foxholes), and roads result in vegetation loss and soil effects such as 

disturbance, compaction, and erosion.  While short-term changes in the environmental setting may still 

provide for relatively realistic training opportunities, the absence of long-term management measures to 

properly conserve and restore natural resources may impede Camp Johnson’s ability to continue to 

adequately train soldiers.  In addition to the impacts mentioned above, environmental damage can also 

place other constraints on training such as: 

 

! loss of training acreage; 

! decreased tactical maneuverability; 

! increased land and natural resource maintenance costs; and 

! increased safety hazards. 

 

Implementing appropriate management measures, and considering alternatives to these measures as they 

are developed, limits the potential for negative impacts to natural resources that are critical to providing a 

realistic training environment.  In addition, such measures likely result in a more effective, long-term 

approach to natural resource protection and conservation.  Table 2-1 provides examples of mission 

activities and their potential effects on the natural resources and future training/mission capabilities.  

Presented below are examples of practices that are used to avoid permanent and serious environmental 

degradation at Camp Johnson  (Some management measures employed to reduce or prevent 

environmental degradation of resources at Camp Johnson are discussed in further sections). 

 

Vehicle Movement.  Damage to roads and trails by heavy vehicle maneuvers is costly in terms of money 

and training time.   
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Off-road movement can destroy vegetation and ground cover, which results in accelerated soil erosion 

and the gully formation.  Large gullies represent a safety hazard and reduce the availability of quality 

training land. 

 

 

Table 2-1 

Mission Activities and Their Potential Effects 

Activity/Use  Potential Effects on 

 Natural Resources Training/Combat Readiness 

Vehicles operated 
off-road 

Degradation of soil, water, and vegetation 
Erosion gullies 
Soil compaction 
Soil and water contamination from field 
maintenance 

Loss of training realism 
Loss of camouflaging for vehicles and 
troop locations 
Safety hazards in eroded areas 
Contamination of soils could limit 
availability of training areas 
Increased maintenance costs 

Defensive fighting 
positions (foxholes) 
and defilades 

Soil displacement 
Erosion; eroded soils unable to support 
vegetation 

Loss of training realism 
Safety hazards in eroded areas 

Bivouac Areas Soil compaction and/or erosion 
Loss of vegetation/forest understory 
Litter from meals-ready to eat (MREs), glass 
bottles, aluminum cans, plastic bags, 
cigarette butts 

Loss of training realism 
Loss of camouflaging for vehicles and 
troop locations 
Limit usable training areas 
Litter provides Essential Elements of 
Information (EEI), such as presence and 
duration at a location, length of supply 
lines, etc. 

Cutting of Vegetation 
for Camouflage/Field 
Fortifications 

Cut vegetation wilts and discolors to contrast 
with natural background 
Eventual loss of vegetation 

Loss of training realism 
Exposed fighting position 
Dead vegetation is easy target for 
infrared radar 

Amphibious Training Accidental spills could contaminate drinking 
water supply and threaten human health 

Could limit usable training areas 

Field 
Maneuvers/Range 
Firing 
 

Wildfires from pyrotechnics, blanks, 
ammunition or shell detonation. 
Litter from ammunition brass, plastic paint 
ball containers, communication wire, 
concertina wire 
Soil and water contamination from field 
maintenance on weapons 
 

Accidental fires result in loss of usable 
training areas 
Loss of training realism 
Immobilized vehicles 
Potential administrative restrictions as a 
result of disturbance (this particularly 
applies to threatened and endangered 
species) 

 
 
 
 
Procedures to reduce damage from vehicle activity and to maintain or enhance training lands are listed 
below: 
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On-Road Movement: 

 

! Stay on established roads whenever possible when traveling to or from training areas.  Ruts 

should be filled as soon as possible. 

 

! Avoid driving on the edges of the roads and do not cut corners on the roads.  Driving on the 

shoulder and cutting corners will break down the road’s edge, create erosion and lead to the 

destruction of the road. 

 

! Use only marked roads and trails. 

 

Off-Road Movement: 

 

! Remain on marked trails and designated routes unless otherwise directed. 

 

! Avoid neutral steer turns unless absolutely necessary. 

 

! Avoid crushing trees and shrubs.  Do not drive directly up steep slopes. 

 

! Avoid OFF LIMITS areas.   

 

! Reduce vehicle speed. 

 

! Avoid wet areas especially creek bottoms and streams. 

 

Field Activities.  Procedures to reduce damage as a result of field activities are provided below. 

 

Camouflage 
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! Do not cut or damage live trees and shrubs during training.    Field fortifications should generally 

be constructed with rocks (except those from existing stone walls or historical foundations) and 

fallen dead wood. 

 

! Do not use vegetation as camouflage, use camouflage nets. 

 

! Conduct training with a concern for conservation and future use of range areas. 

 

 

 

 

Waste Disposal 

 

! Police all training areas before and after use.  Dispose of all waste in an authorized location and 

manner. 

 

! Only use the concrete vault latrines or port-o-lets for human waste. 

 

Fire 

   

! When fire danger is high, the use of pyrotechnics, smoke grenades, and simulators may be 

restricted and regulated by CFMO.  Smoke grenades and star-cluster flares will be used only for 

emergency operations in high fire danger times. 

 

! If a fire occurs, immediately report its location, nature, and size to the CFMO and the Colchester 

Fire Department @ 655-1412.  Attempt to extinguish or at least contain the fire. 

 

Petroleum, Oil and Lubricants (POL) Spills 

 

! Immediately report all POL spills to Environmental Office.  Know the size, location, and type.  

Take immediate action to control, contain, and clean up the spill.  Units must clean up the spill or 

at least initiate spill response until additional resources arrive or as needed. 
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! Insure that all personnel are trained in spill prevention and response, and all units have adequate 

spill response materials available.  

 

! Improper handling of POL products constitutes gross negligence and may be punishable by a fine 

or imprisonment. 

 

Digging 

 

! Permission must be granted by the Environmental Office prior to any digging.  Trenches, 

defilades, tank traps and fighting positions must be filled at the conclusion of training. 

 

! Digging in a State or Federal protected area is prohibited. 

 

! Digging must cease immediately if historical artifacts, such as burial sites, ruins or ceremonial 

materials are discovered.  Federal law (Native Americans Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

of 1990 (NAGPRA), PL 100-601) requires reporting any burial sites. 

 

! All dirt mounds constructed during training must be knocked down, regardless of cause. 

 

Existing natural resources on Camp Johnson lands may influence the manner in which the Camp Johnson 

mission is executed. While natural resources provide a realistic training environment for meeting mission 

requirements, their existence also has the potential to limit certain military activities.  For example, 

topographic features of the land or the presence of wetlands or threatened and endangered species may 

prevent military activities, such as construction, from occurring due to the potential for adverse impacts 

to those sensitive resources.  In addition, any permanent degradation of natural resources as a result of 

ongoing military use would, in turn, ultimately lead to further mission impairment should realistic 

training conditions no longer be available.  Therefore, not only is the proper management of natural 

resources and their use by the military a sound environmental practice, but it also directly supports the 

Camp Johnson mission to provide realistic training.  This INRMP considers the effects of such natural 

resources on the mission and the implementation of this INRMP will result in no net loss of military 

training capacity. 
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Because the primary mission of Camp Johnson is to provide adequate facilities, training areas, and ranges 

to maintain the readiness of the National Guard, any environmental initiatives and plans are considered 

secondary and should be managed so as not to inhibit meeting military requirements.  It is important to 

consider limitations due to the presence of naturally occurring resources that cannot be altered, as well as 

those limitations resulting from natural resources that have already been impacted.   

 

2.3  FUTURE MILITARY MISSION IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

 

The INRMP is considered a “living” document that is based on several short-, medium-, and long-range 

planning goals.  Short-range goals include activities that are planned to occur in zero to five years, while 

medium-range goals include activities in a six- to 10-year period.  Long-range goals are usually 

scheduled beyond 10 years.  Because an INRMP is a “living” document, goals may be revised over time 

to reflect evolving environmental conditions.  In addition, medium- and long-range planning goals 

eventually become short-range activities that also require implementation  INRMP’s are scheduled to be 

revised at least every 5 years. 

An EA, is a document that captures the most current baseline environmental conditions as a “snapshot” 

in time.  This EA has been prepared using baseline conditions as of October, 2000, for short-range 

management activities and assesses potential environmental impacts resulting from these proposed 

activities.   

 

The primary long-range planning goal at Camp Johnson is to continue to provide training facilities while 

supporting environmental strategies and goals consistent with Army regulations and policies.  With long-

range planning goals in mind, Camp Johnson has developed several short-range goals for the installation 

to support the current mission and meet future needs.  To that end, this INRMP includes management 

recommendations that meet three short-range planning goals: (1) to implement a comprehensive 

environmental strategy that represents compliance, restoration, prevention, and conservation; (2) to 

improve the existing management approach to protecting natural resources on the installation; and (3) to 

meet legal and policy requirements consistent with national natural resources management philosophies.  

Details of proposed management measures are discussed in Section 5.0. 
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SECTION 3.0: 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 

This section presents a general description of the natural and human environment associated with Camp 

Johnson.  

 

3.1  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 

Camp Johnson sits on a plateau at an elevation of 300 ft above sea level.  This plateau extends north from 

the Winooski River to Sunderland Brook, which, along with several of its drainages, forms boundaries to 

the east and west.  The main channel of Sunderland Brook cuts northwest through the northern half of the 

base, isolating a small terrace of land to the north from the bulk of the camp.  The western drainage 

separates Camp Johnson from Sunny Hollow Park.  The eastern drainage extends south about halfway 

through the eastern arm of the reservation and completes the semicircular �cap� of sloped land around 

the base with those of Fort Ethan Allen. 

 

3.2  CLIMATE 

 

Situated at the eastern edge of North America, the New England region enjoys an invigorating climate 

with four well-defined seasons. 

 

The Appalachian Mountains cross the region; most of the major summits vary between 3,500-4,300 feet.  

Mount Mansfield, the highest point in Vermont at 4,393 feet, lies approximately 20 miles east of Camp 

Johnson.  The Adirondack Mountains to the west rise to between 4,000 and 5,000 feet.  Major valleys 

include the Champlain Valley, the St Lawrence to the north, and the Connecticut to the east. 

 

Camp Johnson is located about 3.5 miles east of Lake Champlain, and about a mile north of the 

Burlington Airport.  At the airport the average occurrence of the last freeze in spring is around May 10th 

and that of the first in fall is early October, giving a growing season of 145 days.  On average, there are a 

few days a year with the maximum temperature of 90 degrees or higher.  This moderate summer heat 

gives way to a cooler, but nonetheless pleasant fall period, usually extending well into October.  High 

pressure systems moving down rapidly from central Canada or Hudson Bay produce the coldest 

temperatures during the winter months, but extended periods of very cold weather are rare. 
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Precipitation, although generally plentiful and well distributed throughout the year, is less in the 

Champlain Valley than in other areas of Vermont due to the shielding effect of the mountain barriers to 

the east and west.  The heaviest rainfall usually occurs during the summer thunderstorms, but excessively 

heavy rainfall is quite uncommon.  Droughts are infrequent. 

 

Because of the trend of the Champlain Valley between the Adirondack and Green Mountain ranges, most 

winds have a northerly or southerly component.  The prevailing direction most of the year is from the 

south.  Winds of damaging force are very uncommon. 

 

Most storms approach from the west, but the heaviest episodes of rain or snow are often associated with 

the relatively infrequent, but intense �nor�easters��storms that originate in the northern Gulf of Mexico 

or along the southeast United states coast, and track northeastward along or just off the New England 

coast.  The flow around these systems pulls inland vast amounts of moist air from the Atlantic Ocean.  

Heavy precipitation is the result. 

 

 

Table 3-1  Temperature and Precipitation Averages for Burlington Vermont* 

 

MONTH MAX (°F) MIN (°F) AVE. (°F) PRECIP (in.) 

January 25.1 7.5 16.3 1.82 

February 27.5 8.9 18.2 1.63 

March 39.3 22.0 30.7 2.23 

April 53.6 34.2 43.9 2.76 

May 67.2 45.4 56.3 3.12 

June 75.8 54.6 65.2 3.47 

July 81.2 59.7 70.5 3.65 

August 77.9 57.9 67.9 4.06 

September 69.0 48.8 58.9 3.30 

October 57.0 38.6. 47.8 2.88 

November 44.0 29.6 36.8 3.13 

December 30.4 15.5 23.0 2.42 

ANNUAL 54.0 35.2 44.6 34.47 
*(National Weather Service) 
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3.3  AIR QUALITY 

 

Air quality is regulated at the federal level through regulations promulgated under the Clean Air Act of 

1970 and its subsequent amendments.  The act directed the USEPA to establish and enforce national 

ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for air pollutants that endanger public health.  EPA consequently 

adopted air quality standards for six criteria pollutants�ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, 

sulfur dioxide, particulate matter (total suspended particulates), and lead particles  (Table 3-2).  The 

Clean Air Act requires state or local governments to monitor ambient levels of these pollutants and to 

develop air quality management plans to ensure compliance with the standards. 

 

3.3.1 Air Pollutant Emissions at Camp Johnson 

 

Camp Johnson has a variety of air pollution sources related to training and training related activities. The 

facility is used as a training site for both military and civilian use. 

 

Camp Johnson is located within the Champlain Valley Air Management Area (Air Quality Control 

Region 159), which is designated as attainment or unclassifiable for all criteria pollutants with the 

exception of PM10, for which the secondary standard is not met, and for ozone.  Vermont is within the 

Northeast ozone transport region (OTR), and is therefore, designated as a non-attainment for ozone.  

Within the OTR tropospheric ozone levels are influenced by sources of ozone precursors within the 

region as well as those upwind of the region (i.e., mid-western states). 

 

An air emissions study was completed at Camp Johnson in 1996.  The purpose of the study was to 

determine if the facility is considered a major source of air pollutants and subject to the Title V 

Operating Permit Program under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  The inventory included an 

assessment of both actual and potential air emissions, using 1996 as the baseline year.  Air pollutant 

sources at the facility, including stationary, fugitive, and mobile sources were considered. 

 

The emission study determined that the actual emissions from the stationary sources at Camp Johnson 

were: 1.18 tons of nitrogen oxide (NOx) , 0.7 tons of sulfur dioxide (S02), 0.23 tons of carbon monoxide 

(CO), 0.33 tons of respirable particulate matter smaller than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and 1.81 tons 
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of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the baseline year of 1995.  Potential emissions from the 

stationary sources at the facility are: 14.35 tons of Nox, 14.5 tons of S02, 5.74 tons of CO, 2.79 tons for 

PM10, and 14.98 tons of VOCs. 

 

3.3.2 Air Pollutant Emissions in the Surrounding Area 

 

Table 3-2 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 

Pollutant 

 

Averaging Time 

Primary Standards  

g/m3(grams/meter3) 

Secondary Standards  

g/m3 

parts per 

million 

Particulate Matter 24 Hour Maximuma 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 

150 

50 

150 

50 

    

Sulfur Dioxide 24 Hour Maximumb 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 

365 

80 

None 

None 

0.14 

0.03 

Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour Maximumb 

1 Hour Maximuma 

10 

40 

None 

None 

9.00 

35.00 

Nitrogen Dioxide Annual Arithmetic Mean 100 100 0.053 

Lead Quarterly Arithmetic Meanb 1.5 1.5     

Ozone 1 Hour Maximuma 235 235 0.12 
a National Primary Standards express the level of air quality necessary to protect the public health from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant, allowing for a margin of safety to protect sensitive members of the population.  
National Secondary Standards express the level of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare by preventing injury to 
agricultural crops and livestock, deterioration of materials and property, and adverse impacts on the environment. 
b National standards, other than those based on annual geometric means, are not to be exceeded more than once per year.   

 
 

 
Table  3-3 

Actual Air Emissions, Camp Johnson 
 
 

Actual Emissions, tons/year  -  1995 
Source NOX SO2 CO PM10 VOC 
Boilers 0.60 0.70 0.15 0.05 0.01
Tanks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
Degreasing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17
Gasoline dispensing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02
Steam Cleaners 0.09 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.01
Paint booth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.26 1.58

Total 0.69 0.71 0.21 0.32 1.80
All Emissions            3.73 
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Actual Emissions, tons/year  -  2000 
Source NOX SO2 CO PM10 VOC 
Boilers 1.34 0.51 1.12 0.41 0.04 
Tanks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Degreasing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 
Gasoline dispensing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Steam Cleaners 0.09 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.01 
Paint booth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Paint Gun Cleaner 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 

Total 1.43 0.52 1.18 0.42 0.35 
All Emissions            3.88 

Steam cleaner calculations are constant.  See App C-2, 1996 Air Emission Inventory. 
Binks paint booth was dismantled Fall 1998. 
Paint gun cleaner calculations are based on 100% volatization of the paint thinner. 
See Appendix G, 2001 CSMS Air Permit Application. 
 

Due to the size of Camp Johnson, the number of active buildings with heating systems,, and the operation 

of a new paint booth, the VTARNG has completed a non-major stationary source permit application to 

the State of Vermont. The permit is currently under review and an issuance date of 01 Oct 2001 is 

anticipated pending the State�s approval. 

 

3.4  NOISE  

 

The Noise Control Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-574) directs federal agencies to comply with applicable 

federal, state, interstate, and local noise control regulations.  In 1974, the USEPA provided information 

on negative effects of noise, identifying indoor and outdoor noise limits that protect public health and 

welfare (e.g., prevent hearing damage, sleep disturbance, and communication disruption).  In addition, 

sound quality criteria promulgated by the USEPA, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD), and DoD have identified noise levels to protect public health and welfare with an 

adequate margin of safety.  These levels are considered acceptable guidelines for assessing noise 

conditions in an environmental setting.  Noise levels below 65 decibels (dB) are generally considered to 

be normally acceptable in suitable living environments.  For purposes of this INRMP and EA, noise is 

described in the context of sound levels that result directly from Camp Johnson military operations and 

the compatibility of land use resources with these levels. 

 

3.4.1 Noise Levels at Camp Johnson 
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Noise levels at Camp Johnson are usually fairly low.  There is one small arms baffled range located on 

the facility.  Other noise producing activities are minimal.  There are occasional helicopter flights into 

the area.  Landing zones are designated and are located in the interior of the installation to avoid civilian 

areas.  Flight paths are also designated and are designed to avoid civilian areas as much as possible.  

 

 

 

 

3.5  TOPOGRAPHY 

 

Camp Johnson sits on a plateau of land at an elevation of 300 ft above sea level.  This plateau extends 

north from the Winooski River to Sunderland Brook, which, along with several of its drainages, forms 

boundaries to the east and west.  The main channel of Sunderland Brook cuts northwest through the 

northern half of the base, isolating a small terrace of land to the north from the main portion of Camp 

Johnson.  The western drainage extends south about halfway through the eastern arm of the reservation 

and completes the semicircular �cap� of sloped land around the base.  The southern section of this 

eastern arm unites the upland areas of the base with those of Fort Ethan Allen. 

 

The land that is part of the main plateau slopes very gently upward from southeast to northwest, the 

highest ground being just to the west of the large sandblow.  This terrace extends in finger like 

projections perpendicular to Sunderland brook, forming a series of small ridges or terraces ranging from 

20 to 50 meters long.  The draws between these fingers of land are, in places, moderately sloped and 

rolling and in other places, quite steeply sloped (25-30%) and deep.  All of these draws eventually drain 

into the central lowland or valley in which Sunderland Brook is located.  

 

3.6  GEOLOGY 

 

3.6.1 General Geology 

 

The geologic history of the region known as the Western Chittenden County Sandplain is intimately 

connected with that of Lake Champlain.  Before the last glacial period a northward flowing river 

occupied the present valley of the lake.  The retreat of the Wisconsin glaciation 13,000 years ago formed 

a lake (Lake Vermont) in the former river valley.  As the glaciers receded, the region was invaded by the 
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opening of the St. Lawrence Sea way, which deposited an extensive bed of clay.  As the sea was draining 

to the north and the land was rebounding, ice blocked rivers once again flowed into the still waters of 

what was to become Lake Champlain.  Lake Champlain occupied three well-marked water levels.  As 

water levels continued to recede, successive deltas formed further and further downstream occupying 

progressively lower elevations, finally reaching the present lake level.  From the erosion deposits of the 

Winooski River, three sand deltas were formed to mark each lake level.  This region became known as 

the Western Chittenden County Sandplain.  Set at 300 feet above sea level (200 feet above present lake 

level), the Winooski delta is the largest of the three and is now where Camp Johnson is located. 

 

 

3.7  SOILS 

 

There are two types of soils that dominate this sandplain; the Adams-Windsor and Hartland soils.  

Underline with limestone bedrock and clay parent material, both surface layers are sandy and highly 

permeable, varying from pure sand to sandy loam.  According to the Chittenden County Soils Survey, the 

Adams-Windsor is considered loamy sand and the Hartland is classified to be fine sandy loam.  The 

texture of these sands is uniform throughout the forest community with a depth ranging from a few 

centimeters to seven meters.  As a result from the high percolation rate of the fine sands, both substrates 

are acidic ranging from 5-6 in pH.  The Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS) will conduct a 

new soil survey during the summer and fall of 2001, with the final report released in the summer of 2002.  

This survey will provide new and updated soils information for Camp Johnson.  The current soils 

database is from data that were collected in the 1950�s and 60�s and are considered outdated and 

unreliable.  The new soils layer will be digital and will be integrated into the Geographic Information 

System for VTARNG, and will help make more informed decisions concerning the management of 

natural resources. (See Figure 3-1) 

 

The Soil Survey of Chittenden County, Vermont (1967) states that the majority of soils in western 

Chittenden county were formed by now extinct lakes.  The soils are made-up of water deposited material, 

primarily sand and clay.  The four major soil series represented on Camp Johnson are as follows: 

 

Adams-Windsor:  Most of these soils formed deep sandy material within now extinct lakes.  The soils are 

composed of a quartz or schist sandy material, occurring to a depth of 40 inches.  The Type II can be 

underlain by a loam silt, lake deposited clays or bedrock.  The soil type is most often located along the 
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Lake Champlain Valley and occasionally in upper valleys in the surrounding foothills.  The soils are 

generally excessively well drained, given the depth of sand and generally low water table of four feet or 

more.  This soil is rated as having good to excellent potential for timber production. 

