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FINAL
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS)
at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Florida
U.S. Customs and Border Protection Air and Marine

The mission of CBP Air and Marine (CBP A&M), the world’s largest law enforcement air
force, is to protect the American people and Nation’s critical infrastructure through the
coordinated use of integrated air and marine forces to detect, interdict and prevent acts of
terrorism and the unlawful movement of people, illegal drugs and other contraband

toward or across the borders of the United States.

This specialized law enforcement capability allows CBP A&M to make significant
contributions to the homeland security efforts of DHS, as well as to those of Federal,
State, local, and tribal agencies. To accomplish this mission, CBP A&M utilizes over 700
pilots and 267 aircraft including the use of unmanned aircraft systems (UASs), over 130

mariners and over 200 vessels.

An Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in compliance with provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 as amended (42 U.S.C. 4332, et seq.),
the Council on Environmental Quality’'s (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations at 40
Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Part 1500 et seq., and DHS’s Environmental Planning

Management Directive 5100.1.

The EA was prepared to present and evaluate the Proposed Action and alternatives,
including the No Action Alternative. Resources addressed in the EA include land use,
geology and soil, hydrology and groundwater, surface waters, floodplains, vegetative
habitat, wildlife and aquatic habitat, threatened and endangered species, cultural,

historical, archeological resources, air quality, climate, noise, utilities, roadways, aesthetic




and visual resources, hazardous materials, socioeconomics, environmental justice,
sustainability and greening and human health and safety. The EA was made available
during public comment period beginning 24 June 2010. Because the CBP A&M
Proposed Action would occur on a United States Air Force (USAF) installation, the USAF
and CBP A&M have been working in concert to prepare this EA. This EA is attached to

the FONSI and incorporated by reference.

Also used in the preparation of the EA was the Environmental Assessment [EA] for the
Skid Strip Area Development Plan [ADP] at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station [CCAFS],
Florida. This EA presents the environmental analysis for an Area Development Plan
which included the construction of hangars and flight line improvements in the same

location as this project. This EA is also incorporated by reference.

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed location for this Project is Cape Canaveral Air
Force Station (CCAFS) in Florida. CCAFS is located in Brevard County near the Kennedy
Space Center on Florida’s Atlantic coastline. The Station is located on a barrier island

bordered by the Atlantic Ocean to the east and the Banana River to the west.

PURPOSE AND NEED: The purpose of this action is to establish a U.S. CBP A&M
Southeastern Region Operations Center that has the capability to support UAS
operations in the vicinity of CCAFS. CBP A&M has identified the need to establish a

maritime UAS operating presence along the southeast coastal region.

The need for this project would support CBP’s mission, which entails the protection of the
nation’s borders against the illegal entry of terrorists and terrorist weapons and the
enforcement of laws that protect the U.S. homeland. This is done through the detection,

interdiction, and apprehension of those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle any




person or contraband across the sovereign borders of the United States. The
implementation of this mission is a crucial component of DHS'’s layered approach to

border security. The use of UASs in support of these mission requirements serves as a

“force-multiplier” for this agency.

ALTERNATIVES: Four alternatives were considered: The No Action Alternative, the
Proposed Action - Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar, Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar

F, and Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C. These alternatives are described below.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, United States (U.S.) Customs
and Border Protection (CBP) personnel and CBP assets would leave Cape Canaveral Air
Force Station (CCAFS) upon completion of the Operational Testing and Evaluation
(OT&E). While the No Action Alternative does not satisfy the stated purpose and need, its

inclusion in this EA is required by NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.14[c)).

Proposed Action Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar. The Proposed Action includes
the beddown of the equipment, personnel, and infrastructure at CCAFS necessary to
support CBP’s mission. The Proposed Action would also include flight operations for the
Guardian. Proposed facility projects include construction of a new hangar and associated
parking facilities, placement of a ground data terminal, and infrastructure improvements.
Flight operations would consist of a certificate of authorization from the Federal Aviation

Administration and the use of special use airspace in the vicinity of CCAFS.

Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F. Currently, CBP is utilizing Hangar F for the OT&E at
CCAFS. Under a memorandum of agreement, the U.S. Air Force (USAF) has allowed
CBP to utilize administrative space and hangar facilities in the southern half of the

Hangar. The current space is adequate for the OT&E operations, but CBP would require




additional administrative space for a permanent mission. This alternative would include
renovations to the unoccupied portions of Hangar F to accommodate the incoming CBP
personnel described under Alternative 2. UAS flight operations would remain as

described in Alternative 2.

Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C. Hangar C is a structure that was utilized during the
manned space flight program and is listed as a National Historic Landmark (NHL) on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The current facility would be available for
use by CBP. This site would require extensive lead-based paint and asbestos-containing
materials (ACMs) abatement prior to any renovation activities. No tow way or taxiway
exists that would provide the Guardian aircraft access to the airfield. With sufficient
improvements and use of waivers, an existing vehicular road could be utilized as a tow
way. UAS flight operations and support personnel numbers would remain as described in

Alternative 2.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: Implementation of the Proposed Action would
disturb approximately five acres of live oak/saw palmetto ha.bitat for the construction of a
hangar, administrative facilities, parking apron and taxiway, and vehicle parking. No
impacts to oak/saw palmetto habitat would occur with the implementation of Alternative 3.
The implementation of Alternative 4 would impact approximately 3.5 acres of maritime

hammock along the existing road between Hangar C and the landfill.

Implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives would have no direct impact on:
surface waters and waters of the United States; floodplains; aesthetic and visual
resources; cultural, historical or archeological resources; transportation; minority

populations; noise; airspace management; or hydrology and groundwater.




Implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives is anticipated to have minor
impacts to: land usage, geology and soils, vegetative habitat, wildlife resources,
threatened and endangered species, air quality, hazardous materials, energy

consumption, and human health and safety.

No significant adverse effects to the natural or human environment, as defined in 40 CFR
Section 1508.27 of the CEQ’s Regulations for Implementing NEPA, are expected upon

implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives.

MITIGATION: Mitigation measures are identified for each resource category that could be
potentially affected. Many of these measures have been incorporated as standard
operating procedures by CBP in similar past projects. It is CBP policy to mitigate adverse
impacts through a sequence of avoidance, minimization, and compensation. These
mitigation measures detailed below will be incorporated into a Project Management Plan.
If any potentially adverse effects of this project are identified, the following measures will

be employed:

General Construction Activities: Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be

implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction activities, and
would include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of solid and hazardous and/or
regulated materials. To minimize potential impacts from solid and hazardous and
regulated materials, all fuels, waste oils and solvents would be collected and stored in
tanks or drums within a secondary containment system that consists of an impervious
floor and bermed sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container
stored therein. The refueling of machinery will be completed in accordance with accepted

industry and regulatory guidelines, and all vehicles will have drip pans during storage to




contain minor spills and drips. Although it would be unlikely for a major spill to occur, any
spill of reportable quantities will be contained immediately within an earthen dike, and the
application of an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, sock, etc.) will be used to absorb and
contain the spill. A Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) will be
in place prior to the start of construction activities and all personnel will be briefed on the
implementation and responsibilities of this plan as is typical in CBP projects. All spills will
be reported to the designated CBP point of contact for the project. Furthermore, a spill of
any petroleum liquids (e.g., fuel) or material listed in 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 of a
reportable quantity must be cleaned up and reported to the appropriate Federal and state
agencies. Reportable quantities of those substances listed on 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4

will be included as part of the SPCC.

All waste oil and solvents will be recycled. All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated
wastes will be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in
accordance with all Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste

manifesting procedures.

Solid waste receptacles will be maintained at construction staging areas. Non-hazardous
solid waste (trash and waste construction materials) will be collected and deposited in
onsite receptacles. Solid waste will be collected and disposed of by a local waste disposal

contractor.

Threatened and Endangered Species:

Florida Scrub-Jay. Mitigation for direct and indirect impacts to the Scrub-jay would
compensate for impacts caused by the Proposed Action. Provided the following mitigation

measures are implemented, the Proposed Action would not significantly impact the




Scrub-jay population at CCAFS. Reasonable and prudent measures and the Terms and

Conditions of the BO prepared as part of the Skid Strip EA are included in Appendix D of
the Final EA.

The USAF proposes to restore unoccupied Scrub-jay habitat at a ratio of 3:1 (every acre
lost would require compensation in the amount of three acres). For each phase of
clearing around the Skid Strip, there would be a corresponding project to restore habitat.
A combination of mechanical treatment and prescribed burning would be used to restore
habitat. In addition to the creation of habitat, CCAFS would avoid construction in Scrub-
jay occupied areas during the nesting season from March 1 through June 30; ensure that
prior to clearing of Scrub-jay habitat there is suitable habitat within 1,200 feet; that the
USFWS would be notified of any unauthorized taking of Scrub-jays identified during
construction; and that CCAFS would conduct routine Scrub-jay monitoring and submit
reports describing the actions taken to implement the terms and conditions of the
“Incidental Take Statement.” The mitigation for the portion of the Skid Strip proposed for

use in the construction of a new hangar has been completed.