 

Hartland:  This soil type occurs much like the Hartland soils found in gullies and along banks.  The soils 

are either formed in water or by wind.  The general composition is of quartz, schist, or phyllite. 

 

There are numerous other soil series represented, but individually they are scattered and small in area. 

These to be sandy or gravelly loam soils.  While the soils are not too disposed towards erosion, the slopes 

dictate that care be used in locating potential logging roads, and placing water bars at frequent enough 

intervals to prevent serious erosion.  Overall the soils represented on the reservation are moderately good 

for timber production, with few areas of poor productivity. 

 

Soils are a vital resource.  They are complex systems that take centuries to develop. They can be altered 

drastically by erosion, compaction, or topsoil removal.  Sediment from erosion in streams and ponds 

affect water quality and aquatic organisms.  Plants draw their life from the soil and all animals, including 

humans, depend directly or indirectly on plants for food.  Healthy soils form the foundations for healthy 

ecosystems. 

 

3.8 WATER RESOURCES 

 

Sunderland Brook is the major drainage system on Camp Johnson (figure 3-6).  This brook runs generally 

from southeast to northwest through the northern quarter of the reservation boundary.  Lily Pad Pond is 

the only pond of any measurable size at Camp Johnson.   

 

Groundwater 
 

Groundwater hydrology in Chittenden County is largely defined by topography and the distribution and 

saturated thickness of high conductivity glacial outwash deposits and low conductivity glacial till 

deposits.  The distribution of unconsolidated sediments results in steep hydraulic gradients in the upland 

areas, with a general flattening of the water table within the regions of glacial outwash.  Groundwater 

flows from hills toward valleys and discharges into streams, rivers, wetlands, and ponds.  In the higher 
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elevations, where soils are often shallow and bedrock close to the surface, the source of sufficient 

quantities of potable groundwater is deep within the bedrock. 

 

3.8.2 Surface Water 

 

Sunderland brook and some minor tributaries are the major surface water resources on Camp Johnson 

and run through the northern quarter of the Installation.  The main channel of Sunderland Brook cuts 

northwest though the northern half of the base, isolating a small terrace of land to the north from main 

portion of Camp Johnson.  The western drainage separates Camp Johnson from Sunny Hollow Park.  The 

eastern drainage extends south about halfway through the eastern arm of the reservation and completes 

the semicircular �cap� of sloped land around the base.  The southern section of this eastern arm unites the 

upland areas of the base with those of Fort Ethan Allen.



Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 

 
Camp Johnson, Vermont 10/09/2001        3 - 10 



Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 

 
Camp Johnson, Vermont 10/09/2001        3 - 11 

Page Intentionally Left Blank



Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 

 
Camp Johnson, Vermont 10/09/2001        3 - 12 

 

3.8.3 Wetlands 

 

Wetland delineations were done during the fall of 1998 and the spring/summer of 1999.  As required by 

provisions of the Vermont Wetland Rules, delineations were done using the methodology contained in 

the 1989 Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands.  This methodology 

uses three criteria � plants, soils, and hydrology � to identify wetlands.  Documentation of wetlands 

boundaries is provided through data recorded on USACE data forms for transects established at selected 

points along the delineated boundary.  These forms contain information on plant species composition and 

abundance, descriptions of soil horizons, and evidence of hydrology at wetland and upland points of 

either side of the boundary.  Transects were completed for representative boundary type and at sites 

where there was a marked change in boundary characteristics.  The actual delineations were conducted 

by a wetlands consultant who flagged all wetlands at Camp Johnson.  VTARNG Environmental staff  

then located all flags using a GPS receiver and mapped using Pathfinder Software and ARCVIEW GIS 

software. 

 

All wetlands in Vermont are classified as Class One, Two or Three.  Class One wetlands are those 

wetlands that, in and of themselves, are exceptional or irreplaceable in their contribution to Vermont�s 

natural heritage and are therefore so significant that they merit the highest level of protection.  There are 

no identified Class One wetlands on Camp Johnson.  Class Two wetlands are those other than Class One 

that are found to be so significant, either taken alone or in conjunction with other wetlands, that they 

merit protection under the Vermont wetland rules.  Class Three wetlands are those that are not significant 

enough to merit protection under the Wetland Rules.   

 

Seventy-five acres of wetlands have been identified at Camp Johnson and can be located in Figure 3-2.  

Approximately 60 acres of those were identified on the National Wetlands Inventory Map and are 

considered Class Two Wetlands.  The remaining acres are Class 3 wetlands.   

 

3.8.4 Riparian Habitat 
 

Riparian areas are equally beneficial to lentic (ponds and lakes) and lotic (streams and rivers) water 

bodies.  The essential component of these riparian areas is vegetation.  Riparian areas typically have high 

levels of species productivity and greater species diversity than upland sites.  Broader riparian zones have 
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greater species diversity than narrow, steep-sided riparian areas.  The diversity of species is critical in 

providing protection from extreme changes in environmental conditions such as those created by floods 

or forest fires.  Rich riparian diversity is partially due to the presence of many species adapted to two 

adjacent habitat types; this is known as the �edge effect.�  (See Section 5.5.4.1 for a more detailed 

description of the edge effect.) 

 

Riparian habitats provide water and food requirements for many wildlife species.  Riparian areas provide 

habitat for many wildlife species (e.g., amphibians, beaver, muskrat, waterfowl) for breeding and rearing 

young, as well as providing areas for escape, hiding, and resting cover.  Riparian areas also form natural 

travel corridors for wildlife species. Vegetation in the riparian area protects the water quality by reducing 

sediment, nutrient, and contaminant loading from activities occurring in the surrounding watershed.  

Overland water flow approaching surface water bodies from the surrounding watershed is intercepted and 

filtered by riparian vegetation before it enters the water body.  Pollutant and sediment transported may be 

partially removed as a result of a combination of processes including reduction in flow pattern and 

transport capacity, settling and deposition of particulates, and eventually nutrient uptake by plants.  In 

addition, the vegetation provides stream bank/shoreline stabilization to the water body.  The roots of the 

riparian vegetation anchor shoreline sediments and protect the shoreline from the erosive forces of water 

movement (USEPA, 1993).  

 

For lotic stream systems, riparian areas serve several additional functions.  The riparian areas act as a 

temperature regulator by shading the water surface and maintaining necessary temperatures for cold-

water aquatic species.  The riparian areas also supply large organic debris (LOD) to the stream system, 

which influence the in stream channel structure, such as the occurrence of pools and riffles.  As a result 

of this pattern of pools and falls, streams with LOD typically have less erosion, slower routing of organic 

detritus (the main food source for aquatic invertebrates), and greater habitat diversity than straight, even-

gradient streams.  LOD also provides habitat cover for aquatic species and characteristics ideally suited 

for fish spawning. 

 

Riparian areas provide valuable flood control during storms.  The vegetated riparian area attenuates flood 

waters and reduces the erosive nature of the water before reaching upland areas.  Most riparian areas 

provide flood conveyance through controlled movement of floodwaters from upstream to downstream 

areas.  Some riparian areas may store water during floods and slowly release it to downstream areas, 

lowering flood peaks (USEPA, 1993). 
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Most of the water bodies at Camp Johnson are surrounded by grassy areas or forested areas, which can 

help trap the sediment load transported by storm water before it enters the water system and can help 

stabilize the stream banks to avoid additional erosion problems.  However, descriptive characterizations 

and quantitative habitat assessments have not been conducted for these areas.  Without this information, 

the ecological integrity of Camp Johnson�s riparian areas remains unknown. See Figure 3-3 for location 

of riparian areas. 

 

 3.9 COMMUNITIES AND ECOSYSTEMS 

 

Camp Johnson is part of a larger ecosystem that includes mountain terrain and the lower foothills that 

form the boundary for the Champlain Valley.  The prevalence of native plants and animals demonstrates 

that much of the biological diversity at Camp Johnson has been preserved and is being improved.  The 

most recent glacial event, the incursion of the Wisconsin ice sheet, caused the majority of plants native to 

the area at that time to be buried under tons of ice and glacial debris. 

 

Approximately two-thirds of Camp Johnson is forested.  There are two major areas which are not forest:  

the southern �core� section where the base headquarters are situated, and the south-central section which 

is kept open for tank maneuvering.  The former contains landscaped areas and a large field which is 

periodically used for tank maneuvers and helicopter access, the later is a scrub-successional area. 

 

3.9.1 Flora 

 

An inventory of vascular plants on Camp Johnson was conducted in 1996.  The rare and listed plants 

searched for included those federally listed as threatened or endangered, as well as candidate species for 

listing; and plants state-listed as threatened or endangered, plus those considered rare or uncommon by 

the Vermont Nongame and Natural Heritage Program (VNNHP), Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department. 

A complete plant list developed from those surveys can be found in Appendix A.  This plant list is 

currently in the process of being updated based on surveys from 2000.  

 

The Vermont Military Department and the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department (VTFWD) entered 

into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) in 1992, for the purpose of developing and implementing a 
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plan for the restoration and management of pine-oak-heath-sandplain natural community type and its 

constituent rare, threatened, and endangered plant species at Camp Johnson in Colchester, VT. 

 

Camp Johnson has a large number of plant rarities, though none are Federally listed.  Of the 24 species 

on the list, 7 are state threatened species and one is state endangered, plus one species that prior to 1996 

was considered historical, meaning that it had not been recorded in the state for 25 years.  The table 

below represents data from 1999-2000 surveys conducted by Mr. Brett Engstrom on behalf of the 

VTNNHP. 

 Table 3-4 

STATE LISTED RARE, THREATENED AND ENDANGERED PLANTS AT CAMP JOHNSON 

 

SPECIES STATE 

RANK 

STATE STATUS FIRST 

OBSERVED 

LAST 

OBSERVED 

blunt-leaved milkweed (Ascepias amplexicaulis) S1 Threatened 1994 1999 

poke milkweed (Asclepias exaltata) S3 None 1996 1996 

a sedge (Carex brevior) S2S3 None 1995 1996 

low bindweed (Calystegia spithamea) S2  Threatened 1990 1999 

stout-wood reed-grass (Cinna arundinaceae) S3 None 1996 1999 

panicled tick-trefoil (Desmodium paniculatum) S3  None 1996 1996 

rough avens (Geum laciniatum) S2  None 1999 1999 

plains frostweed (Helianthemum bicknellii) S2S3 Threatened 1990 1999 

Canada frostweed (Helianthemum canadense) S2S3 None 1993 1999 

harsh sunflower (Helianthus strumosus) S2S3 Threatened 1985 1999 

large whorled pagonia (Isotria verticillata) S2 Threatened 1993 1999 

wood lily (Lillium philadelophicum) S3 None 1993 1999 

green adder�s mouth (Malaxis unifolia) S2 None 1999 1999 

slender mountain-rice (Oryzopsis pungens) S2 Threatened 1990 1999 

a panic grass (Panicum columbianum) S3  None 1993 1999 

depauperate panic-grass (Panicum depauperatum) S3  None 1985 1999 

cypress witchgrass (Panicum dichotomum) S3  None 1996 1999 

Tuckerman�s panic-grass (Panicum tuckermanii) S2  None 1999 1999 

yellow panic-grass (Panicum xanthophysum) S3 None 1985 1999 

racemed milkwort (Polygala polygama) S2 None 1985 1999 

slender knotweed (Polygonum tenue) S1 Historical 1993 1993 
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cursed crowfoot (Ranunculus scleratus) S2  None 1999 1999 

many-leaved sedge (Scirpus polyphyllus) S2 Endangered 1996 1999 

Virginia chain-fern (Woodwardia virginica) S1 Threatened 1829 1958 

 

 

 

Table 5-2  Key to State Rank Designations. 

 

S1 (State listed) Very rare, generally 1 to 5 occurrences.  Believed to be extant and/or 

some factor making it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the state 

S2 Rare, generally 6 to 20 occurrences.  Believed to be extant and/or some 

factor making it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the state. 

S3 Uncommon, believed to be more than 20 occurrences and/or there is 

some threat to it in the state. 

 

 

3.9.2 Special Natural Areas 

 

Camp Johnson contains the largest example in the state of Vermont of a pine-oak-heath sandplain forest.  

These sandplain communities once covered up to 15,000 acres in Western Chittenden County, most 

likely occurring on the landscape   in large patches of flat terrain incised by small streams..  Today only 

4% of this natural community remains.  Camp Johnson contains the largest sandplain community left in 

Vermont.  Currently, 126 acres of sandplain community are managed for  restoration.  

 

Aside from development, succession without periodic disturbance poses a threat to this complex 

endangered habitat.  Windthrow, ice damage and primarily fires are all critical processes to this natural 

community.  Suppressing fires from this system is detrimental to its integrity.  Fire creates forest 

openings, releases critical nutrients, exposes mineral soil and promotes the growth of several critical 

species in the State of Vermont. 

 

In 1992 the State Military Department entered into a MOA with the VTFWD to develop and implement a 

plan for the restoration and management of pine-oak �heath-sandplain habitat and its constituent rare, 

threatened, and endangered plant species at Camp Johnson.  In 1994, a management plan was developed 



Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 

 
Camp Johnson, Vermont 10/09/2001        3 - 22 

through the Legacy Resource Management Management Program and titled �Restoration of Pine-Oak-

Heath Sandplain Forest at Camp Johnson, Colchester Vermont�.  The plan includes prescribed burning, 

planting of pitch pine seedlings, transplanting of sensitive plants, a floristic survey of the area, and 

vegetation monitoring plots to track the progress of the restoration efforts.  (Figure 3-4)  A copy of the 

MOA can be found in Appendix D. 

 

 

 

 

3.9.3    Fauna 
 

Informal surveys have been completed for those animals listed on Federal and State threatened and 

endangered lists and for those species that are suspected to be rare to the sandplain community type.  

Currently the Grasshopper Sparrow is the only known listed animal at Camp Johnson.  The Grasshopper 

Sparrow is state-listed threatened.   A 50-acre grassland has been extensively surveyed to verify the 

presence of the grasshopper sparrow in 1999 through 2001.  Indications are that there are three territories 

in the grassland, based on observations of males singing.  In 1999, a female was spotted with food, 

indicating that she was feeding her young. 

 

3.9.4 Fish 

 

Fish surveys were conducted on Camp Johnson during July and August of 1999.  Four sites were 

sampled using a backpack electro shocker (capable of sampling in water up to 1 meter deep), and covered 

a variety of habitats.  The spring and summer of 1999 were unusually dry, and water levels in lakes, 

ponds, rivers and streams throughout Vermont were lower than normal.  Several smaller streambeds were 

completely dry by the end of June, and beaver ponds appeared lower than usual.  This lack of water made 

it impossible to sample some locations.  Nevertheless, given the variety of habitats that were sampled, it 

is assumed that a representative sample of the fishes of Camp Johnson was obtained. (Appendix B) 

 

A total of 8 species, representing three families were found on Camp Johnson.  No unusual or rare 

species were found.  In general, the fish communities of the habitats sampled were quite representative of 

similar, relatively undisturbed habitats elsewhere in Vermont. 
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Table 3-5, Fish of Camp Johnson 

Family Common Name Scientific Name  

Cyprinidae blacknose dace Rhinichthys atratulus 

 fathead minnow Pimephales promelas 

 northern red-bellied dace Phoxinus eos 

 creek chub Semotilus atromaticulatus 

 golden shiner Notemigonus crysoleucas 

 common shiner Luxilus cornutus 

Cyprinodontidae Banded killifish Fundulus diaphanus 

Centrarchidae pumpkinseed sunfish Lepomis gibbosus 

 

 

3.9.5 Invertebrates 

 

Invertebrate surveys were completed during the summer of 1999 on Camp Johnson.  Specifically, surveys 

were conducted on the insect groups of lepidoptera (moths and butterflies), and odonata (dragonflies and 

damselflies). 

 

A total of 37 species of butterflies were recorded at Camp Johnson.  Two of special note were found 

although they are not State or Federally listed species.  A population of the Delaware skipper and the 

Appalachian brown were located along the Sunderland Brook area of Camp Johnson.  Both of these 

species are relatively rare for Vermont.  The Biodiversity of moths at Camp Johnson appears to be 

relatively high (Miller 1999, Appendix C) 

 

A total of 39 species of dragonflies and damselflies were reported from Camp Johnson.  Two species of 

damselflies are of considerable interest:  one is a possible new state record of Enallagma carunculatum, 

and the other is three records of Lestes eurinus, which had only been reported once before from the State 

(Miller, 1999, Appendix C). 

 

3.9.6 Reptiles and Amphibians 
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No listed species have been identified on Camp Johnson.  Future additional surveys will be conducted on 

Camp Johnson and will concentrate on the pitch pine-sandplains  restoration area for state listed species 

that are suspected to occur in this type of habitat. 

 

3.10 ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND RARE SPECIES 

 

Fish, and invertebrates were surveyed in 1999, and other faunal surveys have been done to determine the 

presence of any listed species.  No federally listed threatened or endangered species have been found or 

suspected at Camp Johnson.  The VTNNHP Program has been contacted on numerous occasions to 

determine if any federally listed species would be expected to occur at Camp Johnson.  The USFWS has 

also been consulted regarding the presence of Federally listed species and concurred that none are  

believed to be present.  Several state listed rare species have been found on Camp Johnson.  Seven 

threatened plants (See table 3-3) and one state listed endangered plant exist within the boundaries of 

Camp Johnson, as well as the grasshopper sparrow, a state threatened species.   

 

As mentioned previously, a MOA exists with the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department and the 

VTNNHP for the restoration and maintenance of the unique pine-oak-heath-sandplain community on 

Camp Johnson.  The VTARNG works closely with these agencies in monitoring, conserving and 

restoring these plant populations. 

 

3.11 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Prehistoric occupation in Vermont is divided into three major periods: the Paleo-Indian Period, dating 

from ca. 11,000 Before Present (B.P.) to ca. 9,000 B.P., the Archaic Period (ca. 8,000 B.P. to ca. 3,000 

B.P.), and the Woodland Period (ca. 3,000 B.P. to European Contact).  The Paleo-Indian period began 

after the glacial retreat from the Champlain Lowland, and with a shift from a low tundra environment to 

one characterized by a spruce parkland-open spruce woodland which probably supported musk-ox, 

mastodon, mammoth, moose-elk and caribou.  At least twenty sites have been recorded in the Champlain 

lowland and one is located in the Green Mountain upland.  From 9000 B.P. until 6000 B.P. was a period 

of great climate fluctuation, and many researchers doubt that northern New England � including 

Vermont, was inhabited during this period of rapid environmental change.  However, site data do not 

support these conclusions.   Early Archaic sites identified on the basis of temporally diagnostic bifurcate-

base and Swanton corner-notch projectile points, have been recorded in all of the major watersheds that 
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drain into Lake Champlain.   Due to environmental limitations, movements into the uplands may have 

been somewhat exploratory however, and only the most prolific areas are likely to have attracted 

aboriginal foraging parties on a consistent basis during the warmer seasons of the year. 

 

Using a sensitivity model developed and tested on other projects in Chittenden County, fifteen sample 

areas were selected on Camp Johnson for testing.  Five prehistoric sites were identified.  The small sites 

were located along Sunderland Brook and near the heads of erosional gullies.  The archaeological model 

identified areas on Camp Johnson that are moderate to high probability areas of encountering cultural 

remains.  This model was based on slope, distance to water, and other factors.  (Figure 3-5) 

 

Evaluation at three of the sites provide sufficient data to confirm that sites were small, contained low to 

very low densities of artifacts, were found at shallow depths, and date from the entire span of Native 

American prehistory in VermontBased on the recovery of a graver, one site dates to the first period of 

human settlement in Vermont, the Paleo-Indian Period which began roughly 10,000 � 11,000 years ago.  

Two other sites  represent small camps occupied briefly sometime during the Late Archaic period, 

roughly 4,000 � 5,000 years ago.  Site size ranged from about 14 square meters to about 20 square 

meters, although most activity was focused in smaller areas.  Given the tight spatial clustering of 

artifacts, they were left behind by one or a few individuals who stayed for only a brief period.  Activities 

included stone toolmaking and/or maintenance, cooking, and processing materials such as hides or bone. 

 

3.11.1 Inadvertent Discovery 

 

Protocol for inadvertent discovery of cultural resources encountered during operations at Camp Johnson 

can be found in Appendix L. 

 

3.11.2    Historic Structures 
 

A building inventory and evaluation report was conducted in 2000 by Paula Sagerman, a Historic 

Preservation Consultant. This report states that there are no structures that are individually eligible for 

the National Register of Historic Places.  However, there are many intact historic structures that are 

significant to Vermont�s military history and that appear to be eligible as contributing structures in a 

National Register Historic District.  Camp Johnson is not eligible as a separate historic district because a 

majority of the historic structures have been removed or altered, the camp�s visual landscape is now 
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dominated by non-historic structures lining the main driveway, and the remaining historic structures do 

not sufficiently depict the history of Camp Johnson. 

 

Because of Camp Johnson�s continuous 100 year history as a military installation and it�s historical 

association with Fort Ethan Allen, it is a very important chapter in the history of Vermont.  It appears that 

the remaining historic structures are eligible as contributing structures in the Fort Ethan Allen Historic 

District just off the northeast boundary of Camp Johnson.  This includes all structures constructed 1940 

or earlier, except for six buildings which have lost their historic significance due to alterations.  Camp 

Johnson�s period of significance (historically speaking) is 1896-1940.  Camp Johnson was prepared for 

use in 1896 and has at least one structure from this date.  Although structures dating to as late as 1949 are 

potentially eligible for the National Register, no buildings were constructed between 1941 and 1949 and 

the most recent historic structures date to 1940.  Camp Johnson�s period of significance overlaps Fort 

Ethan Allen�s (1893-1944).  Fort Ethan Allen�s and Camp Johnson�s association also includes their 

contiguous parcels and similar opening dates (1894 and 1898), and they also show a successful 

cooperation between the State and Federal governments because they shared many facilities while Fort 

Ethan Allen was an active military post. 

 

3.12 LAND USE  
 

Land use on Camp Johnson has been military for the past 100 years in some form or another.  Currently 

there is one baffled small arms range which is the only live fire area on the installation (besides one 

indoor range in the Green Mountain Armory).  Camp Johnson is licensed to the State for National Guard 

purposes by the Department of the Army.  The Camp has various mission for the VTARNG, but the most 

important one is its tracked vehicle training mission.  The flat and lightly wooded terrain is rare on 

National Guard lands, and hence makes Camp Johnson a unique site that is integral to the present and 

future training missions of the VTARNG. 

 

3.12.1  Training Areas. 

 

Camp Johnson is 660 acres in size and is divided into four major training areas (from the range 

regulation manual � see Figure 3-6). 
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Area A. � This area includes facilities that house the fulltime operation of the VTARNG.  Facilities 

available for use are limited to classroom, equipment maintenance, and/or parade field type activities 

(non-tactical). 

 

Area B. � This area includes a single, large open area suitable for rotary wing aircraft operations and 

administrative activities.  The area is bounded on the south by area �A�, on the west by area �C� and a 

gravel surface road, on the north by area �D� and a paved road, and on the east by a chain link fence.  

Area �B� also contains two latrine buildings with running water (operations on request from 1 May 

through 31 October).  This area contains at least three grasshopper sparrow territories (a state listed 
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threatened species) and may have certain restrictions during the bird breeding season.  (See Appendix N 

for further information concerning training in Area B) 

 

Area C.  The southern portion of this area is relatively flat with both open and lightly wooded terrain, 

ideal for vehicle driver and gunnery training. The northern portion of Area �C� is heavily wooded and 

broken and is an excellent area for small unit dismounted tactics, bivouac, and winter survival.  This area 

includes the emergency operations center.  Area �C� is bounded on south by a sand tank trail, on the west 

by the Colchester industrial park, on the north by an the range boundary, and on the east by a sand/dirt 

road and Area �D�. 

 

Area D. � This is similar to Area �C� in both topography and capabilities; however, it offers a 

substantially better bivouac area for up to a battalion-sized unit with both wheels and tracks.  Area �D� is  

bounded on the south by a paved road and Area �B�, on the west by a sand/dirt road and Area �C�, on the 

north by the range boundary, and on the east by Fort Ethan Allen and the range boundary. 

 

3.12.2   Ranges.  
 

Range �A� (area C-4, Figure 3-6) � Baffled Range. This is the only outdoor range located at Camp 

Johnson.  Permitted weapons at the range include: 

1.) M16 training, practice and qualification (25 meter alternate course). 

2.) Pistol training practice and qualification (alternate 25 yard course); NRA conventional pistol 

course; 

3.) Biathlon training on paper and steel targets. 

4.) Other firearms or courses of fire require review and approval by the FMO and POTO. 

 

3.12 FACILITIES. 

 
Most facilities on Camp Johnson are located in the cantonment area.  In addition, one baffled range and a 

small tank maneuver area also exist on base.  The main buildings consist of Green Mountain Armory and 

Vermont National Guard State Headquarters; Two Organizational Maintenance Shops, a Combined 

Support Maintenance Shop, Building #5, a state maintenance building, the Plans, United States Property 

and Fiscal Official Offices, Base Exchange, a Regional Training Academy, a small Military Museum, 

and other assorted storage buildings (Figure 3-7). 
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3.13.1 Transportation System 

 

Roadways.  There are approximately 4.5 miles of roads within the borders of Camp Johnson.  These are 

roads that are owned and maintained by the Vermont Military Department and/or the VTARNG.  

Approximately 2.5 miles are paved road and the remaining 2.0 miles are gravel road. 

 

Surrounding Roadways.  The main gate of Camp Johnson exits on to State Highway 15.  Interstate 89 is 

approximately 1.5 miles to the southwest of Camp Johnson.  State Highway 2 runs parallel to the western 

boundary of the camp and can be accessed via the back gate by authorized personnel only. 

 

3.13.2 Utilities 

 

Potable Water.  Water is provided to Camp Johnson cantonement area through the City of Colchester 

public water system. 

 

Fire Protection.  Fire protection is provided by the Colchester Fire Department, Colchester, VT 

 

Wastewater Treatment.  Colchester municipal sewer system. 

 

Storm Drainage.  A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan is available for Camp Johnson.  This plan is 

dated December 1999, and describes storm water pollution prevention plans for all major facilities within 

Camp Johnson.  It is available at locations throughout Camp Johnson and at the Environmental Office.  It 

is entitled �Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans for VTARNG�. 

 

Electricity.  Electricity is provided to Camp Johnson through Green Mountain Power Company. 

 

Heat.  Heat is provided to select buildings on an individual basis.  All systems are heating oil type 

systems.  The new CSMS, completed in 2000, has a wood chip fired boiler.  Building #5 and OMS #7 

also have supplemental heating systems in the maintenance areas of those buildings, consisting of used 

oil burning systems.  They have a capacity of 275 and 250 gallons respectively. An aggregate of 41,000 
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gallons of potential underground storage of heating fuel exist on Camp Johnson.   Above ground storage 

for heating fuel consists of a 105,000 gallon tank used to heat building 5. 

 

Solid Waste.  Solid waste is picked up by the State Military Department and taken to the Burlington Area 

Transfer Station, operated by Waste Systems International.   
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3.14     HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC MATERIALS 

 

Hazardous waste is defined as any material that requires special methods to prevent contamination of the 

environment from inherent detrimental characteristics of waste.  Camp Johnson Hazardous Waste 

Management Standing Operating Procedure (HWM SOP) specifies the requirements for waste 

identification, storage, handling, transportation, disposal, emergency response, and waste minimization.   

 

3.15 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

 

The socioeconomic resources of a region are typically characterized in terms of population, housing, and 

employment.  These resources are often interrelated in that an increase or decrease in population could 

change the demand for housing or employment.  Socioeconomic conditions are usually expressed in 

terms of total population and density, housing units and vacancy rates, and industry earnings and 

employment.  These indicators characterize the region of influence (ROI).  The region of influence for 

Camp Johnson is Chittenden County, with a population of about 143,947, and projected to climb to about 

165,000 by 2015.  (Calandrelli, 1999) 

 

3.15.1 Population 

 

Chittenden County is the heart of the state of Vermont and is the population, employment and cultural 

center.  The population density is nearly three times that of any other county in Vermont (Table 3-6).  

There are only seven towns in Vermont with a population above 10,000 and Chittenden County claims 

four of them.  According to the Chittenden County Profile, Chittenden County is expected to continue 

growing at a faster rate than the State over the next decade.  The more rural towns such as Bolton, 

Hinesburg, Huntington, and Underhill are expected to have the highest rate of growth while Burlington 

and Winooski are expected to lose population by the year 2020.  Table 3-7 shows the population 

estimates for Colchester, Vermont, the town in which Camp Johnson is located. 

 

Table 3-6 

Population and Population Density 

Geographic 
Place 

      Population Square Miles Population Density 
(Pop. per Square 

Mile) 
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Vermont 593,740 9,249 64.2 

Chittenden County 143,947 539 267.1 

 

The 1996 Chittenden County Regional Plan identified population centers in an urban center, an inner 

ring, and an outer ring.  Population grew in Chittenden County by 9.8% between 1982 and 1992 and 

developed land increased by 25.3% (U.S. Census, 1990).  Forty percent of this development had been on 

cropland or pasture.  
 

 

Table 3-7   

Colchester, VT - Population Estimates 

 Population 1996 Projection 2005 Projection 2010 % Change to 2010 

Colchester 16,696 18,948 19,870 16.0 
 Source: USDOC, estimates from 1990 census.  
 

3.16 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  This order directs 

agencies to address environmental and human health conditions in minority and low-income communities 

so as to avoid the disproportionate placement of any adverse effects from federal policies and actions on 

these populations.  The general purposes of this Executive Order are as follows: 

 

  ►To focus attention of Federal agencies on human health and environmental conditions in 

minority communities and low-income communities with the goal of achieving environmental 

justice. 

  ►To foster non-discrimination in Federal programs that substantially affect human health or the 

environment. 

  ►To give minority communities and low-income communities greater opportunities for public 

participation in, and access to, public information on matters relating to human health and the 

environment. 

 

Consideration of environmental justice concerns includes race and ethnicity and the poverty status of 

populations.  Table 3-8 depicts these characteristics for the population in Chittenden County.  
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The Census Bureau bases the poverty status of families and individuals on 48 threshold variables, 

including income, family size, number of family members under 18 and over 65 years of age, and amount 

spent on food.  The poverty threshold for the U.S. is $11,921 for a family of three (Grolier, 1995).  The 

1999 median household income estimate for the Chittenden County is $43,464 (USDOC, estimate for 

1999). 

 

3.17  Protection of Children 
 

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health and Safety Risks, requires 

federal agencies, to the extent permitted by law and mission, to identify and assess environmental health 

and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children.  The Order, dated April 21, 1997, further 

requires federal agencies to ensure that their policies, programs, activities, and standards address these 

disproportionate risks. The Order defines environmental health and safety risks as �risks to health or to 

safety that are attributable to products or substances that the child is likely to come in contact with or 

ingest (such as the air we breathe, the food we eat, the water we drink and use for recreation, the soil we 

live on, and the products we use or are exposed to).�  There are no identified or suspected environmental 

health and/or safety risks that will disproportionately affect children because of any actions proposed in 

this INRMP.  All activities that occur on the range are scheduled through range control.  Each year, 

Camp Johnson hosts a variety of youth programs, including Boy Scout camps, Cub Scout day camps, and 

anti-drug programs.  Camp Johnson is also patrolled by security 24 hours a day. 

 

 

 

Table 3-8 

Race, Ethnicity, and Poverty Status for Vermont, 

Chittenden County, and the United States 

 Chittenden County Vermont United States 

White 97.2% 98.4% 80.3% 

Black 1.0% 0.5% 12.1% 

American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut 0.2% 0.3% 0.8% 

Asian, Pacific Islander 1.6% 0.8% 2.9% 

Hispanic1 1.2% 0.9% 9.0% 
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Living in Poverty 8.1% 11.2% 13.1% 

 Source: USDOC, Census, 1994b. 
 1 Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race. 
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SECTION 4.0: 

MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND INITIATIVES 

 

4.1  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

 

The overall installation natural resources program, directed by the Natural Resources Branch of the 

Environmental Section of the FMO, consists primarily of activities, detailed in Section 5.0 of this Plan, 

and in the management of the natural resource elements discussed in Section 3.0. 

 

Discussed below are programs that are integral to, or otherwise related to, natural resources management 

at Camp Johnson. 

 

4.2   INTEGRATED TRAINING AREA MANAGEMENT (ITAM) 

 

The Army’s ITAM program is a management and decision-making process geared toward integrating 

Army training and other mission requirements for land use with sound natural resource management of 

its lands (HQDA, 1995c).  The Army’s goal in establishing the ITAM program is to achieve optimum, 

sustainable use of training lands by implementing a standardized methodology to inventory and monitor 

land condition, integrate training requirements with land capacity, educate land users to minimize 

adverse impacts, and provide for land rehabilitation and maintenance (HQDA, 1995b; HQDA, 1995c). 

 

The program consists of four components: 

 

  Land Condition Trend Analysis (LCTA) 

  Land Rehabilitation and Maintenance (LRAM) 

  Training Requirements Integration (TRI) 

  Environmental Awareness  

 

The Natural Resources Manager acts as the ITAM Coordinator and administers the LCTA and LRAM 

components.  The specific activities for each of these components are detailed in a comprehensive ITAM 

Annual Work Plan prepared jointly by the installation ITAM steering committee and VTARNG and 

covering the current year and several out years.  Camp Johnson has not yet participated in the ITAM 
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program.  ITAM Funding and manpower are needed to better implement this INRMP at Camp Johnson, 

especially in areas where tank maneuvers cause land disturbance.    

 

4.3  LAND MANAGEMENT 

 

Army Regulation 200-3 has set forth that “land utilization will be planned with an awareness of the 

potential environmental effects of proposed actions and the mission requirements will avoid or minimize 

adverse effects and restore or enhance environmental quality.”  To that end, Camp Johnson’s goal for 

land management is to maintain soil productivity to ensure sustained vegetative cover to provide 

adequate military training areas while protecting and enhancing native wildlife and vegetation.  

 

Land management activities that are conducted at Camp Johnson to achieve these goals are described 

below. 

 

Mowing.  Turf and lawn areas are mowed on an as needed basis depending upon availability of personnel 

and equipment.  Growing conditions in Vermont generally require mowing every 1.5 – 2 weeks in the 

cantonement area.  Other areas that are mowed include the obstacle course area near the Regional 

Training Institute. The large field north of the Green Mountain Armory is mowed annually, but not until 

after August 1, because of state threatened bird habitat. (See section 5.9.1 for further discussion)  

 

Prescribed Burning.   In consultation with the VTNNHP, prescribed burns occur infrequently in 

accordance with the cooperative agreement concerning the restoration and maintenance of the pitch pine-

oak-heath woodland.  This area is approximately 126 acres and is being actively managed for pitch pine 

restoration.  In the spring of 1993, 1995 and 1998, small burns were conducted by the Nature 

Conservancy, the VTNNHP and Vermont Military Department personnel.  There are plans for future 

prescribed burns in the management area. (See section 5.7.1 for further discussion).   

  

4.4  COMMUNITY AWARENESS 

 

The Sikes Act requires that military installations provide public access for natural resource uses to the 

extent public access is appropriate and consistent with the military mission.  Because of the small size of 

the installation, it has been the policy of the VTNG to limit access to the public for safety reasons.  The 

VTNG uses other means to foster community awareness, including hosting teenage drug awareness 
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programs, constructing community projects (ball fields) throughout the state for no cost to the town, and 

other community awareness projects too numerous to mention. 

 

 

 

4.5  OUTDOOR RECREATION PROGRAMS 

 

Due to safety considerations, liability issues, and the relatively small size of Camp Johnson, recreation 

programs are not permitted.   

 

4.6 ENFORCEMENT 

 

Local and/or State law enforcement services are utilized on an as-needed basis when requested or 

approved by the CFMO, or his duly authorized representative, to investigate accidents and various 

criminal investigations.  Operations on Camp Johnson by officers of the USFWS and the State of 

Vermont will coordinate all activities with the CFMO. 

 

4.7 CULTURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION 

 

The primary cultural resources objective is to implement this INRMP in a manner consistent with 

conservation of cultural resources at Camp Johnson. 

 

4.7.1 Cultural and Historic Resources Program 

 

Natural Resource management activities that might have the potential to impact historic or cultural 

resources will have a cultural resource consultant review the project prior to implementation for potential 

impacts. For example, if a modification to structures or soil disturbance is to take place, the cultural 

resources consultant can determine whether potentially eligible resources may be affected, and whether 

or not a cultural resources survey is required.  The purpose of the survey is to determine whether historic 

or cultural resources would be adversely affected by the proposed action.  Because of the research done 

in developing a predictive model for the presence of archaeological and cultural resources by the 

University of Vermont’s Consulting Archaeology Group, parts of Camp Johnson were identified as 

having a moderate to high probability of containing significant cultural resource artifacts.  Activities that 
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may impact cultural resources include: New construction, increased range activities, new types of 

training or use of new equipment.  None of these types of activities are planned in this INRMP. 

4.7.2 Natural Resources Management Implications 

 

A substantial amount of work concerning the management of the prehistoric and historic cultural 

resources at Camp Johnson has been completed by the University of Vermont Consulting Archaeology 

Program, including large-scale surveys, architectural assessments, and maps.  Prior to any soil 

disturbance or modification of structures, these maps and survey results should be consulted to determine 

the probability of disturbing any archaeological sites or historic structures that may be potentially eligible 

for listing on the NRHP or may be of significance to federally-listed Native American tribes or groups. 

 

Natural Resources personnel should consult the Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan as an 

early step in the natural resources management planning process.  Appropriate steps are as follows: 

 

! Identify the area or structure to be affected and coordinate in accordance with the Integrated 

Cultural Resources Management Plan. 

 

! Using existing maps, examine for the presence of existing or potential archeological sites and 

standing structures.   

 

To comply with the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) and the Archeological Resources 

Protection Act, the Vermont SHPO will be contacted in accordance with the Integrated Cultural 

Resources Management Plan (ICRMP).  (The ICRMP is being developed concurrently with this 

document, and should be finalized in November 2001).  This action may require the completion of a 

Phase I archaeological survey, including background research and archaeological excavations.  If 

archaeological sites considered to be potentially NRHP-eligible are found, further excavation work 

(Phase II and/or Phase III) may be required by the Vermont SHPO.  If historic structures are involved, 

any proposed modifications or demolition must be in accordance with the Integrated Cultural Resources 

Management Plan or approved by the Vermont SHPO.  As per NHPA section 106 process, an application 

for undertaking may be required and must be approved prior to construction or training.   It is important 

to allocate enough time for this. 
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In cases of inadvertent discoveries, the Standard Operating Procedures are outlined in detail in the 

VTARNG ICRMP.  These procedures must be followed.  An abbreviated one page handout can be found 

in Appendix L. 

 

Curation of Collections and Records.  Any artifacts collected during the course of previous or future 

archaeological excavations, or recovered within the installation during construction, soil disturbance, or 

other means, along with associated documentation, must be curated according to 36 CFR Part 79, 

Curation of Federally-Owned and Administered Archeological Collections.  Pre-existing collections are 

not exempt from this rule. 

 

Native American Consultation.   

 

The VTARNG complies with the tribal consultation requirements identified in federal laws, federal 

regulations, presidential executive orders, and DoD and Army policy. These include, but are not limited 

to, situations involving NEPA, NHPA, ARPA, AIRFA, NAGPRA, 36CFR 800, 43 CFR 10, EO 13007, 

EO 13175, the DoD Annotated American Indian and Alaska Native Policy (dated 27 October 1999), and 

AR 200-4. The only Federally recognized Tribe known to be affiliated with lands used by the VTARNG 

is the Stockbridge-Munsee Band of Mohican Indians, in Bowler, Wisconsin.  

 

In accordance with the laws, regulations, executive orders, and policies cited above, the VTARNG will 

consult with the Stockbridge-Munsee Band, on a government-to-government basis, on projects, activities, 

and actions that have the potential to affect their interests. In regard to descendants of native people that 

lack Federal recognition, their opinions will be sought in the same manner that VTARNG would seek 

comments from any member of the public that has special knowledge or concerns. 

 

4.8 ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

 

This INRMP follows the direction set forth in the memorandum issued by the Deputy Under Secretary of 

Defense for Environmental Security (8 August 1994) regarding the Implementation of Ecosystem 

Management in the DoD.  The memorandum states that ecosystem management will become the basis for 

future management of DoD lands and waters.   

 

DoD’s overall goal regarding ecosystem management is “. . . to preserve, improve, and enhance 

ecosystem integrity.  Over the long term, this approach will maintain and improve the sustainability and 
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biological diversity of terrestrial and aquatic (including marine) ecosystems while supporting sustainable 

economies and communities.”  The specific principles and guidelines that DoD has identified to achieve 

this goal are listed below:  

 

! Maintain and improve the sustainability and native biodiversity of ecosystems. 

! Administer with consideration of ecological units and time frames. 

! Support sustainable human activities. 

! Develop a vision of ecosystem health. 

! Develop priorities and reconcile conflicts. 

! Develop coordinated approaches to work toward ecosystem health 

! Rely on the best science and data available. 

! Use benchmarks to monitor and evaluate outcomes. 

! Use adaptive management. 

! Implement through installation plans and programs. 

 

Ecosystem management recognizes that humans are ecosystem components and that sustainable human 

activity does not mutually exclude the preservation and enhancement of ecological integrity.  Therefore, 

it is ecosystem management that provides Camp Johnson the means to both protect biodiversity and 

continue to provide high-quality military readiness. 

 

The management measures and strategies that have been proposed for Camp Johnson have been 

developed with consideration for the interrelationships between the requirements of the military mission, 

the individual components of the ecosystem, and other land use activities.  The focus is on maintaining 

the structure, diversity, and integrity of the biological communities, while recognizing that the soldiers 

and military mission are a vital component of the ecosystem.  An adaptive management strategy has been 

incorporated into this INRMP to monitor the temporal and spatial dynamics of the ecosystems and to 

adjust the management measures and strategies based on improved knowledge and data.  The monitoring 

programs generate the data needed to determine whether the management measures and strategies are 

effective in achieving their intended goals and objectives.  This management approach will preserve and 

enhance the natural resources, while providing the optimum environmental conditions required to sustain 

the military mission and realistic training conditions. 
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SECTION 5.0: 

NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
 

This chapter begins with a description of the methods used to develop this INRMP and the 

management measures for each resource area.  Section 5.2 provides an overview of the general 

goals and objectives established by the Natural Resources Branch at Camp Johnson for the 

management of the resources.  Resource-specific discussions, provided in Sections 5.3 through 

5.11, provide detailed explanations of the goals and objectives, management strategies, and other 

management alternatives considered for each resource area.  Resource-specific goals and 

objectives are provided, as well as the relationship of the resource in supporting the mission.  The 

subsections entitled Management Measures describe the management measures selected to be 

implemented to meet the resource-specific goals and objectives.  These subsections provide the 

rationale for why the management measures have been selected and their potential relationship to 

or impact on other natural and cultural resources and the military mission.  Other management 

alternatives that have been considered but have been rejected for reasons such as economical or 

ecological impracticality are discussed as a subheading under each resource area.  Section 5.12 

provides a summarization of the management measures, including inventorying and monitoring 

programs, for all resource areas, their relationship to each other and the military mission, and how 

they serve to achieve the goals and objectives of the natural resources management program at 

Camp Johnson.   