If a dead Scrub-jay is found at the project site, it would be salvaged in accordance with

proper protocols and notification would be made to the USFWS office in Jacksonville

Southeastern Beach Mouse. The following mitigation measures were included in the
Skid Strip ADP EA and would be utilized as part of this action. Mitigation for direct and
indirect impacts to the southeastern beach mouse would offset impacts caused by the
Proposed Action. Provided the following mitigation measures are implemented, the
Proposed Action would not significantly impact the southeastern beach mouse population

at CCAFS.




The proposed restoration of habitat for the Scrub-jay is expected to be beneficial to
southeastern beach mice. Based on a three-year study recently completed for CCAFS,
beach mice are benefiting from the same land management activities being conducted for
Scrub-jays, and the population is expanding into inland locations. Therefore, the potential
exists to create an additional 1,000+ acres of habitat for beach mice. Mitigation has been
completed for the portion of the Skid Strip ADP proposed for the construction of a new
hangar. Based on observations by USAF biologists of small mammal burrows around the
current Skid Strip clear zone, the expansion of that zone has the potential to provide
additional habitat. If a dead beach mouse is found at the project site, it would be salvaged
in accordance with proper protocols and notification would be made to the USFWS office

in Jacksonville.

Eastern Indigo Snake. Incidental take in the form of mortality to eastern indigo snakes
would be avoided through preconstruction surveys and relocation of any individuals
present within the boundaries of the work area. As part of the effort to minimize impacts
to the gopher tortoise, prior to any land disturbance activities, a survey would be required
to identify locations of gopher tortoise burrows within the project areas. This survey would
include a burrow count and habitat characterization and would be conducted in
accordance with Florida FWCC guidelines. Attempts would be made to relocate eastern
indigo snakes encountered during gopher tortoise burrow excavation to land outside the
project area. In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, the USFWS prepared a BO in May
of 2008 for the action described in the Skid Strip EA, which includes this Action. The

USFWS has issued an “Incidental Take Statement” take that would cover this Action.




Indirect impacts were also evaluated under the Skid Strip EA. Potential negative indirect
impacts included the chance of increased mortality due to an increase in the operations of
the Skid Strip. The increase in operations would increase vehicular traffic along roadways
adjacent to occupied habitat, possibly resulting in eastern indigo snakes being struck by
vehicles. In addition, the loss of habitat due to construction activities is likely to increase

movement of the snakes and increase the risk of being struck by a vehicle.

The following mitigation measures were included in the Skid Strip ADP EA. Mitigation for
direct and indirect impacts to the eastern indigo snake would offset impacts caused by
the Proposed Action. This mitigation has already been completed for the portion of the
Skid Strip ADP proposed for the construction of a new hangar. Therefore, the Proposed
Action would not significantly impact the eastern indigo snake population at CCAFS
provided the reasonable and prudent measures are implemented. Reasonable and
prudent measures and the Terms and Conditions of the BO are included in Appendix D of

the Final EA. Generally, those mitigation measures include the following.

The 45th SW Indigo Snake Protection/Education Plan would be presented to the project
manager, construction manager, and personnel. An educational sign would be displayed
at the site informing personnel of the snake’s appearance, its protected status, and who
to contact if any are spotted in the area. If any indigo snakes are encountered during
clearing activities, they would be allowed to safely leave the area on their own.
Furthermore, indigo snakes encountered during gopher tortoise burrow excavation, if
required, would be safely moved out of the project area. An eastern indigo snake
monitoring report would be submitted in the event that any indigo snakes are observed. If

a dead indigo is found at the project site, it would be salvaged in accordance with proper




protocols and notification would be made to the USFWS office in Jacksonville. Only
individuals with permits should attempt to capture or handle the eastern indigo snakes. If
an indigo snake is held in captivity, it should be released as soon as possible in release

sites approved by the USFWS on the CCAFS.

Gopher Tortoise. Direct impacts could potentially occur to the gopher tortoise as a result
of clearing and grading activities associated with the construction of the facilities listed in
the Proposed Action. As stated in the Skid Strip ADP EA, significant impacts to gopher
tortoises are not expected provided that minimization measures are implemented. Pre-
construction surveys would be conducted to find tortoises thét are within the project area.
These tortoise surveys are conducted in accordance with FWCC guidelines and include a
burrow count and habitat characterization. Tortoises found during pre-construction
surveys would be relocated to nearby viable habitat within CCAFS areas. A monitoring
report is submitted if any gopher tortoises are relocated. If a dead gopher tortoise is found
at the project site, it would be salvaged in accordance with proper protocols and the

FWCC is notified.