 

5.1   METHODS 

 

The preparation of this INRMP involved the review and analysis of past natural resource 

management practices, ongoing programs and the current conditions of the existing resources as 

detailed in Section 3.0.  The review process included interviewing Camp Johnson personnel, 

representatives of the Plans, Operations and Training Office, Battalion Operations Officers, and 

Unit Commanders, as well as key individuals from State and Federal agencies (e.g., United States 

Fish and Wildlife Service, USFWS and Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, VTANR); 

collecting existing environmental documentation; and conducting field reconnaissance of the 

installation. 
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The findings from the interviews, field reconnaissance, and document review process have been 

synthesized and incorporated into this INRMP using the ecosystem management approach 

described in Section 4.8.  Where data gaps exist, inventorying and monitoring programs and 

planning level surveys have been proposed.  These programs are designed to collect the data 

necessary to fill those information gaps and to achieve the objectives of the natural resources 

program. 

 

The approach used to develop the discussion of the management strategies for each resource 

followed three general steps: 

 

Goals and Objectives.  The goal and objectives for the management of the resource, as well 

as the relationship of the resource to other components of the ecosystem (including the 

human component) and the military mission, were described. 

 

  Management Measures.  Past management strategies, current conditions, and an array of 

management strategies based on a more-informed knowledge of ecosystem management 

principles were evaluated and considered to develop management strategies that would 

achieve the goals and objectives for the resource, as well as those of the overall natural 

resources management program.  An inventory of needs and monitoring programs 

necessary to generate data to ensure continued success of the program and to provide the 

information needed to facilitate the integration of adaptive management techniques was 

included. 

 

Adaptive management is a continuing process of action(s) based on planning, monitoring, 

evaluation, and adjustment.  When adequately designed and effectively implemented, the 

process allows managers to determine how well their actions meet their objectives 

(whether that is protection of sensitive habitats or maintenance of scenic beauty) and 

what management steps are needed to increase the chances of achieving the objective.  

 

  Other Management Alternatives.  Other management alternatives were considered during the 

screening process, but eliminated because they were economically infeasible, 

ecologically unsound, or incompatible with the requirements of the military mission.  A 

discussion of these alternatives is included. 
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5.2  GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES PROGRAM 

 

The goal established by Camp Johnson for the natural resources management program is to 

maintain ecosystem viability and ensure the sustainability of desired military training area 

conditions.  The Natural Resources Branch has identified a number of objectives necessary to 

achieve this goal: 

 

 ► Manage all resources to support the installation training mission. 

 

► Result in zero net loss of military training capacity at Camp Johnson.  

 

► Implement a natural resources management program that reflects the principles of 

ecosystem management. 

 

 ► Use adaptive management techniques to provide the flexibility to revise management 

strategies based on increased knowledge and data gained from monitoring programs and 

science literature. 

 

 ► Seek to maintain or increase the level of biodiversity of native species. 

 

 ► Protect forest resources from unacceptable damage and degradation resulting from insects 

and disease, animal damage, invasive species, and wildfire; and manage the resources in 

a manner that supports the military mission. 

 

 ► Prevent the degradation of water quality, protect aquatic and riparian habitats, and 

identify and restore degraded habitats. 

 

 ► Protect soil resources from erosion and destabilization through prevention and restoration 

efforts.   

 

 ► Protect and preserve cultural resources in accordance with State and Federal laws. 
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 ► Provide special protection and management that lead to the recovery of threatened and 

endangered species if they occur, and protect species of special concern. 

 

 ► Protect rare and unique plant species identified as state or locally rare, but without legal 

protection status, to the extent practical without undue restrictions on operations. 

 

 ► Protect sensitive and ecologically significant habitats located on Camp Johnson. 

 

 ► Manage wildlife and fisheries resources within the principles and guidelines of ecosystem 

management to maintain productive habitats and viable populations of native species. 

 

 ► Provide a positive contribution to the community by offering informative and educational 

instruction and opportunities. 

 

5.3  SOIL MANAGEMENT 

 

The primary goals of soil conservation and management on Camp Johnson are to identify areas 

where soil erosion is occurring, protect soil resources, and prevent soil erosion and its potential 

impacts on water quality, habitat, endangered species, and mission objectives.   

 

Objectives of soil conservation and management on Camp Johnson are to rehabilitate areas where 

soils have been disturbed or where active soil erosion is occurring, minimize erosion, and when 

possible to avoid disturbance of soils that are considered to be moderately or severely susceptible 

to erosion.  Where these areas are disturbed, either as a result of anthropogenic activities or due to 

natural causes, they are to be stabilized and repaired in a timely manner to avoid the development 

of excessive erosion sites.  Installation sources of erosion and sedimentation, runoff, and dust will 

also be controlled to prevent damage to land, water resources, equipment, and facilities on both 

the installation and adjacent properties.  Camp Johnson is entering into a contract with the Natural 

Resources Conservation Service to complete a soil survey of Camp Johnson.  The current GIS 

layer is incomplete and the digital data quality is uncertain.  Therefore, we will not make 

predictions of soil erodibility based on the current soils layer.  Until the new survey is completed, 

decisions on soil stabilization will be based principally on observation.  The size of the 

installation and the area of potential soil erosion problems will allow us monitor the soil situation 

until the newest soil survey is complete � estimated to be spring of 2002. 
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5.3.1 Management Measures 

 

Camp Johnson will implement the following general and specific soil conservation provisions: 

 

! Maintain existing road ditches, culverts, and turnouts to ensure proper drainage and 

minimize the potential for the development of ruts and mud holes and other erosion 

related problems.  Where necessary, construct new ditches, culverts, or turnouts to divert 

water away from roads.  

 

! Stabilize, seed, and mulch eroded roadsides and new road cuts with native vegetation 

where feasible in a timely manner to minimize impacts to adjacent habitats resulting from 

the transport and deposition of eroded soils. 

 

! Conduct routine road and trail maintenance in all training areas.  Grade, fill ruts, place 

gravel, and stabilize banks and edges of roads/trails as needed.  Conduct inspection and 

repair on an annual basis.  

 

! Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to stabilize and rehabilitate soils in all 

training areas (annually). 

  

! Monitor bivouac areas for signs of excessive soil compaction, rutting, or erosion.  Where 

possible, periodically close existing bivouac areas.  Implement BMPs to reduce excessive 

soil compaction, rutting, and erosion.  Consider some form of site hardening, such as the 

use of geotextiles, where it would be consistent with site use, environmental conditions, 

and training objectives.  Determine locations for alternate bivouac sites and use these on 

a rotational basis. 

 

! Implement BMPs such as check dams, bank stabilization, etc., to reduce erosion and 

sedimentation at gully erosion or wash out areas. 

 

! When exposure of soils is necessary to accomplish mission objectives, whether for 

military training or for other activities such as timber harvest, use soil conservation 

measures (e.g., check dams, wind breaks, diversions) to control erosion, sedimentation, 

and dust.  To limit land maintenance expenditures and minimize environmental impacts, 
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site physically intensive land-disturbing activities, when possible, on the least erodible 

lands (those requiring the least cover for erosion control).   

 

! Implement erosion and sediment controls where appropriate.  Maintain protective 

vegetative covers over all compatible areas, especially on steep slopes.  Where necessary, 

gravel, fabrics, mulch, riprap, or other materials that are environmentally safe and 

compatible with the location, may be used, as appropriate, for control of erosion in 

problem areas. 

 

! Soils from training activities that require excavation such as defensive fighting positions 

(foxholes) must be saved and when the training is completed the soil must be returned to 

the excavation and compacted to the approximate undisturbed soil density.  Soil layers 

must be replaced as they were - subsoil in the hole first and cover with topsoil, then the 

leaf litter and organic material.  Overfill holes to allow for settling.  Unit Commanders 

are responsible for ensuring that small excavations are filled properly.  Defensive fighting 

positions will be limited in the high risk cultural resource areas identified in Figure 3-5 

 

! Soil disturbing activities are also restricted from wetlands (Figure 3-2) or identified 

cultural resource sites.  Soil erodibility shall be considered when planning training that 

will destroy vegetation. 

 

! Natural Resources staff will study the existing mountain bike trail erosion problems and 

stabilize soil in certain problem areas.  In a larger context, the mountain bike issue must 

be dealt with on a long term basis, and Management must be proactive in developing a 

plan that will address the concerns of the mountain biking public, military mission and 

natural resource professionals.  Liability issues continue to be a major obstacle in 

allowing public access to the trail system at Camp Johnson. 

 

5.3.2 Other Management Alternatives Considered 

 

Other soil management alternatives that represented a program consisting of fewer, and less 

intensive, management measures were considered, but rejected.  The other management 

alternatives considered represented the minimum approach to achieving a soil resource 

management program that could comply with the guidelines established in Army Regulation 
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(AR) 200-3.  The management alternatives in this approach were aimed at controlling the level of 

erosion, soil loss, and disturbance that could potentially occur, rather than taking the steps 

necessary to prevent, to the maximum extent practicable, the likelihood of these events occurring. 

 

Given the nature of the soils on the reservation, this minimal approach to soil management has 

been rejected.  The military mission requires continuous vegetative cover, and the ability to 

sustain this cover over the long term could be jeopardized by a minimal management approach 

and unexpected climatological events.  The effort and resources necessary to implement this 

approach is a prudent investment toward ensuring the long-term sustainability of the soil 

resources. 

 

5.4 WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

 

The ecological and human health importance of maintaining healthy water bodies at Camp 

Johnson is reinforced by several federal and state laws/regulations.  In addition, AR 200-1 and 

AR 200-3 promote the importance of maintaining healthy water body systems on the installation. 

 

The primary goal of water resources management at Camp Johnson is to protect the water bodies 

on the installation.  The objectives defined for meeting this goal are: 

 

  ►Identify and restore degraded aquatic habitats. 

  ►Protect aquatic and riparian habitats.  

  ►Prevent degradation of water quality. 
 

5.4.1 Management Measures 

 

The management measures that will be implemented to protect water quality are as follows: 

 

! Maintain 50-foot vegetative buffers with a sufficient number of canopy species around all 

water bodies where possible 

 

! Limit the impact on water bodies and riparian buffers caused by training exercises.  The 

direct input of pollutants (e.g., lead, petroleum products), as well as the increased erosion 

of stream banks/shorelines and disturbance of soils in the nearby riparian areas of the 
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impact areas can lead to inputs of nutrients and pollutants and transport to downstream 

water bodies.  

 

! Pesticides and fertilizers will be applied minimally at Camp Johnson, in conformance 

with appropriate standards, and should not be applied in riparian buffer areas.  These 

applications will be done in accordance with VTARNG Integrated Pest Management Plan 

and only after review and approval by a certified pesticides applicator on the 

Environmental Staff. 

 

! Limit vehicle use in the vicinity of the water bodies at Camp Johnson to reduce the 

introduction of hydrocarbons into aquatic systems. 

 

! Control nuisance species to the extent possible.  

 

5.4.2 Other Management Alternatives Considered 

 

A less intensive approach to water resource management was considered but rejected.  The 

Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act have severe regulatory implications for 

noncompliance that could adversely affect Camp Johnson�s ability to support its mission.  In 

addition, potential liability exists from not knowing the quality of the water from which people 

catch and eat fish, come into contact with, and possibly drink.  These conditions warrant 

implementing the water quality monitoring program described in this INRMP to characterize the 

water resources. 

 

5.5  HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

 

AR 200-3 requires Army habitat management efforts to be conducted in a manner that conserves 

and enhances biological diversity, while being consistent with Army goals to accomplish the 

military mission.  The regulation also requires that primary consideration be given to the 

management of environmentally-sensitive areas and areas of special management concern.  To 

this end, habitat management activities on Camp Johnson are directed toward the maintenance of 

healthy ecosystems and the restoration of degraded ecosystems.   
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5.5.1 Riparian Areas 

 

The goal of riparian management at Camp Johnson is to protect water quality and fishery 

resources.   Riparian areas are critical for dissipating stream energy associated with high water 

flows, filtering sediment and pollutants, improving floodwater retention and ground water 

recharge, stabilizing stream banks and shorelines, providing habitat for instream and upland 

species, and supporting biodiversity (USEPA, 1993).  The primary objective of riparian 

management at Camp Johnson is to maintain adequate riparian areas. 

 

5.5.1.1 Management Measures 

 

General riparian management measures have been developed based on the goals and objectives 

for protecting water quality and fishery resources.  These general management measures are 

primarily aimed at maintaining adequate riparian buffer areas.  Specific and general management 

measures are listed below. 

 

! Conduct riparian habitat assessments to document conditions, assess status and trends, 

and monitor future conditions through the LCTA program.  

 

! Maintain 50-foot vegetated riparian buffers that can stabilize stream banks and intercept 

surface runoff containing suspended sediments, nutrients, and pollutants.  They also help 

to moderate water temperatures and provide valuable wildlife habitat.  In addition, the 

buffer should contain a sufficient number of canopy species.  No bare soil should occur in 

this riparian area. 

 

! Plant native vegetation for riparian stabilization.  Native hardwood species and native 

grasses may also provide needed streambank stabilization. 

 

! Restore degraded riparian habitat or mitigate impacts on the habitat when requirements 

are identified and resources are available. 

 

! Locate bivouac sites at least 300 feet from surface waters.  If bivouac sites are located in 

areas adjacent to a waterbody or its drainage way, implement BMPs for sediment and 

erosion control. 
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! Monitor for the presence of exotic species. 

 

! Limit activities within the riparian buffer zones to those which would cause little or no 

impact on water quality and aquatic habitats. 

 

! Plan recreational development and training exercises to minimize shoreline and stream 

bank erosion and mitigate unavoidable impacts. 

 

! Limit pesticide and fertilizer use in riparian buffers. 

 

! Stream crossings will be located, designed, constructed, and maintained to provide 

maximum erosion protection; to have the least adverse effects on wildlife, aquatic life, 

and their habitats; and to maintain hydrologic processes and water quality.  Any crossings 

will have the necessary state and federal permits prior to construction. 

 

5.5.2.2 Other Management Alternatives Considered 

 

Additional management measures that were considered as techniques for protecting riparian 

areas, but are no longer being considered, include restricting access.  Restricting access to 

riparian areas at Camp Johnson was considered to protect the integrity of these areas.  Restriction 

of access is no longer being considered as a viable alternative due to the conflict it presents with 

maintaining the military mission at Camp Johnson.   

 

5.5.3 Wetlands 

 

Wetlands are of critical importance to the protection and maintenance of living resources, since 

they provide essential breeding, spawning, nesting, and wintering habitats for many fish and 

wildlife species.  Wetlands also enhance the quality of surface waters by impeding erosive forces 

of moving water and trapping waterborne sediment and associated pollutants, maintaining base 

flow to surface waters through the gradual release of stored flood waters and groundwater, and 

providing a natural means of flood control and storm damage protection through the absorption 

and storage of water during high-runoff periods. 
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The main goal of Camp Johnson wetland management approach is to continue to implement a 

program that is consistent with DoD natural resources policy.  A wetland management policy 

with the objective of maintaining no net loss of wetland habitat will be continued.  Activities 

occurring both in or adjacent to wetlands that would result in negative impacts on the habitats will 

be avoided, when possible, in a manner consistent with mission objectives.  Where impacts on 

wetlands are not avoidable, mitigation of the impacts will be implemented.   In a manner 

consistent with Executive Order 11990, wetland management objectives at Camp Johnson will 

take a progressive approach toward protecting existing wetlands, rehabilitating degraded 

wetlands, and (if applicable) restoring former wetlands. 

 
Some of the wetlands on the training site are natural, but others have been created by excavation, 

impoundment, either manmade or by wildlife, or modifications to the drainage flow. The majority 

of the wetlands on Camp Johnson have been formed during use of the drainage ways by beavers 

or muskrats.  Most of the wetlands are attributed to tributaries of Sunderland Brook, however, 

some are associated with changes in drainage patterns over the years since the areas were cleared 

and/or developed.  Camp Johnson contains 75 acres of wetlands.  Wetlands are shown in Figure 

3-2 and are delineated as Class I or II. 

 

5.5.3.1  Flood Plains 

 

Camp Johnson is not located within any flood plains. 

 

5.5.3.2 Management Measures 

 

Camp Johnson will implement (or continue to implement) the following wetland conservation 

provisions: 

 

! Continue to develop the GIS database showing the location of wetlands on Camp 

Johnson.  The goal of the management measure is to develop a consistent and accurate 

inventory of wetland resources.  The inventory should be developed in a manner so that it 

can be modified to more accurately define wetland boundaries as information becomes 

available or as boundaries change. 
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! Maintain the wetland inventory and assessment database by monitoring information on 

wetland characteristics, as new information is collected.  This database will be developed 

to be used with the map database.  The goal of these management measures is to use the 

database to enable management to make decisions in a manner that will minimize 

potential impacts on wetland habitats on and adjacent to Camp Johnson.  The database 

will also be used to track wetland conditions on Camp Johnson and to assist in the 

identification of potential problem areas. 

 

! Maintain 50-foot buffers around class II wetlands and 100 ft around class I wetlands as 

determined in the Vermont Wetland Rules of 1990.  Currently there are no class I 

wetlands identified on Camp Johnson.  Where it is determined that a wetland has, or 

could have, significant habitat value, or where current activities adjacent to a wetland are 

causing noticeable adverse impacts on the habitat, buffers of greater than 100 feet are 

considered.  Activities within buffer zones are limited to those which would cause little 

or no impact on, or disturbance to, the wetland.  In cases where established activities 

already occur within buffers and cannot be reasonably changed, monitor wetland 

conditions to ensure minimization of potential impacts.  

 

! Restore degraded wetlands or mitigate impacts on the habitats when requirements are 

identified and resources are available. 

 

! Pursue water quality management procedures that protect wetlands from excessive 

nonpoint source  runoff. 

 

! Encourage project managers to coordinate early with the Natural Resources Branch to 

determine potential adverse impacts to wetlands. 

 

! Plan development and training to avoid wetland impacts to the maximum extent possible 

and mitigate unavoidable impacts on wetland functions. 

 

! Review operations and maintenance programs that potentially affect wetlands, and 

develop procedures and guidelines to avoid the loss of wetland functions. 
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! Evaluate general vegetative characteristics of wetlands to determine where potential 

future control of invasive species could result in measurable habitat value enhancement.   

 

5.5.3.3 Other Management Alternatives Considered 

 

The comprehensive management measures described above provide the maximum amount of 

protection for wetlands without impeding the military mission.  The other management 

alternatives that were considered, but rejected, were less comprehensive and, therefore, offered 

less protection for these sensitive and protected ecosystems.  This less intensive management 

alternative did not include establishing buffer zones, continued development of the wetlands 

database, updating GIS databases and coverages, or evaluating water quality.  This less intensive 

alternative offered the level of protection necessary to maintain the wetlands at their current 

status, but did not offer ways to improve and enhance their ecological integrity and protect the 

biological communities inhabiting them.  For example, establishing buffer zones will ensure 

adequate long-term protection by decreasing the likelihood of future adverse impacts.  In 

addition, increasing the amount of information that is known about the wetlands on Camp 

Johnson will provide the necessary data to properly monitor the systems.  Increasing the database 

will allow the natural resources managers to track the success of the management practices and to 

adapt future management practices as needed.  The more comprehensive management measures 

will ensure the long-term ecological viability of these sensitive ecosystems.  

 

A more intensive management alternative was also considered.  This alternative restricted all 

activity in and around wetlands.  Given the number of wetlands on the reservation, this alternative 

was considered to be too restrictive and incompatible with the mission and, therefore, was 

dismissed. 

 

5.5.4 Terrestrial Habitat 
 

The primary goal of terrestrial habitat management at Camp Johnson is to maintain, enhance, or 

restore native plant communities, as well as their associations with native fauna.  Habitat 

management on Camp Johnson is conducted using an ecosystem or landscape approach and in a 

manner that does not interfere with the military mission.  The emphasis on ecosystem 

management serves to enhance biological diversity in general, rather than the prevalence of 
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particular species of game.  The following section describes terrestrial habitat management 

practices to be implemented at Camp Johnson. 

 

5.5.4.1 Management Measures 

 

Maintain and Improve Unique Trees and Forest Stands.  Pine-oak-heath-sandplain natural 

communities are declining throughout Vermont.  Camp Johnson contains the largest block of 

remaining sandplain community in the state.  The official sandplain restoration area encompasses 

approximately 126 acres, although the pine-oak �heath community extends beyond the restoration 

area by probably twice that amount. Methods to improve sandplain community are underway per 

the Memorandum of Agreement of 1992 with the Nongame and Natural Heritage Program.   

Prescribed burns took place in the spring of 1998 and 1995 and were designed to create a good 

seedbed for the natural regeneration of pitch pine.  The burn of 1995 drastically altered the forest 

structure and vegetation in unit 7A.  Tree mortality was 68% for trees greater than 8 inches 

diameter.  All trees less than this diameter died in the year of the burn.  The high overstory 

mortality has made the management a very sunny area.  Pitch pine seedlings were planted in this 

area and are thriving. 