Marine Turtles. CCAFS has developed a 45th SW Instruction (45th SW Instruction 32-
7001, Exterior Lighting Management) to minimize potential impacts of lighting on sea
turtle movements. All facilities at CCAFS are required to comply with this instruction. In
order to comply with these instructions, CBP will prepare and submit a light management
plan for operations at CCAFS through the USAF for approval by the USFWS. Significant
impacts to sea turtles are not anticipated as a result of implementing the Proposed Action

or alternatives as long as an approved lighting management plan is followed.
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Surface Waters and Waters of the U.S.: No direct impacts are anticipated to surface

waters and waters of the U.S. BMPs would be utilized to minimize impacts from
construction sites. All federal, state, local and USAF regulations would be complied with
during implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives including the utilization of a
SWPPP. This would include the preparation of an environmental resource permit required

by the St. Johns River Water Management District.

Soils: Vehicular traffic associated with construction activities and operational support
activities will remain on established roads to the maximum extent practicable. Areas with
highly erodible soils will be given special consideration when constructing the proposed
project towers and access roads to ensure incorporation of various erosion control
techniques such as, straw bales, silt fencing, aggregate materials, wetting compounds,
and rehabilitation, where possible, to decrease erosion. Site rehabilitation will include
revegetating or the distribution of organic and geological materials (i.e., boulders and
rocks) over the disturbed area to reduce erosion while allowing the area to naturally
vegetate. Additionally, erosion control measures and appropriate BMPs, as required and
promulgated through the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and

engineering designs, will be implemented before, during, and after construction activities.

Road maintenance shall avoid, to the greatest extent practicable, creating wind rows with
soils once grading activities are completed. Any excess soils from construction activities

will be used on-site to raise and shape road surfaces.

Vegetation Resources: Vegetation that is temporarily disturbed due to construction

activities would be reseeded upon completion of construction activities. The permanent
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loss of vegetation would be minimized by the restoration of similar habitat in Scrub-jay

mitigation areas on the installation.

Cultural Resources: Under the Proposed Action, no impacts are anticipated to cultural,
historical, and archeological resources. In the unlikely event that previously unrecorded or
unevaluated cultural resources are encountered during construction, CCAFS would
manage these resources in accordance with the CCAFS Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan (ICRMP) (45 SW 2004), adhering to federal and state laws, as well as

USAF regulations. SHPO has concurred that this project will have no adverse impacts.

Hangar F, built in 1956, is the only building that would be directly affected by Alternative
3. Hangar F has not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility. Renovations to this building
would be internal only. The Florida SHPO was provided a copy of the Draft EA and have
concurred that no adverse effects are anticipated as long as the proposed alteration are
submitted to SHPO for review and that any work complies with the Secretary of the

Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.

Hangar C, built in 1956, is the only building that would be directly affected by Alternative
4. Hangar C was utilized during the manned space flight program and is eligible for the
NRHP. The Florida SHPO was provided a copy of the Draft EA and has concurred that no
adverse effects are anticipated as long as the proposed alteration are submitted to SHPO
for review and that any work complies with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for

Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.

Air_Quality: Mitigation measures will be incorporated to ensure that fugitive dust
emission levels do not rise above the minimum threshold as required per 40 CFR

51.853(b)(1). Measures will include dust suppression methods such as access road

12



watering to minimize airborne particulate matter that would be created during construction
activities. Standard construction BMPs such as routine watering of the construction site
as well as access roads to the site will be used to control fugitive dust during the
construction phase of the proposed project. Potential increases to criteria pollutants are
monitored at GFAFB under their Title V Permit. The Title V permit will be updated in 2011
to reflect the addition of backup generators associated with the Guardian beddown.
Should levels of these pollutants approach the NAAQS limits for the region effects to air

quality would be reevaluated.

Noise: Construction noise would be minimized by planning construction to occur during
daylight hours and ensuring that construction vehicles have properly functioning mufflers

and that the vehicles are in good working order.

Hazardous Materials: Disposal of potentially hazardous materials would be handled
through CCAFS Waste Management. All such materials would be handled in accordance

with applicable Federal, state and local regulations.

If contaminated groundwater is encountered during the hangar construction, it will be
managed in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. CCAFS implements BMPs
to minimize the potential for contaminants to reach nearby surface waters, and a Storm

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes water quality monitoring.

BMPs and appropriate measures would be strictly adhered too during construction to
minimize erosion and control sedimentation. CBP is responsible for managing these
materials in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations to protect their
employees from occupational exposure to -hazardous materials and to protect the public

health of the surrounding community. The operating location would be responsible for the

13



safe storage and handling of hazardous materials used in conjunction with all
construction and demolition operations. These materials would be delivered to CCAFS in

compliance with the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act under 49 CFR.
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FINDING: Based upon the analysis in the attached environmental assessment, |
conclude the Proposed Action or alternatives if implemented with the stated required
mitigation measures will not result in any significant effects to the environment. Therefore,

no further environmental impact analysis is required.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) Air and Marine (A&M),
a component within the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), has the responsibility
of protecting the nation’s borders against the illegal entry of terrorists and terrorist
weapons and to enforce the laws that protect the U.S. homeland. In order to accomplish
this mission, CBP A&M requires a location for operations in the Caribbean/southeast
coastal regions of the United States. The CBP A&M proposes establishing a permanent
Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) capability at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station

(CCAFS), Florida.

CBP A&M is currently conducting Operational Testing and Evaluation (OT&E) for the
Predator B (Guardian) at CCAFS. CCAFS was selected for OT&E because the
installation infrastructure meets or exceeds the minimum support requirements for flight
operations, provides increased physical security, and provides synergy with existing
CBP operations in the southeast coastal region of the United States. These same

reasons support the selection of CCAFS as a permanent CBP facility.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental
consequences associated with each proposed alternative for UAS flight operations and

the infrastructure modification requirements necessary for the incoming CBP mission.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of this action is to establish a U.S. CBP A&M Southeastern Region
Operations Center that has the capability to support UAS operations in the vicinity of

CCAFS. CBP A&M has identified the need to establish a maritime UAS operating
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presence along the southeast coastal region. The need for this project would support
CBP’s mission. The implementation of this mission is a crucial component of DHS’s
layered approach to border security. The use of UASs in support of these mission

requirements serves as a “force-multiplier” for this agency.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, U.S. CBP personnel and CBP assets would leave
CCAFS upon completion of the OT&E. However, implementation of the No Action
Alternative would impact the successful implementation of the Caribbean/southeast

coast CBP mission and impair protection of U.S. national security interests.

Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar

The Proposed Action would include the beddown of the equipment, personnel, and
infrastructure at CCAFS necessary to support CBP’s mission. Approximately 65 CBP
personnel and contractors would be employed at CCAFS as a result of the Proposed
Action along with two Guardian aircraft and the systems to support their operation. The
Proposed Action would also include flight operations of the Guardian aircraft.
Construction requirements for the new mission would include a new hangar and
associated parking facilities; placement of a ground data terminal (GDT) antenna; and

infrastructure improvements.

Alternative 3. Renovate Hangar F

Currently, CBP is utilizing Hangar F for the OT&E at CCAFS. Under a memorandum of

agreement, the U.S. Air Force (USAF) has allowed CBP to utilize administrative space
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and hangar facilities in the southern half of the Hangar. The current space is adequate
for the OT&E operations, but CBP would require additional administrative space for a
permanent mission. This alternative would include renovations to the unoccupied
portions of Hangar F to accommodate the incoming CBP personnel described under

Alternative 2. UAS flight operations would remain as described in Alternative 2.

Alternative 4. Renovate Hangar C

Hangar C is a structure that was utilized during the manned space flight program and is
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The current facility
would be available for use by CBP. This site would require extensive lead-based paint
and asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) abatement prior to any renovation activities.
No tow way or taxiway exists that would provide the Guardian aircraft access to the
airfield. With sufficient improvements and use of waivers, an existing vehicular road
could be utilized as a tow way. UAS flight operations and support personnel numbers

would remain as described in Alternative 2.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration

The Proposed Action is to beddown Guardian aircraft assets at CCAFS. Prior to the
establishment of the OT&E operations at CCAFS, CBP evaluated five other locations.
CCAFS best met the selection criteria for the OT&E operations, including its close
proximity to CBP’s operational area in the Caribbean/southeast coastal region of the
United States, existing runway and hangar facilities, and the availability of Special Use

Airspace (SUA) in the vicinity of a military runway.

Two alternative locations on CCAFS were evaluated for the reuse of existing facilities or

the construction of a new hangar. A former Delta Solid Rocket Motor (SRM) Storage
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Facility is located on the south side of the airfield in the vicinity of the Alternative 2
location. Although reuse of the former SRM facility was considered, it was not large
enough to accommodate the two aircraft and house the administrative areas required
for this mission. Parking facilities and a taxiway would have also been required on
undeveloped areas that have been designated as mitigation habitat for the protected

Scrub-jay.

Construction of a new hangar was also evaluated on the landfill, which is located
adjacent to the north side of the Skid Strip. Due to excessive engineering requirements,

this alternative was eliminated from detailed analysis.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES

Implementation of the Proposed Action would disturb approximately five acres of live
oak/saw palmetto habitat for the construction of a hangar, administrative facilities,

parking apron and taxiway, and vehicle parking.