 

The effects on the 1998 ecological burn on rare plants is difficult to determine.  Rare plants in 

Management Unit (MU) 7B persist in areas where they were documented prior to the burn.  This 

is particularly true for slender mountain-rice (Oryzopsis pungens), where known individuals have 

been followed for many years.  Flowering effort in these known plants has decreased over the 

years for reasons apparently not related to the burn.  Low bindweed (Calystegia spithamneae) did 

appear in this unit for the first time, possibly as a result of the burn. 

 

In MU 7A effects of the 1998 fire on rare plants is confounded by the much more dramatic 

impact that the 1995 burn had on the vegetation.  In this management unit, several rare plants 

have thrived.  Low bindweed, slender mountain rice, and yellow panic-grass (Panicum 

xanthophysum) have been particularly successful. 

 

While it is early to tell, there appears to be little, if any, natural pitch pine regeneration from the 

1998 burn.  The 1995 burn resulted in a few naturally regenerated pitch pine seedlings.   
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Another prescribed ecological burn is being considered  on several one acre patches in the 

summer of 2001 or the spring of 2002.   

 

5.5.4.2  Erosion Management 

 
As discussed in the previous section, several types of training activities disturb soils and 

vegetation.  This type of disturbance does not mimic any past natural disturbance, although 

removal of vegetation and exposing bare soil does create some conditions similar to those created 

by fire.  Some of the plants listed in table 3-3 require this type of periodic disturbance to survive, 

and may be found on Camp Johnson because of certain types of training disturbance. However, 

care must be taken to minimize soil erosion and the invasion of non-native vegetation. 

 

Disturbed areas will be re-vegetated with native vegetation whenever feasible.  Guidance 

provided by the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service will be followed.  Corrective 

actions for disturbed soils will vary depending on the size of the site, the soils and the slope of the 

area where the disturbance occurred. 

 

Areas greater than 15m2 will be mulched after seeding.  Silt fence will be utilized to minimize the 

off-site migration of the soil. The perimeter from which runoff could occur should be lined with 

silt fences.  Silt fences will be installed as instructed below. 

 

1. Place the silt fence at the lowest elevation of the area to be repaired. 

2. Install silt fence as recommended by the manufacturer. 

3. Inspect the silt fence frequently and repair or replace promptly. 

4. Remove the silt fence when it has served its usefulness, so storm flow or drainage will not be 

blocked. 

5. Dispose of the sediment trapped by this practice in an area that is not prone to erosion. 

6. Remove accumulated silt when it reaches a depth of six inches. 

7. At each end of the silt fence, turn fence upslope and extend until the ground surface goes 

uphill. 
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5.5.4.3 Other Management Alternatives Considered 

 

A higher-intensity approach to terrestrial habitat management was considered where management 

techniques similar to those described above were implemented on a larger scale.  Under this 

alternative, a larger total cover of unique tree stands would be protected from harvesting, more 

forest openings would be created, and more stands would undergo prescribed burning.  In the 

context of Camp Johnson�s primary mission, this approach would not be feasible.  In addition to 

the prohibitive cost of some labor-intensive management techniques, it is likely that other 

techniques would interfere with the objectives of the military mission or other natural resource 

management programs. 

 

5.6   FOREST MANAGEMENT 

 

Forest management involves exercising influence over the ecological processes of a forest in an 

effort to provide specific sustainable products and amenities from the forest while maintaining its 

long term health and vigor.  The Army forest management program is required to support and 

enhance the immediate and long-term military mission and to meet natural resource stewardship 

requirements set forth in federal laws (AR 200-3).  Army policy further stipulates that forest 

resources must be managed for multiple uses, using an ecosystem management approach to 

optimize the benefits to the installation�s natural resources.  Ecosystem management provides a 

framework for holistic management of the resource rather than focusing emphasis on a single 

aspect or activity such as timber production or game species management.   

 

Most forest management at Camp Johnson is related to the restoration of the pitch pine habitat 

area.  The last timber sale was in the fall of 1998 and the spring of 1999 and involved the clearing 

of six one acre patches in an effort to create forest openings required for the successful 

germination of pitch pine seedlings.  In addition to forest openings, pitch pines need a mineral 

soil seedbed for germination to occur.  This can only be accomplished through burning.  

Additional small logging operations may occur in blocks of 1 acre or less, as the restoration 

program continues through 2006. 

 

Because of Camp Johnson�s size and because of the location of the restoration area, additional 

forest management options are limited at this time.  Other logging operations at Camp Johnson 

may occur as a salvage operation if large numbers of trees suffer mortality from wind, ice or other 
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natural disasters.  If such a disaster were to occur on a large scale (larger than a few acres) a 

separate document satisfying NEPA requirements would need to be conducted to analyze the 

effects of such a salvage operation. 

 

The forest management program at Camp Johnson must also fully comply with all applicable 

federal laws, policies, and regulations pertaining to forest management.  Federal laws, policies, 

and regulations that have the potential to impact forest management at Camp Johnson include AR 

200-3, PL 86-797, Sikes Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 670 a through o), 10 U.S.C. §  2665 (Sale 

of certain interest in land: logs), DoD Inst 7310.5 (Accounting for production and sale of lumber 

and timber products), Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), Endangered Species Act 

of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq.), and the National Forest Management Act of 

1976 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1601 et seq.).  

 

5.6.1 Timber Inventory 

 

Forest inventories are the foundation for the development of management and regulation plans.  

AR 200-3 requires forest stand inventories be conducted and kept current (at least every ten 

years) to provide for sustained production of forest products.  Camp Johnson is divided onto 

seven forest management compartments.  Compartments were delineated based on similarities in 

species and sizes present as well as physiography and access. Areas containing predominantly 

sawtimber were inventoried to obtain estimates of timber volume, stand condition, timber types, 

size classes, and other general information needed for long-term management planning.   

 

To identify how conditions change in response to management practices, information from the 

forest stand inventories will continue to be collected and integrated with other inventories, such 

as timber harvest areas; timber stand improvement (TSI) areas; riparian, wetland, and water 

resource buffer zones; stream corridors; ecological communities; wetlands; steep slopes; rare 

plants; threatened and endangered species; locations of cultural and archeological resources; and 

soil and water resources.  A GIS database consisting of these data layers will be maintained and 

updated with each new inventory.  Maps built from these data can be used to track temporal and 

spatial status and trends of the forest resources relative to other ecologically or geologically 

sensitive resources. 
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The last timber stand inventories on Camp Johnson took place in 1991.  Forest stands will need to 

be updated during the period that this management plan covers. 

 

5.6.2  Timber Harvest 
 

Timber Harvesting.   Timber harvest activities involve coordination and consultation with a 

number of state and federal agencies to ensure Camp Johnson�s compliance with all state and 

federal regulations.  Since the inception of the Memorandum of Agreement with the Nongame 

and Natural Heritage Program in 1992 and the creation of the pitch pine-sandplain restoration 

area, all timber operations have focused on the restoration site.  Timber removal has occurred to 

create small forest openings (~ 1 acre) to improve conditions and create germination sites for 

pitch pine.  Since the loss and fragmentation of pitch pine habitat has created smaller and smaller 

blocks of habitat, natural disturbance regimes that perpetuate pitch pine cannot occur.  Small 

forest openings will continue to be created through logging and in conjunction with prescribed 

burns, to mimic past natural disturbances in order to improve habitat for the dwindling pitch pine 

populations and their  associated rare and threatened species.   At this time, the pitchpine 

sandplains restoration management plan is undergoing review as to the extent of the timber stand 

manipulation that will occur to improve the pitchpine area.  Any subsequent decisions on the 

management of the restoration area in regards to timber harvesting will conform to all guidelines 

established in this INRMP. 

 

5.6.3    Other Management Alternatives Considered 
 

A higher-intensity approach to terrestrial habitat management was considered where management 

techniques similar to those described above were implemented on a larger scale.  Under this 

alternative, a larger total cover of unique tree stands would be protected from harvesting, more 

forest openings would be created, and more stands would undergo prescribed burning.  In the 

context of Camp Johnson�s primary mission, this approach would not be feasible.  In addition to 

the prohibitive cost of some labor-intensive management techniques, it is likely that other 

techniques would interfere with the objectives of the military mission or other natural resource 

management programs. 
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5.7 SPECIAL NATURAL AREAS PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT 

 

DoD Instruction Number 4715.3 (Environmental Conservation Program, May 3, 1996) specifies 

that �areas on DoD installations that contain natural resources that warrant special conservation 

efforts . . . may be designated as special natural areas.�  It further states that �the natural resources 

management plan for the installation shall address special management provisions necessary for 

the protection of each area.�  These special natural areas can include botanical areas, ecological 

reserve areas, geological areas, natural resource areas, riparian areas, scenic areas, zoological 

areas, �watchable wildlife� areas, and traditional cultural places having officially-recognized 

special qualities or attributes. 

 

Camp Johnson has identified the pitch pine�sandplain community as an area of statewide 

significance.  Motorized activities should be limited in this designated area for the protection of 

pitch pine and associated species. 

 

5.7.1   Natural Communities of Statewide Significance 

 
There is one natural community of statewide significance at Camp Johnson. It is described below: 

 

 Pine-oak-heath-sandplain management area. 

 

In Chittenden County, VTNNHP has inventoried sandplains as part of their rare plant, 

rare animal, and natural community inventory.  They focus on the ancient river deltas of 

the Winooski River in Chittenden County as the best examples of sandplain communities 

in the sate. 

 

Currently, the number of known sandplain sites in Vermont is less than two dozen, 

covering in total less than 265 ha (665 acres). Some of these sites represent only a few 

rare plants scattered along developed margins.  Others are chunks of oak-pine sandplain 

forest ranging from approximately 1.5 to 100 ha. 

 

The most extensive habitat in terms of contiguous, undeveloped land, is the military 

reservation at Camp Johnson.  Camp Johnson has been under government control for 
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almost a century and in that time, several areas have received relatively little use and 

have not undergone and extensive natural disturbance. 

 

5.7.2 Management Measures 

 

! To minimize disturbance within these areas, no timber harvest or timber stand 

improvement activities will occur unless required to maintain or restore suitability for 

training, such as salvage logging following a severe blowdown or an insect/disease 

breakout.  The natural areas will be maintained as a GIS database layer to facilitate 

planning and analysis of protection measures.  Wildfires will generally be suppressed, 

and efforts will be made to control the introduction or spread of invasive plant 

populations.   

 

! Develop signs for soldiers and community members for the pitch pine area that explain 

the fragile nature of the pitch pine-sandplains habitat, and the efforts to restore this rare 

habitat in Vermont.  Explain that the area contains many rare and sensitive plants that 

need to be protected.  Signs should also instruct hikers/bikers to stay on existing trails to 

reduce the potential impacts to those rare and threatened plants. 

 

! Conduct periodic prescribed burns in small sections of the restoration area in an attempt 

to create suitable habitat for pitch pine regeneration.  In addition to prescribed burns, 

some forest openings will be created through timber management, and then burned.  This 

combination is required in order to create the right conditions for seed germination.  All 

management in the pitch pine-sandplain restoration area will be done in conjunction with 

the VTNNHP and will benefit many of the state listed rare and threatened plant species. 

 

Protection of Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Species 

 

Locations of the rare plants will be maintained on a GIS database and will be made known to 

potential users of a special natural area, if deemed necessary.  Access to particular areas 

supporting a rare plant population will be restricted to non-motorized traffic only.  Fencing or 

posting signs around plants or populations will be done only when it becomes absolutely 

necessary to avoid adverse impacts, so as to not invite vandalism. 
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Invasive Plant Control.  Any invasive plant population that poses a threat to a special natural 

area will be controlled or removed, if feasible.  At this time, however, no such threat is imminent. 

 

Monitoring.  All special natural areas will be monitored periodically for changes in their unique 

ecological attributes.  Particular attention will be focused on changes to rare plant populations. 

 

5.7.3 Other Management Alternatives Considered 

 

The absolute restriction of all personnel from natural areas was considered as a management 

option.  However, this approach conflicts with the primary goal of Camp Johnson to provide a 

quality military training experience.  The dual goals of protecting these areas and using almost all 

portions of the installation for training are not mutually exclusive.  They both can be 

accomplished if done so in an adaptive management context.  As long as the monitoring of these 

areas is made to be a priority and ecological conditions are assessed on a periodic basis, then 

training activities can be modified on an as-needed basis. 

 

5.8 WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

 
Because of the small size of Camp Johnson and its close proximity to urban areas, no specific 

wildlife management program is in place at this time.  Wildlife may best be managed by using an 

ecosystem-oriented rather than species-oriented approach.  If we manage to protect habitats 

native to the area (pitch pine-sandplains) and focus on control of invasive species, erosion, soil 

stability and other more general problems, no wildlife specific management measures are needed 

at this time.  If any new threatened or endangered species are discovered on Camp Johnson, a 

review of this policy will be required. 

 

5.9 ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND RARE SPECIES MANAGEMENT 
 

Species that are candidates for federal listing or are state-listed as threatened, endangered, or of 

special concern are not protected under the ESA.  For state-listed species, installations are 

encouraged to cooperate with state authorities in efforts to conserve these species. 

 

Rarity designations for plants have been determined by the VTANR based on the number of 

individuals of a particular species that are estimated to occur inside the state.  Since the state 
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rarity rank itself does not mandate protection and the legal protection under Vermont state law 

does not prohibit rare plant disturbance by property owners, the protection and management of 

these species is treated by the Army as a matter of responsible stewardship. 

 

5.9.1 Animal Species 

 

Grasshopper Sparrow 

 

There are no federally listed rare or endangered animal species that will be negatively impacted 

by any part of the Management Plan.  The grasshopper sparrow has been identified on a grassland 

just north of the cantonement area in the area identified as training area B in Figure 3-6.  The 

grasshopper sparrow is listed as state threatened and was first identified in 1999 and was again 

sighted in 2000.     

 

After consultation with the VTNNHP personnel, and after consulting the literature on grassland 

bird management, cooperators involved in preparation of this plan agreed that it would be a 

prudent measure to prohibit mowing operations on the grassland in question at least until after 

August 1.  The grasshopper sparrow has raised and fledged any young by that period and would 

not be in danger when the field is mowed.  The grassland is approximately 50 acres and is not 

used extensively as part of military training.  One section is used as a helipad for the UH-60 on 

occasion and may need to be mowed more often.  A running track encircles the entire grassland 

area.  The interior of the grassland receives very little foot traffic and almost no vehicular traffic 

because of the height of the grass.   (See Appendix N for an Addendum addressing aviation 

training and grassland bird management) 

 

Monitoring of the grasshopper sparrow will continue on an annual basis to check for any changes 

that may be taking place. 

 

Plant Species  

 

Recent (summer 1999) field surveys for rare and listed plants were conducted by Mr. Brett 

Engstrom (Appendix E).  Fifteen rare plants of statewide significance and 9 uncommon state 

plants exist on Camp Johnson.  Of the 15 rare species, one is state listed endangered and 7 are 
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state threatened.  In addition, one species was considered historical (SH), meaning that it had not 

been recorded in the state for 25 years. It was first located on Camp Johnson in 1993.  

 

Highlights of the findings are outlined below in table 5-1: 

 

Table 5-1 

STATE LISTED RARE, THREATENED AND ENDANGERED PLANTS AT CAMP 

JOHNSON 

 

SPECIES STATE 

RANK 

STATE STATUS FIRST 

OBSERVED 

LAST 

OBSERVED 

blunt-leaved milkweed (Ascepias amplexicaulis) S1 Threatened 1994 1999 

poke milkweed (Asclepias exaltata) S3 None 1996 1996 

a sedge (Carex brevior) S2S3 None 1995 1996 

low bindweed (Calystegia spithamea) S2  Threatened 1990 1999 

stout-wood reed-grass (Cinna arundinaceae) S3 None 1996 1999 

panicled tick-trefoil (Desmodium paniculatum) S3  None 1996 1996 

rough avens (Geum laciniatum) S2  None 1999 1999 

plains frostweed (Helianthemum bicknellii) S2S3 Threatened 1990 1999 

Canada frostweed (Helianthemum canadense) S2S3 None 1993 1999 

harsh sunflower (Helianthus strumosus) S2S3 Threatened 1985 1999 

large whorled pagonia (Isotria verticillata) S2 Threatened 1993 1999 

wood lily (Lillium philadelophicum) S3 None 1993 1999 

green adder�s mouth (Malaxis unifolia) S2 None 1999 1999 

slender mountain-rice (Oryzopsis pungens) S2 Threatened 1990 1999 

a panic grass (Panicum columbianum) S3  None 1993 1999 

depauperate panic-grass (Panicum depauperatum) S3  None 1985 1999 

cypress witchgrass (Panicum dichotomum) S3  None 1996 1999 

Tuckerman�s panic-grass (Panicum tuckermanii) S2  None 1999 1999 

yellow panic-grass (Panicum xanthophysum) S3 None 1985 1999 

racemed milkwort (Polygala polygama) S2 None 1985 1999 

slender knotweed (Polygonum tenue) S1 Historical 1993 1993 

cursed crowfoot (Ranunculus scleratus) S2  None 1999 1999 

many-leaved sedge (Scirpus polyphyllus) S2 Endangered 1996 1999 

Virginia chain-fern (Woodwardia virginica) S1 Threatened 1829 1958 
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blunt-leaved milkweed (Ascepias amplexicaulis) S1 Threatened 1994 1999 

poke milkweed (Asclepias exaltata) S3 None 1996 1996 

a sedge (Carex brevior) S2S3 None 1995 1996 

low bindweed (Calystegia spithamea) S2  Threatened 1990 1999 

stout-wood reed-grass (Cinna arundinaceae) S3 None 1996 1999 

panicled tick-trefoil (Desmodium paniculatum) S3  None 1996 1996 

Rough avens (Geum laciniatum) S2  None 1999 1999 

Plains frostweed (Helianthemum bicknellii) S2S3 Threatened 1990 1999 

Canada frostweed (Helianthemum canadense) S2S3 None 1993 1999 

harsh sunflower (Helianthus strumosus) S2S3 Threatened 1985 1999 

large whirled pagonia (Isotria verticillata) S1 Threatened 1993 1999 

wood lily (Lillium philadelophicum) S3 None 1993 1999 

green adder�s mouth (Malaxis unifolia) S3 One 1999 1999 

slender mountain-rice (Oryzopsis pungens) S2 Threatened 1990 1999 

a panic grass (Panicum columbianum) S3  None 1993 1999 

depauperate panic-grass (Panicum depauperatum) S3  None 1985 1999 

cypress witchgrass (Panicum dichotomum) S3  None 1996 1999 

Tuckerman�s panic-grass (Panicum tuckermanii) S1  None 1999 1999 

Yellow panic-grass (Panicum xanthophysum) S3 None 1985 1999 

racemed milkwort (Polygala polygama) S2 None 1985 1999 

slender knotweed (Polygonum tenue) SH Historical 1993 1993 

cursed crowfoot (Ranunculus scleratus) S2  None 1999 1999 

many-leaved sedge (Scirpus polyphyllus) S1 Endangered 1996 1999 

Virginia chain-fern (Woodwardia virginica) S1 Threatened 1829 1958 

 

Table 5-2  Key to State Rank Designations. 

 

S1 (State listed) Very rare, generally 1 to 5 occurrences .  Believed to be extant and/or 

some factor making it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the state 

S2 Rare, generally 6 to 20 occurrences.  Believed to be extant and/or some 

factor making it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the state. 

S3 Uncommon, believed to be more than 20 occurrences and/or there is some 

threat to it in the state. 

SH Not found in the state for at least 25 years.  (designation has yet to be 

changed since the Camp Johnson sightings. 
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5.9.2 Other Management Alternatives Considered 
 

Since the protection of federally listed species is mandated by federal law and protection of state-

listed and rare species is required by Army regulation, other management alternatives that would 

have afforded less protection to these species were not considered.  Also, the absolute restriction 

of training operations in all areas supporting a rare or state-listed species was disregarded as a 

viable management option since support of the military mission is the primary function of Camp 

Johnson property.  Rare and state-listed species can be well managed and protected by knowing 

exactly where they are (i.e., having current monitoring data) and planning training activities in 

space and time accordingly.  For example, if a sensitive raptor is nesting in a particular area on 

the installation, training will be limited there during the nesting season but allowed at other times 

of the year.  If, in the following year, nesting is not occurring in the same location, training 

activities will not be restricted. 

 

5.10   PEST MANAGEMENT 

 

The following discussion is a brief overview of the pest management program, which is described 

in full in the Integrated Pest Management Plan for Camp Johnson (July 1999).  Pest management 

priorities at Camp Johnson include control of disease vectors, protection of stored food products, 

protection of real estate, control of nuisance pests, control of undesirable vegetation, protection of 

beneficial plants, and control of miscellaneous animal pests (e.g., rodents, birds, bats). 

 

The pest management plan for the VTARNG describes the command�s pest management 

requirements, outlines the resources necessary for surveillance and control, and describes the 

administrative, safety and environmental requirements of the program.  The program for the 

VTARNG relies on building occupants, building administrators, and contracted pest management 

technicians to control pests.  Pests addressed in this plan include weeds and other unwanted 

vegetation, termites, mosquitoes, and other miscellaneous vertebrate pests such as skunks, 

raccoons and squirrels.  Without control, these pests could interfere with the military mission, 

damage real property, increase maintenance costs and expose installation personnel to diseases. 
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5.10.1 Management Measures 

 

Detailed management approaches for the control of pests on the installation have been 

documented as part of the Integrated Pest Management Plan (1999).  The pest management plan 

for the VTARNG describes the command�s pest management requirements, outlines the resources 

necessary for surveillance and control, and describes the administrative, safety and environmental 

requirements of the program.  The program for the VTARNG relies on building occupants, 

building administrators, and contracted pest management technicians to control pests.  Pests 

addressed in this plan include weeds and other unwanted vegetation, termites, mosquitoes, and 

other miscellaneous vertebrate pests such as skunks, raccoons and squirrels.  Without control, 

these pests could interfere with the military mission, damage real property, increase maintenance 

costs and expose installation personnel to diseases. 