The Proposed Action would have no direct impact on: surface waters and waters of the
United States; floodplains; aesthetic and visual resources; cultural, historical or
archeological resources; transportation; minority populations; noise; airspace
management; or hydrology and groundwater. Implementation of the Proposed Action is
anticipated to have minor impacts to: land usage, geology and soils, vegetative habitat,
wildlife resources, threatened and endangered species, air quality, hazardous materials,

energy consumption, and human health and safety.
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the analysis conducted in this EA, implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, or 4
is not anticipated to cause significant adverse impacts to any of the resources described

in the EA.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP), a component within the
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), has the responsibility of protecting the
nation’s borders against the illegal entry of terrorists and terrorist weapons and to
enforce the laws that protect the U.S. homeland. This is done through the detection,
interdiction, and apprehension of those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle any
person or contraband across the sovereign borders of the United States. Within CBP,
CBP Air and Marine (A&M) protects the American people and critical infrastructure by
using integrated and coordinated A&M Forces to detect, monitor, intercept, and track
illegal activities, such as the illegal movement of people and the transportation of illicit
drugs or contraband; thereby guarding our borders, preventing acts of terrorism, and
protecting the American public. This mission makes CBP A&M a crucial component of

DHS’s layered approach to border security.

The mission of CBP is to serve as guardians of our Nation’s borders, to safeguard the
homeland at and beyond our borders, to protect the American public from terrorists and
instruments of terror, and to steadfastly enforce the laws of the United States while
fostering our nation’s economic security. In order to accomplish this mission, CBP A&M
requires a location for operations in the Caribbean/southeast coastal regions of the
United States. In order to better meet this mission, CBP A&M proposes to establish a
permanent Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) capability at Cape Canaveral Air Force
Station (CCAFS), Florida (Figure 1-1). CBP A&M is currently conducting Operational
Testing and Evaluation (OT&E) for the Predator B (Guardian) at CCAFS. CCAFS was
selected for OT&E because the installation infrastructure meets or exceeds the

minimum  support requirements for flight operations, provides increased
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Figure 1-1. Regional Location Map of Cape Canaveral Air Force Station
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physical security, and provides synergy with existing CBP operations in the southeast
coastal region of the United States. These same reasons support the selection of

CCAFS as a permanent CBP facility.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental
consequences associated with each proposed alternative for UAS flight operations and

the infrastructure modification requirements necessary for the incoming CBP mission.

11 BACKGROUND

In 2004, CBP began utilizing UASs as a law enforcement multiplier along the southwest
border of the United States. During 2004 and 2005, CBP flew Hunter and Hermes UASs
to protect the southern border. The first Predator B was introduced into service in
October 2005. Since that time, the Predator B has flown more than 1,500 flight hours in
support of border security missions and contributed to the seizure of more than 15,000
pounds of marijuana and the apprehension of more than 4,000 illegal aliens. Five
Predator B UASs now operate out of Sierra Vista, Arizona. CBP began operating a

single Predator B at Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, in 2008.

Aircraft Characteristics. The

U5, Ciauie Wi,
Border PrulLLi:m\

Y,

Predator B is a high-altitude, long

endurance aircraft that has the
capability to perform surveillance

and reconnaissance at altitudes up | —

to 50,000 feet (Figure 1-2). The

Predator B is approximately 66 Figure 1-2. Predator B

feet wide, 36.2 feet long and nearly 11.8 feet tall. It hosts a 900-horsepower turbo-prop
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engine that provides the capability for airspeeds of more than 250 miles per hour. The
Predator B utilizes a larger and more capable airframe than earlier Predator models and
has the ability to carry more than 15 times the payload and cruise at three times the
speed of earlier models. The new maritime variant, known as the Guardian, is a
modified Predator B with structural, avionics, and communications enhancements. The
most visible differences are the addition of the belly-mounted Raytheon SeaVue Marine
Search Radar and the wingtip-mounted ultra-high frequency/very high frequency

(UHF/VHF) antennas (Figure 1-3).

-
v
\ s s
|

Wingtip Antenna

—

Raytheon SeaVue
Radar

Figure 1-3. Guardian

The aircraft is only one component of the Guardian system. The UAS system is
additionally comprised of the ground control stations (GCSs) and line of sight and

satellite communication systems (Figure 1-4).
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Figure 1-4. Guardian System Components

The basic crew for the Guardian is a pilot, a sensor operator, an electronics technician,
and a Command Duty Officer. The pilot controls the aircraft using a standard flight stick
and associated instruments. The crew is located at the GCS. This station is typically
placed at the operating installation for the aircraft but could potentially be positioned

anywhere in the United States.

Two types of communication systems are used to fly the Guardian (Figure 1-4). The

pilot can control the aircraft from the GCS using a line of sight data link through the
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ground data terminal (GDT) or by a satellite link. Take-offs and landings are performed
by the line of sight data link. After launch, control of an airborne aircraft may be
transferred to a remote operations GCS to execute the mission. In these situations
when the aircraft is beyond line of sight, communications are maintained through a

satellite uplink.

Cape Canaveral Air Force Station. CCAFS is located in Brevard County near the
Kennedy Space Center (KSC) (Figure 1-1) on Florida’s Atlantic coastline. The Station is
located on a barrier island bordered by the Atlantic Ocean to the east and the Banana

River to the west.

CCAFS is home to the 45th Space Wing (45 SW) Mission Support Group. The 45 SW
Mission Support Group is responsible for the day-to-day operations at the CCAFS.
These responsibilities include management of more than 16,000 acres, 1,500 facilities,
4.6 million square feet (ft?) of office space, and a work force of 10,000 (USAF

undated a).

1.2 PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action would provide personnel and the necessary infrastructure at
CCAFS to support CBP’s mission of protecting the southeast coastal region of the
United States. The Proposed Action would also include flight operations for the

Guardian UAS.

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of this action is to establish a U.S. CBP A&M Southeastern Region

Operations Center that has the capability to support UAS operations in the vicinity of
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CCAFS. CBP A&M has identified the need to establish a maritime UAS operating
presence along the southeast coastal region. The need for this project would support
CBP’s mission, which entails the protection of the nation’s borders against the illegal
entry of terrorists and terrorist weapons and the enforcement of laws that protect the
U.S. homeland. This is done through the detection, interdiction, and apprehension of
those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle any person or contraband across the
sovereign borders of the United States. The implementation of this mission is a crucial
component of DHS’s layered approach to border security. The use of UASs in support

of these mission requirements serves as a “force-multiplier” for this agency.

1.4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Per the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), this document
will be made available for public and agency comments. Appendix A contains a list of
the agencies who were contacted as part of this EA or who received a copy of the Draft
EA. Notices would be published in a local newspaper to notify members of the public of

the availability of the Draft EA.

1.5 FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

NEPA requires federal agencies to take into consideration the potential environmental
consequences of Proposed Actions in their decision-making process. The intent of
NEPA is to protect, restore, and enhance the environment through well-informed federal
decisions. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) was established under NEPA to
implement and oversee federal policy in this process. The CEQ subsequently issued the

regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal
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Regulations [CFR] Sections 1500 to 1508). These requirements specify that an EA be

prepared to:

e Briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI);

e Aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when an EIS is not necessary; and

e Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary.

The activities addressed within this document constitute a federal action and therefore
must be assessed in accordance with NEPA. To comply with NEPA, as well as other
pertinent environmental requirements, the decision-making process for the Proposed
Action includes the development of this EA to address the environmental issues related
to the proposed activities. Each federal agency has its own procedures for implementing
NEPA, and the DHS implementing procedures are contained in Management Directive

5100.1, Environmental Planning Program.

151 Executive Order 12372

Executive Order (EO) 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, requires
intergovernmental notifications prior to making any detailed statement of environmental
impacts. Through the process of Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for
Environmental Planning (IICEP), the proponent must notify concerned federal, state,
and local agencies and allow them sufficient time to evaluate potential environmental
impacts of a Proposed Action. This [ICEP process also includes coordination with
federally recognized American Indian and Alaska Native governments in order to meet

the policies set forth in EO 13084, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
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Governments. Comments from all agencies are subsequently incorporated into the

Environmental Impact Analysis Process.

In order to meet the requirements of NEPA, EO 12372, and EO 13084, federal, state,
and local agencies, as well as members of the general public, would be invited to

comment on this EA.

1.5.2 Additional Environmental Statutes and Regulations

Prior to implementation of the actions described in this EA, permitting and compliance
with applicable statutes and regulations would occur. The following is a partial list of

applicable laws and regulations that guided the development of the EA.

e NEPA, Public Law 91-190, 42 U.S. Code (USC) 4321- 4347, January 1, 1970;

e CEQ regulations, 40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1505;

e EO 11988 and 11990, Floodplain Management and Protection of Wetlands;

e EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations;

e EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks;

e EO 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic
Performance;

e Clean Air Act (CAA) (1970, Amended 1990);

e EO 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation
Management is a directive that requires federal agencies to implement
sustainable practices for a variety of water, energy and transportation related

activities;
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e 29 CFR Occupational Safety and Health Standards;
e 40 CFR Part 93.153, Air Conformity Determination; and

e Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) 1970.

1.6 COOPERATING AGENCY

The CBP A&M is the proponent for this proposal and is the lead agency for the
preparation of the document. Other agencies, such as the USAF, may participate in the

process by serving as a cooperating agency.