 

5.10.2 Other Management Alternatives Considered 

 

Two other management alternatives for pest management were considered: (1) less intensive 

management, and (2) more intensive management.  The pest management measures currently in 

use at Camp Johnson, and as described in the Integrated Pest Management Plan (July 1999) are 

relatively low in intensity.  Lowering that intensity further would not provide sufficient control of 

pest species.   More intensive pest management measures would result in increased usage of 

pesticides.  This would be counterproductive and counter - directive to the NGB-ARE all states 

Log Number P97-0027 which states that as part of the DoD Measure of Merit, quantities of 

pesticides applied at DoD installations are to be reduced 50 percent from a FY 93 baseline by the 

end of FY 2000.  Therefore, both less and more intensive management approaches were 

dismissed. 

 

The VTARNG will reduce pesticide usage by only using chemical controls when absolutely 

necessary.  Mechanical control (hand pulling, burning, steam, etc.) will be the primary method for 

weed control.  Integrated Pest Management Practices such as maintaining clean buildings and 

premises will be the primary method for animal pest control.  These two methods should reduce 

pesticide usage on the VTARNG. 
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5.11 FIRE MANAGEMENT 

 

Since live-fire training at Camp Johnson is restricted to small arms ranges, fires caused by 

training are not very likely.  Still, there is always the possibility of fires resulting from training, 

bivouacking, vehicle malfunction, or lightning.  There is no fire fighting equipment currently 

staged on Camp Johnson.  The Colchester and St. Michaels Fire Department  should provide a 

quick response time in the event of a fire. 

  

5.11.1  Controlled burning 

 

Controlled Burning.  Controlled burning will be used on Camp Johnson for the purpose of 

creating or improving habitat in the pitch pine-oak�heath sandplain habitat.  All proper permitting 

procedures and notification of appropriate agencies will carried out before any controlled burning 

is implemented.  All controlled burns will be in consultation with the VTNNHP personnel.   

 

Wildfire Suppression.  All wildfires will be extinguished as quickly as possible.  The person(s) 

that first notices the fire will contact the Colchester Fire Department and the Environmental 

Office and then attempt to control and extinguish it.   

 

5.11.2 Other Management Alternatives Considered 

 

Fire management measures proposed for Camp Johnson are those minimally required for 

effective fire management.  Other management alternatives that require more or less aggressive 

fire management were considered, but rejected.    Unchecked wildfires could potentially leave 

large tracts of training areas unsuitable for training.  In addition, the threat these fires could pose 

to the surrounding communities would be unacceptable; therefore, this strategy was also rejected. 

 

5.12 INTEGRATION AND SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

 

As previously stated in Section 5.1, the goal of the INRMP for Camp Johnson is to ensure that the 

natural resources located on the installation are managed in such a way as to provide the optimum 

environment that sustains the military mission and provides the conditions required for realistic 

training.  The management measures in this INRMP that will be implemented have been 

developed to successfully achieve the stated objectives necessary to meet this goal.   



Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 

 
Camp Johnson, Vermont 10/09/2001                                                                                                       5 - 28 

 

 

The overlap of similar management measures for different resource areas is indicative of the 

relationship that various components of an ecosystem have with one another.  The need for 

integrated natural resources management is evident by the complexity of these relationships.  For 

example, significant portions of the watershed on the installation are forested and provide the 

cover required to support the military mission.  In addition to being essential for the military 

mission, the condition of the forests directly influence the quality of wildlife habitat and, 

therefore, the condition and diversity of wildlife inhabiting Camp Johnson.  The condition of the 

watershed also directly influences water quality, the condition of the fisheries, and sensitive 

habitats, such as the numerous wetlands, and riparian areas.   These habitats are necessary to 

maintain or to increase the biodiversity at Camp Johnson.  Managing the forests using an 

ecosystem approach will maintain, protect, and enhance the natural resources.  Furthermore, the 

results from screening level watershed and habitat assessments serve as indicators to the overall 

condition of the natural resources.  Degraded watershed and habitat conditions will result in loss 

of ecological integrity and biodiversity.  Soil stabilization and revegetation projects conducted 

ultimately improve the habitat conditions on a small scale and watershed conditions on a larger 

scale.  The effects from these types of improvements are more far-reaching than the particular 

area in which they are performed.  Soil stabilization and revegetation stops erosion, decreases 

sediment loads to streams, lakes, and wetlands and ultimately improves the habitat for the 

biological communities, including fish, inhabiting those waterbodies.  Soil stabilization and 

revegetation also creates or improves habitat conditions for terrestrial wildlife species.   

 

GIS can serve as a powerful management tool for facilitating the integration and implementation 

of the resource-specific management measures that have been presented in this INRMP.  An 

overlay of the coverages for the natural and cultural resource areas serves to graphically illustrate 

the complexity of the environment, and provide the means to readily identify and resolve 

potential conflicts between natural resource issues and mission requirements.  
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SECTION 6.0: 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INRMP 

 

6.1 ORGANIZATION, ROLES, AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

The ecosystem approach described in this INRMP to manage the natural resources of Camp Johnson can 

be implemented by the existing environmental organization based at Camp Johnson with assistance from 

personnel at Camp Johnson, as well as other outside sources of assistance.  The CFMO and 

Environmental Offices have joint cooperation and responsibility for the implementation of this INRMP, 

which is in effect from FY 2002 through FY 2006.  

 

6.2   MANPOWER 

 

6.2.1 Staffing 

 

Currently, the natural resources management staff at Camp Johnson consists of the Natural Resources 

Manager.  It is unlikely that a staff of one will be able to fully implement this INRMP.  Therefore, to 

fully and adequately implement this INRMP, VTARNG will find it necessary to hire additional sources 

of labor to assist in the completion of some projects and tasks.  These could be temporary hires, which 

would be hired with term limitations and could include seasonal employees, university hires and/or 

interns, and outside agency reimbursable hires.  

 

6.2.2 Outside Assistance 

 

Implementation of a number of the projects discussed in this INRMP will require active outside 

assistance.  This outside assistance, which is described as needed in Sections 1.0 and 5.0, will come from 

State and Federal agencies, and contractors.  Using these resources is the most efficient and cost-

effective method for acquiring expertise on a temporary basis.  Some of the parties will be reimbursed for 

their assistance, as agreed based on MOU and contractual agreements, whereas others will supply their 

assistance in accordance with cooperative agreements. 

 

6.3   PROJECT/PROGRAM PRIORITIES 
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The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) considers funding for the preparation and implementation 

of this INRMP, as required by the Sikes Act, and the associated NEPA analysis and documentation to be 

a high priority.  However, the reality is that not all of the projects and programs identified in this INRMP 

will receive immediate funding.  As such, these programs and projects have been placed into two 

priority-based categories: 1) high priority programs and projects and 2) important projects.  The 

prioritization of the projects is based on need, and need is based on a project’s importance in moving the 

natural resources management program closer towards successfully achieving its goal.  The time frame 

during which these projects are to occur is provided in parenthesis following the project description.  

 

6.3.1 High-Priority Programs and Projects 

   

! Annually update GIS coverages for all natural resource areas as new data become available. (FY 

02-06) 

 

! Develop and provide users of training areas with detailed maps indicating sensitive areas.  These 

maps will be developed by compositing GIS coverages of sensitive species; ecological preserves; 

wetlands; riparian, wetland, and water resource buffer zones; steep slopes and highly erodible 

soils; rare plants; threatened and endangered species; and locations of cultural and archeological 

resources. (FY 02-06) 

 

! Establish and maintain protective vegetative buffer zones around streams, lakes, ponds, and 

wetlands.  (FY 02-06) 

 

! Maintain and update wetlands inventory and assessment database by compiling information on 

wetland characteristics.  (FY 02-06) 

 

! Conduct prescribed burns to maintain and enhance pitch pine-sandplains habitat. (FY 02-06) 

 

! Develop signage to be used on the trails in the pitch pine-sandplains area explaining the natural 

history and instructing users to stay on the trail to protect rare plant species. 

 

! Implement pest management measures. (FY 02-06) 
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! Restrict the use of pesticides. (FY 02-06) 

 

! Protect cultural resources while implementing this INRMP. (FY 02-06) 

 

! Provide training to National Guard Personnel on environmental awareness and training in 

accordance with this INRMP. 

 

! Complete vegetation survey (FY 02) 

 

6.3.2 Important Projects 

 

! Conduct a comprehensive vegetation survey of the pitch pine-sandplains habitat and use this 

information for monitoring long-term changes in species and community composition. 

 

! Conduct reptile and amphibian surveys in the sandplains community (FY 04). 

 

6.4 IMPLEMENTATION OF FUNDING OPTIONS 

 

The natural resources program at Camp Johnson receives financial support from appropriated funds (e.g., 

Operations and Maintenance), and funded reimbursements (forestry).  The use of funded reimbursements 

are restricted by Federal law and can be used only for timber management-related expenses.  Expenses 

not directly associated with timber management must be funded from appropriated funds.  The use of 

ITAM funding may be used in maneuver areas, but ITAM funding has not been utilized on Camp 

Johnson as of yet.  The possibility of utilizing these funds in the small maneuver area of Camp Johnson 

(TA-C, Figure 3-6) will be researched, but at this point, those funding possibilities will not be counted 

upon. 

 

The following section presents the funding options and anticipated budgets (revenues) expected to be 

available to fund the natural resources program at Camp Johnson from 2002 through 2006.  

 

6.4.1  Summary of INRMP Implementation Costs 
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Implementation of this INRMP will not require further dollars above and beyond the current levels of 

Environmental budget dollars for the VTARNG.  Additional and/or alternate sources of funding will 

continue to be explored, in an effort to fund additional lower priority items. 

 

6.4.2 Optional Funding Sources 
 

Other funding sources are available for specific projects within the Department of Defense.  These 

funding sources are not always available and their amounts may vary.  Most of these programs are funded 

using the grant proposal selection method and may involve partnering with other state or federal agencies 

or private entities or non-profit organizations.  The following is a list of some of these optional funding 

sources that the VTARNG will occasionally try to utilize when the situation arises and fits our needs. 

 

Legacy Resource Management Program 

 

In 1990, Congress passed legislation establishing the Legacy Resource Management Program to 

provide financial assistance to DoD efforts to preserve our natural and cultural heritage.  The program 

assists DoD in protecting and enhancing resources while supporting military readiness.  A legacy 

project may involve regional ecosystem management initiatives, habitat preservation efforts, 

archaeological investigation, invasive species control, and/or monitoring and predicting migratory 

patterns of birds and animals. 

 
National Public Lands Day 

 

National Public Lands Day is an event that occurs once a year when volunteers come together to 

improve the countries largest natural resource – our public lands.  These volunteers gather on a 

Saturday every September to help improve the public lands that they use for recreation, education and 

enjoyment. 

 

National Public Lands Day is a unique public-private partnership involving many federal, state, and 

local land agencies.  These agencies work closely with business partners such and numerous non-profit 

organizations.   The National Environmental Education & Training Foundation manages, coordinates, 

and generates financial support for the program 
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6.5 COMMAND SUPPORT 

 

The Adjutant General and other personnel in command positions at Camp Johnson fully support this 

INRMP.  The command is dedicated to ensuring the long-term sustainability of the natural resources and 

the management of those resources necessary to support the military mission.   

 

Command support is essential for the implementation of this INRMP.  Also, in accordance with AR 200-

3, the Sikes Act, and other federal laws, the Adjutant General of Camp Johnson is personally liable for 

noncompliance with the environmental laws affected by this INRMP and therefore has a personal interest 

in ensuring the full and complete implementation of the plan. 

 

6.6 PLAN REVIEW 

 

The Natural Resources Branch will annually conduct a review of this INRMP in light of the preceding 

year’s accomplishments.  The schedule of activities as appear in Sections 5.0 and 6.0 will be the basis for 

monitoring plan implementation. 
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SECTION 7.0: 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 

This section of the document assesses known, potential, and reasonably foreseeable environmental 

consequences related to implementing the INRMP and managing natural resources at Camp Johnson.  

Section 7.1 addresses implementation of the no action alternative, which reflects the continuation of 

existing baseline conditions as described in Section 3.0.  Section 7.2 presents potential effects in the 

context of the scope of the proposed action and in consideration of the affected environment.  This 

assessment is organized by resource area (as presented in Section 3.0) and considers implementation of 

the selected management measures in their entirety (as presented in Section 5.14).  Cumulative effects 

are discussed in Section 7.3.  Implementing the proposed action is Camp Johnson’s preferred alternative.  

A summary of the potential environmental consequences associated with the no action alternative and the 

proposed action is presented in Section 7.4. 

 

As discussed in Section 1.4.5, Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives, the EA addresses 

two alternatives—the proposed action and the no action alternative.  Other management alternatives were 

considered during the screening process, but eliminated because they were economically infeasible, 

ecologically unsound, or incompatible with the requirements of the military mission.  Section 5.0, 

Natural Resources Management, provides a description of the methods used to develop management 

measures for each resource area and the rationale for why certain management measures were selected.  

Therefore, the analytical framework supporting the management measures for each resource is not 

repeated in this section.  This approach supports Army guidance for concurrent preparation and 

integration of the INRMP and NEPA documentation. 

 
As discussed in Section 1.4.5, the Camp Johnson INRMP is a “living” document that focuses on a 5-year 

planning period based on past and present actions.  Short-term management practices included in the plan 

have been developed without compromising long-range goals and objectives.  Because the plan will be 

modified over time, additional environmental analyses will be required as new management measures are 

developed over the long term (i.e., beyond 5 years). 

 

7.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

 



Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 

 
Camp Johnson, Vermont 10/09/2001                                                                                                                         7 - 2 

Adoption of the no action alternative would mean that Camp Johnson’s INRMP would not be 

implemented and current natural resource management practices at Camp Johnson would continue “as 

is.”  Existing conditions and management practices presented in Section 3.0, Affected Environment, 

would continue and no new initiatives would be established.  Under the no action alternative, Camp 

Johnson would continue to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 

 

Potential consequences associated with the no action alternative are discussed in this section for each 

resource area described in Section 3.0, Affected Environment.  Section 7.4 summarizes the analysis of 

potential consequences for the no action alternative and compares the consequences of the no action 

alternative to the consequences of the proposed action.  As shown, no significant or adverse effects 

would be expected under the proposed action alternative.  Under the no action alternative, the 

environmental conditions at Camp Johnson would not benefit from the management measures associated 

with implementing the proposed INRMP. 

 

Expected consequences of the no action alternative for each resource area are presented in the following 

paragraphs. 

 

Environmental Setting.  No effects on the environmental setting would be expected on a regional level.  

Camp Johnson has limited space for large maneuver areas or training that would have an impact on the 

environmental setting.  Training would continue in its current state. 

 

Climate.  No effects on climate would be expected.  See above paragraph for same explanation. 

 

Air Quality.  No effects would be expected.  The primary concerns regarding air quality and potential  

environmental effects pertains to increases in pollutant emissions; exceedances of NAAQS and other 

federal, state, and local limits; and impacts on existing air permits.  Potential effects on existing pollutant 

emissions are precluded by the fact that current natural resource management actions do not involve any 

activities that would contribute to changes in existing air quality.  Therefore, there would be no effects 

regarding air quality as a result of implementing the no action alternative. 

 

Noise. No effects would be expected.  The major concerns regarding noise and potential environmental 

effects pertain to increases in sound levels, exceedances of acceptable land use compatibility guidelines, 

and changes in public acceptance (i.e., noise complaints).  Potential effects are precluded by the fact that 

current natural resource management actions do not involve any activities that would affect noise 
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conditions.   Therefore, there would be no effects regarding noise levels or sound quality as a result of 

implementing the no action alternative. 

 

Topography. Adverse effects would be expected.  By failing to implement a comprehensive soil resource 

management program, impacts on the micro topography associated with erosion and sedimentation on 

Camp Johnson would be expected to continue. 

 

Geology.  Adverse effects would be expected.  By failing to implement a comprehensive soil resource 

management program, impacts on geologic resources associated with erosion and sedimentation on Camp 

Johnson would be expected to continue. 

 

Soils. Adverse effects would be expected.  By failing to implement a comprehensive soil resource 

management program, impacts on soils associated with erosion and sedimentation on Camp Johnson 

would be expected to continue.  The no action alternative does not include the implementation of 

comprehensive soil resource monitoring, conservation measures, or a plan of action to prevent or 

minimize potential soil problems related to erosion and sedimentation prior to their occurrence.  

Implementation of the no action alternative would involve reactive management to problems after their 

occurrence, rather than managing the resource to prevent impacts or to minimize the extent of 

unavoidable impacts. 

 

Water Resources. Adverse effects would be expected to continue.  The no action alternative does not 

provide a formal plan of action for monitoring and protecting the water resources at Camp Johnson.  The 

water resources are vulnerable to degradation without the implementation of a formal plan of action that 

includes watershed protection measures, nonpoint source pollution controls, and a comprehensive 

monitoring program designed to identify water quality problems at their onset. 

 

Wetlands. Adverse effects would be expected to continue.  The no action alternative does not provide a 

formal plan for mapping, evaluating, and monitoring wetland habitats; nor does it establish formal 

protection measures to prevent or minimize potential impacts that could result from training and other 

mission-related activities. 

 

Riparian Habitat.  Adverse effects would be expected to continue.  As with aquatic habitats, the no 

action alternative does not provide for the implementation of a routine habitat assessment and monitoring 

program to protect these habitats.  Also, the no action alternative does not establish limited use riparian 
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buffers to protect water quality by reducing nonpoint source impacts associated with runoff and adjacent 

land uses, nor does it establish a formal set of management measures to protect and enhance these 

habitats by preventing or minimizing potential impacts resulting from training and other mission-related 

activities. 

 

Communities and Ecosystems.  Moderate adverse impacts would be expected to occur.  Under the no 

action alternative, there would be no formal plan of action to improve and maintain terrestrial habitat 

conditions and diversity, resulting in a continued challenge for Camp Johnson to maintain or improve 

overall biodiversity.  Under the no action alternative, there also would be no coordinated effort or plan to 

create or maintain the quality of habitat attractive to or required by a diverse population of wildlife.   

 

Flora. Adverse effects would be expected to continue.  Under the no action alternative, the health and 

condition of the plant communities on Camp Johnson would not be improved, and the management 

measures to improve and enhance the unique flora of the pitch pine-sandplains habitat would not be 

implemented.  Decline in habitat quality and complexity would continue to adversely affect biodiversity. 

 

Special Natural Areas (pitch pine-sandplains).  Adverse effects would be expected to continue.  

Without implementation of the management measures provided in this INRMP, these sites would not be 

provided any enhanced protection, thereby leaving these ecologically important habitats vulnerable to 

future degradation. 

 

Fauna. Moderate adverse effects on game and nongame species would be expected to continue.  

Management measures designed to protect and enhance wildlife habitats (i.e., aquatic, riparian, wetlands, 

terrestrial) would not be implemented; thereby, continuing to decrease the quality and complexity of the 

habitat.  Decline in habitat quality and complexity would continue to adversely affect wildlife and 

biodiversity, particularly for wildlife that utilize the open and forested areas on the installation. 

 

Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Species.  Adverse affects would be expected to state rare plants.  No 

special programs would exist to improve or create habitat for these species. 

 

Cultural Resources. Adverse effects on the cultural resources at Camp Johnson could occur.  The 

primary concern regarding cultural resources pertains to protecting sites within the training areas of 

Camp Johnson.  Under the no action alternative, there is no formal plan which integrates cultural 
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resource issues into the natural resource management planning process, thereby increasing the potential 

for disturbance of important cultural resource sites. 

 

Land Use.  No effects would be expected.  Under the no action alternative, no changes to on-site land 

uses or land use patterns would occur.  Because land uses would not be expected to change on-site, land 

use patterns in the surrounding area would not be affected. 

 

Facilities.  No effects would be expected.  All facilities would continue to be maintained and operated in 

accordance with required permits and capabilities of the systems.  Under the no action alternative, the 

demand for utilities and roads would not be expected to change, and therefore would not adversely affect 

existing facilities. 

 

Hazardous and Toxic Materials.  No effects would be expected.  All hazardous and toxic materials 

would continue to be handled in accordance with federal laws and Army regulations, including the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide 

Act (FIFRA), the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), and AR 200-1.  Thus, no adverse effects 

regarding the generation of hazardous and toxic materials would be expected under the no action 

alternative. 

 

Socioeconomic Resources.  No effects would be expected.  Under the no action alternative, various 

changes in population, housing, and economic conditions would continue.  Potential effects are precluded 

by the fact that the no action alternative does not involve any activities that change existing 

socioeconomic resources.  

 

Environmental Justice.  No effects would be expected since existing conditions would continue under 

this alternative.  The primary concern regarding environmental justice and potential environmental 

effects pertains to disproportionately high and adverse consequences occurring on children or minority 

and low-income communities.  The no action alternative in itself does not create any advantage or 

disadvantage for any group or individual, and is not expected to create disproportionately high or adverse 

human health or environmental effects on children or on minority or low-income populations or 

communities at or surrounding Camp Johnson.  Camp Johnson would address, however, any project-

specific issues regarding disproportionate adverse health or environmental effects on children, minority, 

or low-income groups should they arise and use best environmental management practices to ensure 
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compliance with applicable regulatory requirements.  Therefore, there would be no effects as a result of 

implementing the no action alternative. 

 

In summary, although the analysis of existing (i.e., baseline) conditions identifies no “significant impact 

issues”, the installation has several minor adverse impacts related to soil resources; water resources; 

aquatic habitat; terrestrial habitat; flora; and rare, threatened, and endangered species which need to be 

addressed.  Furthermore, the installation does not currently have a formal, integrated management plan 

for the conservation,  management, or restoration of its natural resources.  The condition conflicts with 

Camp Johnson’s underlying need to train and support the Army National Guard and other military units 

by providing a realistic and natural setting while simultaneously meeting mission requirements and 

complying with environmental regulations and policies.  In addition, the absence of a formal set of 

management measures inhibits the installation’s ability to adequately engage in future planning 

initiatives and does not capture benefits derived from identifying and executing comprehensive, 

integrated environmental and natural resource management actions.  Without comprehensive planning, 

there is the potential that adverse effects on natural resources might occur over the long term.  Therefore, 

implementation of the no action alternative is not favored.   

 

7.2 PROPOSED ACTION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 
 

 Potential consequences associated with the proposed action are discussed in this section for each 

resource area described in Section 3.0, Affected Environment.  Section 7.4 summarizes the analysis of 

potential consequences for the proposed action and compares the consequences of the proposed action to 

those of the no action alternative (i.e., baseline or existing conditions).  Potential environmental 

consequences associated with implementing the INRMP would result in either no effects or beneficial 

effects on the resource areas.  Compared to the no action alternative, environmental conditions at Camp 

Johnson would improve as a result of implementing the proposed INRMP.  Therefore, the proposed 

action is the preferred alternative.  Expected consequences of the preferred alternative for each resource 

area are presented in the following paragraphs. 

 

Environmental Setting.  No effects on the environmental setting would be expected on a regional level.  

Because of Camp Johnson’s small size and low impact type training,  effects to the environmental setting 

would be minimal whether or not this INRMP is implemented. 

 

Climate.  No effects on climate would be expected.  See above paragraph for explanation. 
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Air Quality. No effects would be expected.  The primary concern regarding air quality and potential 

environmental effects pertains to increases in pollutant emissions; exceedances of National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards and other federal, state, and local limits; and impacts on existing air permits.  

Examples of activities that would result in potential adverse changes in air quality conditions include (1) 

changes in military equipment, (2) increase in the number or location of personnel, (3) construction of 

new facilities or modification of existing facilities, or (4) increase or change in military operations.  

However, potential effects on existing pollutant emissions are precluded by the fact that the proposed 

action does not involve any activities that would contribute to changes in existing air quality conditions.  

Therefore, there would be no effects regarding air quality as a result of implementing the proposed 

action. 

 

Noise. No effects would be expected.  The major concerns regarding noise and potential environmental 

effects pertain to increases in sound levels, exceedances of acceptable land use compatibility guidelines, 

and changes in public acceptance (i.e., noise complaints).  However, potential effects are precluded by 

the fact that the proposed action does not involve any activities that would affect noise conditions, such 

as  (1) changes in military equipment, (2) increase in the number or location of personnel, (3) 

construction of new facilities or modification of existing facilities, or (4) increase or change in military 

operations.  Therefore, there would be no effects on noise levels or sound quality as a result of 

implementing the proposed action. 

 

Topography.  Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  By implementing a 

comprehensive soil resource management program, impacts on micro topography associated with erosion 

and sedimentation at Camp Johnson would be minimized. 

 

Geology.  Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  By implementing a comprehensive 

soil resource management program, impacts on geologic resources associated with erosion and 

sedimentation on Camp Johnson would be minimized. 

 

Soils.  Short and long-term Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  By  implementing 

a comprehensive soil resource management program, impacts on soils associated with erosion and 

sedimentation on Camp Johnson would be minimized.  In addition, monitoring of soil conditions on the 

installation to identify potential problem areas, the implementation of conservation measures in areas 

where exposure of soils is necessary and, when possible, the avoidance of activities likely to result in 
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erosion would minimize potential impacts on the soil resource and result in a reduction in erosion at 

Camp Johnson. 

 

Water Resources.  Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  The establishment of a 

water quality monitoring and watershed assessment program would result in beneficial effects on water 

quality by providing a mechanism for early detection of problems.  This would allow solutions to 

problems to be implemented in a timely manner.  Established vegetative riparian buffer zones would 

reduce impacts to waterbodies from nonpoint source pollutants.  The proper application of approved 

pesticides would minimize the potential impacts on water bodies and the associated biological 

communities. 

 

Wetlands. Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  Implementation of the proposed 

action would protect wetlands by providing a basis to evaluate and monitor habitat conditions through the 

continued development of a  wetland database for Camp Johnson.  The establishment of buffers would 

minimize potential impacts to wetlands associated with adjacent activities.  Additional efforts would be 

made to reduce impacts on wetlands by planning mission activities, when possible, in a manner 

consistent with wetland protection objectives.  Where current activities might be affecting wetland 

functions, efforts would be made to identify the types and sources of impacts and, where applicable, 

restoration of affected habitats would be implemented. 

 

Riparian Habitat.  Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  The assessment of riparian 

habitats at Camp Johnson would provide a basis to develop a management program that would both 

protect and enhance these habitats on the installation.  Assessment of riparian habitats at Camp Johnson 

would also provide a baseline that can be used in tracking conditions and trends of these habitats which 

would allow management practices to be applied where and when needed. The establishment of wider 

and limited use riparian buffers would result in beneficial effects on water quality at Camp Johnson by 

reducing nonpoint source impacts associated with runoff and adjacent land uses.  Additional management 

measures established to protect or enhance riparian habitats from the effects of sedimentation include 

proper planning of training exercises; limiting activities within 100 feet of surface waters; proper 

location, construction, and design of stream crossings to reduce impacts on flora and fauna, to minimize 

the modification of existing hydrologic characteristics and minimize erosion and sedimentation; and the 

continued implementation of firebreak management and recovery projects to minimize sediment loads to 

nearby waterbodies. 
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Communities and Ecosystems.  Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  From the 

perspective of habitat, implementation of the proposed action would result in improved terrestrial habitat 

conditions for flora and fauna since maintaining a high level of habitat diversity is a priority of the 

INRMP.  As part of this action, additional open areas would be maintained and expanded  in order to 

enhance unique grassland habitat.  In addition, snags and downed woody material would be preserved for 

potential nesting and forage sites, additional nest boxes would be erected; native trees and shrubs would 

be planted to provide additional habitat for wildlife; and unique forested areas would be improved to 

provide higher quality habitat for targeted species. 

 

Forest management practices recommended as part of the proposed action would similarly result in 

improved terrestrial ecosystem conditions by focusing on the long-term balance between maintaining 

forest ecosystem integrity and producing commercially valuable forest products. 

 

Flora. Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  Implementation of the proposed action 

would result in improved habitat conditions, and control of nonnative invasive species at Camp Johnson. 

 

Special Natural Area (pitch pine-sandplains).  Short and long-term beneficial effects would be 

expected.  Implementation of the proposed action would result in minimal impacts occurring as a result 

of training exercises and foot traffic.  Protective efforts within the special natural areas would include 

protection of endangered, threatened and rare species, controlled burning to create habitat for threatened 

and rare species, and controlling invasive species and monitoring for long-term changes in species 

composition. 

 

Fauna. Short and long-term beneficial effects would be expected.  Implementation of the proposed 

action would result in improved habitat conditions for wildlife species and diversity. 

 

Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Species.  Beneficial effects on state rare and listed species at Camp 

Johnson would be expected.  Implementation of the proposed action would provide protection and 

management for these species.  Furthermore, these species would be treated with added importance and 

valued for their contributions to the unique natural heritage of Camp Johnson. 

 

Cultural Resources. Beneficial effects on the cultural resources at Camp Johnson would be expected.  

For this INRMP, the primary concern regarding cultural resources pertains to protecting cultural resource 

sites located within the training areas of Camp Johnson.  Implementation of the proposed action would 
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provide for added coordination and integration of cultural resource issues into the natural resource 

management program.  Under the proposed action, the probability of disturbing potential cultural 

resource sites would be reduced. 

 

Land Use.  Beneficial impacts would be expected.  Training area lands would be improved through 

habitat manipulation (i.e., grasslands and forested areas) thereby improving land use function for various 

needs including military training and recreational use.  

 

Facilities. No effects would be expected.  All facilities would continue to be maintained and operated in 

accordance with required permits and capabilities of the systems.  Under the proposed action, the demand 

for utilities and roads would not be expected to increase and therefore would not adversely affect existing 

facilities.  Minor upgrades to the existing systems would be anticipated over time but would occur 

regardless of the implementation of the INRMP. 

 

Hazardous and Toxic Materials.  No effects would be expected.  All hazardous and toxic materials 

would continue to be handled in accordance with federal laws and Army regulations, including RCRA, 

the FIFRA, TSCA, and AR 200-1.  Thus, no adverse effects regarding the generation of hazardous and 

toxic materials would be expected under the proposed action. 

 

Socioeconomic Resources.  No effects would be expected.  The primary concern regarding potential 

effects on socioeconomic resources pertains to changes in population, housing, and economic conditions.  

Potential effects are precluded by the fact that the proposed action does not involve any activities that 

would contribute to changes in socioeconomic resources.  Therefore, there would be no effects regarding 

socioeconomic resources as a result of implementing the proposed action. 

 

Environmental Justice.  No effects would be expected.  The primary concern regarding environmental 

justice and potential environmental effects pertains to disproportionately high and adverse consequences 

occurring on children or minority and low-income communities.  Implementation of the proposed action 

in itself would not create any advantage or disadvantage for any group or individual.  The proposed 

INRMP is not expected to create disproportionately high or adverse human health or environmental 

effects on children or on minority or low-income populations or communities at or surrounding Camp 

Johnson.  Camp Johnson would address, however, any project-specific issues regarding disproportionate 

adverse health or environmental effects on children, minority, or low-income groups should they arise 
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and use best environmental management practices to ensure compliance with applicable regulatory 

requirements.  Therefore, there would be no effects as a result of implementing the proposed action. 

 

The EA findings are consistent with the goals of the natural resource management program to maintain 

ecosystem variability and ensure sustainability of desired military training area conditions; to maintain, 

protect and improve ecological integrity; to protect and enhance biological communities, particularly 

sensitive, rare, threatened and endangered species; to protect the ecosystems and their components from 

unacceptable damage or degradation, and to identify and restore degraded habitats.  The management 

measures recommended by the INRMP, if implemented, would directly and positively affect the health 

and condition of natural resources at Camp Johnson.   

 

7.3 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
 

A cumulative effect is defined as an effect on the environment that results from the incremental effect of 

the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 

agency or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative effects can result from individually minor 

but collectively significant actions taking place locally or regionally over a period of time.    

 

Implementation of the INRMP would result in a comprehensive environmental strategy for Camp 

Johnson that represents compliance, restoration, prevention, and conservation; improves the existing 

management approach for natural resources on the installation; and meets legal and policy requirements 

consistent with national natural resources management philosophies.  Implementation would be expected 

initially to improve existing environmental conditions at Camp Johnson, as shown by the potential for 

beneficial effects in Section 7.4.  Over time, adoption of the proposed action would enable Camp 

Johnson to achieve its goal of maintaining ecosystem viability and ensuring sustainability of desired 

military training area conditions. 

 

As described in Section 1.2, Background; 1.3, Responsible and Interested Parties; and 2.5, Future 

Military Mission Impacts on Natural Resources, Camp Johnson and neighboring lands can be viewed as 

generally stable, well-managed natural systems surrounded by areas of moderate growth and 

development.  There are no known changes planned for the Camp Johnson military mission or to the 

intensity and extent of training that currently occurs on the installation. 
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Although growth and development can be expected to continue outside Camp Johnson and the 

surrounding natural areas, the environmental effects, although possibly somewhat adversely affecting 

natural resources within the ecoregion, would not be expected to result in cumulatively adverse effects on 

these resources when added to the effects of activities associated with the proposed management 

measures contained in the INRMP.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.4 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 

Table 7-1 
Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences 

Resource Area/Environmental Condition1 Environmental Consequence 
 No Action Proposed Action 
 Environmental Setting  None  None 
 Climate  None  None 
 Air Quality  None  None 
 Noise  None  None 
 Topography  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Geology  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Soils  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Water Resources  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Wetlands  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
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 Riparian Habitat  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Communities and Ecosystems  Moderate Adverse  Beneficial 
 Flora  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Special Natural Areas  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
     Fauna      Moderate Adverse      Beneficial 
 Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Species  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Cultural Resources  Minor Adverse  Beneficial 
 Land Use  None  Beneficial 
 Facilities  None  Beneficial 
 Hazardous and Toxic Materials  None  None 
 Socioeconomic Resources  None  None 
 Environmental Justice  None  None 
 Cumulative Effects 2  None  Beneficial 

 1  Resource areas 
presented in this column are the same resource areas presented in Section 3.0, Affected Environment. 
 2 Cumulative effects (see Section 7.3) have been added to this table for reader convenience. 
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SECTION 8.0: 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

INRMP Summary.  This document reflects the commitment set forth by the Army to conserve, protect, 

and enhance the natural resources necessary to provide realistic military training for Army National 

Guard and other military units that utilize Camp Johnson.  The primary purpose and objective of this 

document is to present an implementable INRMP that guides Camp Johnson in meeting mission 

requirements, achieving natural resource management goals, and complying with environmental policies 

and regulations.  In addition, the NEPA analysis required for undertaking this major federal action (i.e., 

implementation of this plan) is embodied within the INRMP.  This document includes a comprehensive 

description, evaluation, and assessment of environmental conditions and natural resources at Camp 

Johnson. 

 

This INRMP is the final plan that will direct the natural resources management program at Camp 

Johnson from 2002 through 2006.  An ecosystem approach was used to develop the management 

measures for each resource area. Implementation of the management measures will maintain, protect, and 

enhance the ecological integrity of the training lands and the biological communities inhabiting them.  In 

addition, the natural resources management  measures described in this plan will protect Camp Johnson 

ecosystems and their components from unacceptable damage or degradation and identify and restore 

previously degraded habitats.   

 

Command support is essential for the implementation of this INRMP and is required for many of the 

natural resources management projects described herein.  This INRMP has the full support of the Post 

Commander and other personnel in command positions at Camp Johnson. 

 

NEPA Findings and Conclusions.  The proposed action to implement the INRMP for Camp Johnson 

was analyzed by comparing potential environmental consequences against existing conditions.  Findings 

indicate that, under the preferred alternative, potential consequences would result in either no significant 

adverse effects or only beneficial effects on each resource area (see Section 7.1).  The affected 

environment would not be significantly or adversely impacted by proceeding with the preferred 

alternative.  Additionally, no significant cumulative effects would be expected. 
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Based on this EA, implementation of the proposed action would have no significant environmental or 

socioeconomic effects.  Because no significant effects would result from implementation of the proposed 

action, preparation of an EIS is not required, and preparation of a Finding of No Significant Impact is 

appropriate. 
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 ANNUAL REPORT 
 

Restoration of the Pine-Oak-Heath Sandplain Forest 
at Camp Johnson, Colchester, Vermont 

 
BY 

 
Brett Engstrom (Consulting Ecologist) 

in cooperation with 
The Vermont Nongame and Natural Heritage Program 

 
 
 
 
 
This is the eighth annual report on monitoring and management activities in the Restoration Area 
at Camp Johnson.  Because of its importance for sandplain pine-oak-heath forest conservation, 
this 150+-acre area was designated a Restoration Area through a Memorandum of Agreement 
between the Vermont Military Department and the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department.  
Funding for this work has been provided through a Department of Defense Legacy grant, and by 
the Nongame and Natural Heritage Program of the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department. 
 
 
Fire Management 
 
No ecological burns took place this year.  Slash from late fall 1998 patch cuts in management 
units (MUs) 5 and 6 should be well cured by now.  A map of the MUs within the Restoration 
Area is shown in Figure 1 on page 7.  Given the heavy snowpack this (2000-2001) year and 
predicted wet and late spring, no spring burn is planned for 2001.  Instead experimental summer 
patch burns are proposed for MU 5 and 6.  Summer’s high temperatures have the potential to dry 
out soil duff which, if consumed in a burn, leads to mineral soil exposure, one of the ecological 
objectives for these burns. This proposed burn, as with all burns, will be dependent upon 
appropriate weather conditions.  By doing small (1/4 hectare or less) patch burns,  logistics will 
hopefully be less cumbersome. This management activity will be another step in our long-term 
goal, which, restated from the first year’s report (1993), is: “Restore and maintain a mosaic of 
old growth, presettlement white pine-oak forest and pitch pine-oak-heath woodland.” 
 
 
Effects of Ecological Burns on Vegetation 
 
No observations were made directly on the effects of the 1995 and 1998 ecological burns.  
General appearance of both MU 7A and 7B were unchanged from 1999. 
 
Pitch Pine Regeneration 
 



 

Very little mortality has been noted in the three-year old pitch pines planted two years ago.  
Brush was cut around some of these planted pines growing in MU 7A openings by the Nongame 
and Natural Heritage Program.  If not done by the Heritage Program this year, a complete 
resurvey of these planted pines should be done next year.   
 
Kristin Hall, a student at Hartwick College in New York, completed her undergraduate thesis on 
the pitch pine at Camp Johnson.  She mapped and took size measurements from all the trees in 
the Restoration Area.  Her analysis of tree rings from several pines showed no correlation with 
precipitation, with individual pines varying widely in growth rates.  Her tree map and 
measurements should be converted to a GIS digital map with accompanying attribute table. 
 
 
Rare Plant Monitoring 
 
The rare plant monitoring effort this year was light compared to previous years.  Mike O’Hara 
gathered locational data via GPS at many rare plant sites in the Restoration Area this fall.  
Hopefully this digital mapping effort can be continued next year. A resurvey of the  many-leaved 
bulrush (Scirpus polyphyllus) at Camp Johnson revealed a thriving population, with the number 
of plants likely a few thousand.  This is an endangered species in Vermont. A brief review of 
several of the large whorled pogonia (Isotria verticillata) colonies shows the species to be site 
persistent, with numbers at equivalent to perhaps lower than other years. 
 
After years of searching, hairy lettuce (Lactuca hirsuta), a state-threatened sandplain species, 
was finally discovered at Camp Johnson.  This brings the number of state-listed species on the 
property to 10, though only nine are known to be extant.  An additional 15 rare to uncommon, 
but not state-listed, plants are known from Camp Johnson.  Table 1 (page 8) shows Camp 
Johnson’s current list of  uncommon, rare, threatened, and endangered plants.  All tables and the 
single figure are attached to the end of this report, starting on page 7. 
 
 
Results of Permanent Plot Vegetation Sampling 
 
In order to help guide management activities, as well as more fully characterize the sandplain 
pine-oak-heath forest natural community, eight 400 meter-square (20x20 meters) permanent 
plots were established and sampled in 1993 and 1994.  Approximate locations of these plots are 
marked on the Restoration Area map shown in Figure 1.  Five years later, in 1998 and 1999, the 
first four plots were resampled.  Placing one in each MU, these plots were chosen subjectively to 
reflect the forest variation found on the Restoration Area flats.  Plot sampling methods follow 
those used by the Nongame and Natural Heritage Program’s for forested natural communities.  
In this protocol plants are broken into vegetation strata and given percent cover values for the 
entire plot.  Other edaphic information, including soil profiles, is also recorded at these natural 
community plots. 
 
The resampled plots are located in MUs 5, 6, 7A and 7B.   These four MUs located in the eastern 
half of the Restoration Area have received all the restoration activities in concurrence with the 
long-term plan and management activities set down in the first annual report dated November 3, 



 

1993.  Table 2  (page 9) details these activities according to management unit and permanent plot 
affected.  Since the plot data generates many different types of information, the results presented 
in the remainder of this section will be broken down into numbered topics. 
 
 
1.  Plot Tree Data Summary 
Table 3  (page 10) presents a summary of all the tree data collected in 1993-1994 from the eight 
permanent plots.  Note that this data was collected prior to all of the restoration management 
activities listed in Table 2. This data includes diameters of all living and standing dead trees in 
the plots with diameters of 10 centimeters or greater.  Tree diameters, rounded to the nearest 
centimeter, were taken at breast height (dbh) using a metric diameter tape. As a reference to be 
used in this table and the ones to follow, scientific names for common tree species are given at 
the bottom of Table 3.   
 
Table 3 figures show that the number (tally) of live stems in the plots varied considerably, 
ranging from 14 to 34, or 350 to 850 stems per hectare.  These stem number extremes mirror 
those found in total plot basal areas.  Size distributions presented in the live stem tally section of 
the table are typical in that the smallest diameter size category (10-19.9 cm) has the most trees.  
However, while half of the plots show a logarithmic decrease in number of stems as size 
increases, the remaining four plots have a bimodal distribution, i.e. with the fewest trees in the 
intermediate size class.  This latter distribution likely represents trees of two age cohorts.  At 58 
cm dbh, a black oak in plot #1 was the largest tree in any of the plots, and oaks in general were 
the largest trees in all the plots. 
 
As for dead stems, plot #1 had the greatest number (14), most of which were gray birch.  The 
presence of so many gray birch suggests that that part of the Restoration Area was completely 
cleared in the past.  There were not exceptionally large standing dead trees, or live trees for that 
matter, in any of the plots.  This translates to a history of forest disturbance where trees are not 
allowed to reach maturity. 
 
Basal area figures in the same table place black oak as the dominant species overall with red 
maple not far behind.  Red oak, white oak and bigtooth aspen are on the average of secondary 
importance in the canopy.  However, bigtooth aspen appeared in only plot # 5 and 8.  The aspen 
was dominant or codominant in both of these plots.  This again reflects a patchy disturbance 
history in the Restoration Area. 
Lastly, Table 3 figures show black oak with the largest average standing dead basal area, and 
white oak and bigtooth aspen in second place.  In contrast the more numerous, but smaller, red 
maple, which is the second most important tree in terms of basal area, displayed the least 
mortality. While these  figures are likely the result of natural mortality, the oaks’ higher 
mortality might be a reflection of the its’ vulnerability to gypsy moth attacks.  The stress of the 
last gypsy moth infestation is clearly correlated with the restricted growth rings observed on tree 
stumps in the Restoration Area. 
 
Several major management activities have occurred since 1993-1994 when the plot data was 
collected for Table 3.  Figures in Table 4 (page 11) show the radical decrease in total basal area 
in plots # 1-3.  This basal area decrease translates directly to loss of canopy cover.  The canopy 



 

decrease of 86% in plot #1 (MU 7B) and 41% in plot #3 (MU 6) is wholly attributable to the tree 
cutting activities in 1993 and 1998.  In plot #2 (MU7A), however, only half of the decrease in 
basal area came from cutting.  The other half was a result of the 1995 spring burn.  Based on 
other plot data, over two thirds of the overstory died in the center of MU 7A as a result of the 
1995 burn.  In contrast, Table 4 figures show that the basal area in plot #4 (MU 5) has slightly 
increased.  This is to be expected given that the vicinity of plot #4 has not been subjected to 
cutting or ecological burn. 
 
2.  Summary of Plant Cover Data, 1993-1994 
Table 5 (pages 12-14) presents a summary of all the plot plant cover data gathered during the 
1993-1994 sampling.  The data is divided into five vegetation layers, then arranged in order of 
descending frequency.  As set out in  Natural Heritage Program protocol, all species’ percent 
cover numbers are estimated for the entire 400m2 plot, as opposed to subsampling.  Since there 
were essentially no nonvascular plants or lichens that were not on trees or logs, all the species 
occurring in this and subsequent tables are vascular plants. 
 
Of the seven most frequent and abundant (i.e. high  percent cover) ground layer species, three 
(Maianthemum canadense, Trientalis borealis, and Aralia nudicaulis) are very common species 
in a very wide variety of habitats in northeastern United States.  Though also widespread the 
other four species (Carex pensylvanica, Gaultheria procumbens, Lysimachia quadrifolia, and 
Pteridium aquilinum) are generally more restricted to drier habitats (rocky or sandy) at lower 
elevations.  Of these four important species in the ground layer, the Lysimachia quadrifolia is 
perhaps most uniquely associated with sandplain pine-oak-heath forest in Vermont.  Found at the 
bottom of the ground layer list, the range of total plant cover runs from 25.7% in plot #1 to 
90.4% in plot #5, with an average plot ground layer cover of 56%.   
 
In the low shrub layer (_ 1 meter high) five species (Vaccinium vacillans, Vaccinium 
angustifolium, Kalmia angustifolia and Gaylussacia baccata), all in the heath family, clearly 
dominate.  These are all inherently low shrub species.  While there is considerable variation of 
total low shrub cover between the plots, the 26% overall average is high compared to most other 
upland habitats in Vermont.  While most of the 15 species recorded in the high shrub layer 
(generally 1-4 meters tall) are young tree species, three of the most important species in this 
layer (Corylus cornuta, Amelanchier sp., and Hamamelis virginiana) are true shrub species.  
While some species of shadbush (Amelanchier sp.) can be of small tree form, the species at 
Camp Johnson mostly takes on the form of a tall shrub.  Though not forming high cover, the 
frequent presence of white pine (Pinus strobus) and red maple (Acer rubrum) has implications 
for future forest canopy composition. Like the low shrub layer, the total high shrub cover varies 
among plots, but has an average of 23%.  
 
Ranging generally from 4 to 15 meters in height, the small tree layer figures found on page 14 
show red maple as the clear understory canopy dominant in all plots.  These advanced 
regeneration maples are likely to reach the canopy over time, though disturbances such as fire or 
disease could prevent this.  The total cover of this layer is consistently quite high, averaging 37 
percent.  The overstory layer figures are proportionally similar to the basal area figures in Table 
3.  They are a little different in that basal area figures are a combination of  overstory and small 
trees.   



 

 
Table 6 (page 15) presents a list of all species found in the eight permanent plots during the first 
sampling, regardless of vegetation layer, and their frequencies.  Excluding the two undetermined 
species in parentheses, the plots combined had a species richness of 71.  However, the species 
richness of individual plots were about half this number (see bottom of Table 5, page 14).  While 
about half of the species occurred in four or more of the plots, about one third were present in 
only one plot.  More plots would be necessary to plot out a good species area curve.  Oryzopsis 
pungens, Lilium philadelphicum, and Asclepias exaltata are three uncommon to rare species 
found in the plots.  
 
3.  Change in Plant Cover Over Time 
Tables 7-10 (pages 16 - 19) present plant cover data from both 1993-1994 and 1998-1999 
samplings of plots # 1-4, respectively.  While more analysis is needed, a few observations are 
presented here based on the data in these tables.  First, species’ composition and cover can 
change dramatically over time, especially after disturbance events.  In plot #1 (Table 7) 14 new 
species appeared in the ground layer after the patch cutting and spring burn.  Many of these are 
ruderal, or weedy, species.  Ten ground layer species could not be found on the second sampling.  
And blackberry (Rubus allegheniensis) overwhelmed the high shrub (S1) layer.  Similar but less 
dramatic switches in species composition occurred in plots # 2 and 3 (Tables 8 and 9), both of 
which were subject to at least cutting disturbance.  The appearance of low bindweed (Calystegia 
spithamaea), a state-threatened species, in plot #2 after the two ecological burns and cutting in 
that MU was of particular significance.   Wood lily (Lilium philadelphicum), an uncommon plant 
in Vermont, similarly appeared in plot #2 after the disturbances.  A dramatic shift in the 
abundance of bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum) took place at plot #2, going from 18.7% cover   
 
in 1993 to 95% cover in 1999.  In contrast plot #4 (Table 10), which was not subject to the 
cutting and burns, had relatively little change in species composition or cover. 
 
4.  Soil Analysis Results 
A copy of the nutrient analysis report on 13 soil samples from seven of the permanent plots is 
included as Appendix 1 (page 21).  At plot # 3, 5, 6, and 8, samples were taken from at least 3 
different soil horizons.  At plot # 1, 2, and 7 they were taken in the A horizon.  The availability 
of all nutrients dropped with soil depth.  Soil acidity, measured as pH, however, rose slightly 
with depth.  Surface layers were generally strongly acid, ranging from 3.8 to 4.96.  Textural 
analysis was not done on these soils, but would be very useful.  A comparison of this data with 
soils in other forested natural communities is needed.   
 
 
Results of Grid Point Witness Tree Sampling 
 
Included in Appendix 2 (pages 22 - 37) is all the data collected at the 244 grid points during 
mapping of the Restoration Area from 1995-1997.  An explanation of abbreviations and protocol 
is found on page 22.   Just as in land surveys of yore, nearest trees to the stake were recorded as 
“witness trees”.  In addition to species’ names, diameter at breast height (dbh) of each witness 
tree was recorded.  Landscape position and slope exposure can be useful locational information, 



 

but also provide good ecological information about the Restoration Area.  Data to the nearest 
path was recorded only at some points, so it is not available for analysis at this point. 
 
Table 11 (page 20) presents an analysis of the witness tree data relative to landscape position.  Of 
the 481 trees recorded over all landscape positions, 43% were red maple, 16 % black oak, then 
white oak, red oak and white pine at 6 - 8%.  On the flats, black oak and red maple are the most 
common trees, with white oak and white pine of secondary importance.  Red maple is clearly the 
dominant species in all slope and drainage bottom positions.  While both white and red oaks are 
common on all three slope positions, black oak drops out going downslope.  Sugar maple, such a 
ubiquitous tree throughout most of Vermont, occurs very sparingly in the Restoration Area, 
appearing only on the mid-lower slopes and drainage bottoms.  Other species, such as 
musclewood, basswood, white ash, black ash, black cherry and mountain maple are similarly 
restricted to the lower slope positions and drainage bottoms.  Not surprisingly all the birch 
species and the poplars become prevalent in the borrowpit.  While a more thorough GIS analysis 
would be helpful, it is interesting to note that according to this grid point analysis 39% of the 
Restoration Area is flats, another 39% slope (upper,mid, and lower) 12% drainage bottom (dry, 
wet, and alluvial), 8% borrowpit, and 2% in some hillock top position. 
 
An analysis of witness tree size (479 trees) show white pine the largest (97 cm dbh), a 19 cm 
white oak the median tree, and 23 cm the average diameter.  Seventy-eight percent of the trees 
were 10 - 29.9 cm dbh, 18% 30 - 49.9 cm dbh, and 4% 50 cm dbh or greater.  
 



 

 

 
 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
Vermont Army National Guard 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
The Vermont Army National Guard (VTARNG) proposes to implement an 
Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP) for Camp Johnson 
training area, Colchester, Vermont.  This Draft INRMP will guide natural 
resources management for the period 2002 through 2006, and will provide a 
foundation for planning beyond 2006.  
 
Implementation of the management measures contained in this Draft INRMP and 
associated Environmental Assessment (EA) will maintain, protect, and enhance 
the ecological integrity on the training lands and the biological communities 
inhabiting them.  In addition, the natural resource management measures 
described in this plan will protect Camp Johnson’s ecosystems and their 
components from unacceptable damage or degradation and identify and restore 
previously degraded habitats. 
 
The Vermont Army National Guard is currently conducting a 15-day public 
review and comment period on the Draft INRMP and combined Draft EA.  The 
Draft EA evaluates potential environmental effects of the proposed action and 
the no action alternative. 
 
The draft document is available from August 13 through August 28, 2001 for review at the 
following locations:  
 
Burnam Memorial Library, Colchester, VT  05446.  802-879-7576. 
 
Vermont State Library, 109 State St,  Montpelier, VT 05602.  802-828-3261. 
 
Bailey/Howe Library,  University of Vermont,  Burlington, VT 05403.  802-656-2022. 
 
Public Affairs Office, Vermont National Guard, Green Mountain Armory, Camp Johnson, 
Colchester, VT.   Monday through Friday, 7:30am-4:00pm.  
 
Written substantive comments received on or before August XX, 2001 will be addressed.  
Send comments to The Adjutant General’s Office, Attn: Public Affairs (1LT Johnson), 
Green Mountain Armory, Camp Johnson, Colchester, VT 05446-3004. 
 
Additional information may be obtained through Lieutenant Johnson by calling  (802) 
338-3246 or writing to The Adjutant General’s Office at the address listed above.  
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Glossary 
 
Before Present (BP).  A method used to describe years preceding the current year.  Usually used 
when describing events which occurred before the arrival of man and used instead of the B.C. and 
A.D. acronyms.  Could substitute ‘years ago’ for BP. 
 
Best Management Practices.  Resource management decisions that are based on the latest 
professional and technical standards for the protection, enhancement, and rehabilitation of natural 
and cultural resources. 
 
Biodiversity.  The variety of life forms and processes and the environment in which they occur.   
Biodiversity includes the number and variety of living organisms, the genetic differences among 
them, the communities and ecosystems in which they occur, and the ecological and evolutionary 
processes that keep them functioning, yet ever changing and adapting. 
 
Conservation.  Planned management, use, and protection of natural and cultural resources to 
provide sustainable use and continued benefit for present and future generations, and the 
prevention of exploitation, destruction, wasted and/or neglect. 
 
Cultural Resources.  Buildings, structures, sites, and objects eligible for r included in the 
National Register of Historic Places;  “cultural items” as defined in 25 U.S.C. 3001 (reference 
(u)); American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, or Native Hawaiian scared sites for which access is 
protected under 42 U.S.C. 1996 (reference(d)); “archeological resources” as defined by Section 
470 aa-11 of 16 U.S.C. (reference h)); and :archeological artifact collections and associated 
records” defined under 36 CFR 79 (reference (e)).  
 
Ecosystem.  A dynamic and natural complex of living organisms interacting with each other and 
with their associated non-living environment. 
 
Ecosystem Management.  A goal-driven approach to managing natural and cultural resources 
that supports present and future mission requirements; preserves ecosystem integrity; is at a scale 
compatible with natural processes; is cognizant of nature’s timeframes; recognizes social and 
economic viability with functioning ecosystems; is adaptable to complex and changing 
environmental requirements; and is realize through effective partnerships among private, local, 
State, tribal, and Federal Interests.  Ecosystem management is a process that considers the 
environment as a complex system functioning as a whole, not as a collection of parts, and 
recognizes that people and their social and economic needs are a part of the whole. 
 
INRMP.  Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan. 
 
Natural Resources.  All Elements of nature and their environments of soul, air, and water.  
Those consist of earth resources (non-living resources such as minerals and soil) and biological 
resources (living resources such as plants and animals). 
 
Riparian Area.  The vegetation that occurs along the moisture gradient on soils adjacent to 
watercourses, waterbodies and seeps.  The closer the vegetation is to the water, the more flood-
tolerant it must be. 
 
Stewardship.  The management of resources entrusted to one’s care in a way that preserves and 
enhances the resources and their benefits for present and future generations. 
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Wetlands.  Lands where saturation is the dominant factor determining the nature of soil 
development and the types of plant and animal communities living in the soiil and on its surface.  
Common terms used to describe various wetlands include; marshes, bogs, swamps, sloughs, 
potholes, vernal pools and wet meadows. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES PROTOCOL 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
The following are the minimum procedures for reporting on archaeological and historical 
resources encountered in the course of operations on this facility: 
 
Inadvertent discovery of artifacts (arrowheads, pottery, old glass items, coins, and similar objects), 
features (old foundations and walls, cellar pits, old wells, old gravestones, and similar remains), and 
human remains (burials, unmarked graves, pieces of human bone). 
 
1) Report the find as soon as possible to your immediate superior. 
2) Do not move or remove the find and, whenever possible, avoid the find and make sure of its 

location. 
3) The location and type of find should then be reported as soon as possible to the CFMO 
 
Special Note In the case of the inadvertent discovery of human remains it is extremely important that 
the area be avoided and left undisturbed. At a minimum and whenever possible an avoidance perimeter 
of 50 feet around the remains should be maintained and enforced until the CFMO has been notified. As 
per the Vermont Attorney General’s Office, the VTARNG shall not assume remains are Native 
American and the discovery shall, initially, be treated as a crime scene. The CFMO or CRM shall work 
closely with the JAG. The State Police (and if federal site, the FBI) shall be notified through the JAG.  
VTARNG will comply with NAGPRA requirements.  Detailed notification procedures for inadvertent 
discovery of cultural resources and human remains are outlined below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Legal notice The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C 470ee) states 
that any person who knowingly excavates, removes, damages, alters or otherwise defaces 
archaeological resources may be subject to a fine of up to $20,000 or imprisoned not more than 
two years, or both.  (21 SEP 01). 

A. CFMO/Cultural 
Resources Manager 

Considers Historical Preservation 
Laws and Regulations, initiates 

required actions, provides 
specific guidance to OIC/NCOIC 

Legal and Law 
Enforcement 
In the case of 

human remains 

VTARNG C/S, OTAG, PAO and other 
VTARNG Staff as needed 

Vermont State Historic 
Preservation Office 

Native American Tribes if remains 
possibly associated 

Individual or Group 
Makes Inadvertent 

Discovery of 
Artifacts or Human 

Remains 

Commander or 
 Senior OIC/NCOIC 

on-site 
Command 

Headquarters on-site 
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COL Alan Nye 
Vermont Army National Guard 
Facilities Management Officer 
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Appendix N – Addendum Addressing Aviation Training 
and Grassland Bird Management 

 
1) Need and Purpose for Training VT Army National Guard Helicopter Units 
(applicable to Sections 2.1 and 3.12.1) 
 
The Vermont Army National Guard (VTARNG) Aviators have a need for specific 
training that is limited to type and size training areas.  These aviators are part of a Black 
Hawk Helicopter (UH-60) Company or a small two-passenger helicopter (OH 58).  The 
Black Hawk Company is an Air Ambulance Medical Evacuation Unit.  The pilots and 
crew must train to land in a number of weather conditions, to land on bare sand or snow 
without losing visibility, and to land at night.  The pilots must also practice slope 
landings and low level hovering.  Hovering is a perishable skill that requires the pilots to 
stabilize the aircraft as reasonably possible while the aircrew operates the hoist.  Hoist 
operations include the delivery of (medical) supplies in a remote area, plucking a 
stranded hiker off a mountainside or lift an injured individual. 
 
Due to the low level flights and amount of time needed to practice the hovering 
techniques / hoist operations, the limited areas to practice this are becoming less and less 
each year.  Most private residences consider the extended time near their homes to be a 
nuisance and undesired.  The public does not like to hear the sound of the helicopters in 
their warm weather recreation areas; so the State Forests and the Green Mountain 
National Forest are, also, less permissible each year.  Consequently, VTARNG Aviators 
are relying more and more on the use of the Training Areas available at Camp Johnson, 
Ethan Allen Firing Range, or the Airport. 
 
When the army aviators use the Burlington Airport for slope landings or hovering, it 
causes use restrictions for other operators at the airport and increases concern for safety 
for everyone.  The Ethan Allen Firing Range in Jericho, VT is the VTARNG Training 
Area for artillery and mortar (indirect) fires, the M-1 Abrams Tank main gun (sub-
caliber) firing and the firing of both small arms and crew serve weapons.  Such activity 
forces the FAA to implement airspace restrictions over the 11,218+ acres.  This same air 
space restriction prohibits the low level flying that the army aviators need and seek. 
 
Consequently, Camp Johnson is a critical training area for the army aviators to maintain 
their readiness skills if needed in time of war, natural disasters, or medical evacuations.   
 
2) Description of Necessary Training Conducted at Camp Johnson (applicable to 
Section 3.12.1). 
 
The Army Aviation elements primarily use helicopters (UH 60s and OH 58s) at Camp 
Johnson.  The post maintenance flight checks and training consists mostly of low level 
flights.  The flight routes outside the Camp Johnson property are flown at 300-600 feet 
above ground level (AGL) and stay to the industrial zones as much as possible.  The 
larger training zone (Zones C, D-1, and D-2 of the attached map) is used for the nap-of- 
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the-earth (NOE) and night vision goggle training.  The above ground altitude is 
approximately 50 feet, and the periphery of the outlined area is where most of this 
training occurs. 
 
The smaller training zone is the stage field(includes B-2, & B-3 in Figure 3-6 of the 
INRMP) and is the busiest of the two aviation training zones.  This training involves 
flight approaches, slope landings, and decelerated NOE work, and simulated power 
failures.  The slope landings require the pilot to hover three feet AGL and then land.  The 
deceleration work involves flying fifteen feet AGL along the length of the stage field, and 
the pilot eventually slows to a stationary hover.  The simulated power failures involve an 
initial altitude of 1,000 feet, and the autorotation of several hundred feet before the 
engine re-engages the rotor.  The approach on the southeast end involves altitudes of 
approximately 950 feet AGL. 
 
 
3) Impacts and Description of Permissible Training in Vicinity of Grassland Song 
Birds (applicable to Section 5.9 and 5.9.1). 
 
Although the landings would be limited to Zone B-3 from May through August 15th each 
year, the pilots still have a need to hover over B-2 as part of the approach for slope 
landings and practicing hoist lifts as part of the military and civil support roles for 
medical evacuations.  Although landings on the open stage field would be restricted to B-
3 due to wind directions, location of power lines, and distance to trees or buildings, 
landings can not always happen on B-3.   Pilots will consider and use of other zones at 
Camp Johnson when available or as safety requirements allow before using B-2 to land 
from May to August 15th time period. 
 
As an effort to minimize additional training restrictions on military preparedness and 
protect the current songbird population, all parties within the VTARNG are working to 
find an adequate solution.  The songbird population is on a serious decline nationally and 
the grasshopper sparrow is specifically State Listed. 
 
By limiting the activity over Zone B-2 to hovering at  >15 ft AGL, it is believed the lack 
of actual physical contact of landing gear and the concentrated rotor wash experienced 
during landings and take-offs will mitigate harm to the nests, eggs or fledglings.  The 
birds have managed to brood and survive with the presence of helicopters thus far.  It is 
thought the population will continue under these conditions, also. 
 
As far as landings and hoisting objects, this activity can occur year around in Zone B-3 
and in Zone B-2 from August 15th to May 1st.   
 
To delineate the B-3 Training Zone and persuade the grassland birds to brood in the 
designated regions (B-2), the B-3 Zone will be moved in early June.  Prior to mowing the 
B-3 Zone can be distinguished as a straight line from the most eastern end of the most 
eastern field latrine to the utility pole on the eastern side of the driveway to the small 
chain-linked fenced compound.  The only zones that will be mowed within B-2 is one 
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mower width pass on either side of the running track and a walking path from the Green 
Mountain Armory to the running track.  All other portions of the B-2 Zone will remain 
unmowed and unused each year until August 15th. 
 

 Aviation Training Area Use and Mowing Summary Table 
 

Training Zone 
Designation Limitations Permissive 

Activities Mowing Schedule 

B-1 (RTI and 
NATO Obstacle  
Course) 

Not Applicable Not Applicable closely mowed lawn 
on weekly basis 

B-2  
 
Stage field 

No touchdown or 
land & no hovering 
< 15 ft. AGL from 
May 1st through 
Aug 15th  

--Unrestricted use 
from Aug 15th thru  
May 1st.  
--Yr Around 
hovering > 15 ft 
AGL 

--5/1 to 8/15 only 
the footpath and 
along running track.  
--After 15 Aug, on 
monthly or 
bimonthly basis 

B-3 
 
 
 
NW end of  
Stage field 

Unrestricted year 
around 

Unrestricted year 
around 

First mowing to 
occur early June and 
plans include 
mowing every two 
weeks thereafter 
during the growing 
season 

C Unrestricted except 
C-4 (Baffle Range) 
and C-3 (Area 5000 
compound) 

None except for C-3 
and C-4 

Some mowing 
limited in C-3 and 
C-4 

D Unrestricted   Open areas vicinity 
of ROPES course 
and within Area 
2400 compound 
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