As defined in 40 CFR §1508.5, a cooperating agency...

means any federal agency other than a lead agency which has jurisdiction
by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact
involved in a proposal (or a reasonable alternative) for legislation or other
major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human

environment.

The CBP A&M Proposed Action would occur on a USAF installation under the control of
the Air Force Space Command; as such the USAF has been working in concert with the

CBP A&M as part of a multidisciplinary team to complete this project.
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The Proposed Action and alternatives section of this Environmental Assessment (EA)
provides the framework for the impact analysis in Section 3. Section 2 defines the scope
of the Proposed Action and alternatives. Information is also provided on the No Action
Alternative and alternatives that were considered but eliminated from further

consideration.

2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

An analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a basis for comparing the
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives with existing conditions.
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no beddown of the Guardian aircraft at
Cape Canaveral Air Force Station (CCAFS). The United States (U.S.) Customs and
Border Protection (CBP) personnel and CBP assets would leave CCAFS upon
completion of the Operational Testing and Evaluation (OT&E). However,
implementation of the No Action Alternative would impact the successful implementation
of the Caribbean/southeast coast CBP mission and impair protection of U.S. national

security interests.

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION — ALTERNATIVE 2: CONSTRUCT NEW HANGAR

The Proposed Action includes the beddown of the equipment, personnel, and
infrastructure at CCAFS necessary to support CBP’s mission. Approximately 65 CBP
personnel and contractors would be employed at CCAFS as a result of the Proposed
Action along with two Guardian aircraft and the systems to support their operation. The
Proposed Action also includes flight operations of the Guardian aircraft.

Construction requirements for the new mission would include a new hangar and
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associated parking facilities; placement of a ground data terminal (GDT) antenna; and
infrastructure improvement. These actions are described in more detail in the following

subsections.

221 Construction Requirements

Under the Proposed Action, CBP is proposing to construct a new 8,840 square foot
hangar within the Skid Strip Development Area along the south side of the Skid Strip
(Figure 2-1). The hangar would provide a consolidated space for two aircraft and a
ground control station (GCS). Additional requirements for the facility include a back-up
power supply and communication upgrades. CBP would also require approximately

14,135 square feet for administrative purposes.

In 2004, CCAFS prepared the Skid Strip Area Development Plan (ADP) (CCAFS 2004).
This plan was prepared to focus planning and development along the Skid Strip. The
plan describes improvements that would increase the safety and function of the runway
at CCAFS and plans improvements to support existing and future 45th Space Wing (45
SW) missions. The ADP for this area included the construction of additional hangars,
aircraft parking ramps, taxiways, and a new tower facility. Construction of the CBP
hangar in this location would be compatible with the intent of the ADP. In addition to
construction of the hangar and an administrative facility, CBP would construct a parking
apron large enough to accommodate two Guardian aircraft and a taxiway to connect the

hangar and parking apron with the runway.

As described in Section 1.1 the Guardian requires a GDT for takeoff and landing

(Figure 1-4). During OT&E, the GDT was located in the vicinity of the airfield tower. For
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the permanent beddown of the Guardian, the GDT would be moved south of the Skid
Strip (Figure 2-1). This location places the GDT closer to midfield along the runway and
provides a better line of sight for take-off and landings. Placement of the GDT in this

location would require the construction of a platform.

2.2.2 UAS Flight Operations

Airspace Requirements. In order to conduct Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) flight
operations from CCAFS, CBP is required to coordinate with the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) to develop an airspace construct in the vicinity of CCAFS. This
airspace construct must allow for UAS operations (take offs, landings, transition from
restricted area to Class A airspace) and UAS training operations (take offs, landings,
and touch-and-goes). CBP proposes to accomplish this, in coordination with the FAA,

through the use of a Certificate of Authorization (COA).

COAs are managed through the FAA’s Unmanned Aircraft Program Office. A COA is an
authorization issued by the Air Traffic Organization to an operator for a specific
unmanned aircraft. After the operator submits a completed application, the FAA
conducts a comprehensive operational and technical review of the proposal. If
necessary, some limitations may be imposed as part of the approval process to ensure

the UAS can operate safely with other airspace users.

The current OT&E operations being conducted at CCAFS are occurring under the
FAA'’s policy that allows for unmanned aircraft to fly during their testing and evaluation
period in Special Use Airspace. CBP has initiated the COA process with the FAA for
flight operations associated with the beddown of the Guardian at CCAFS. The following

section describes CBP’s proposed operational areas for the Guardian beddown.
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Figure 2-2 shows the proposed southeast region operating area for Guardian
operations. CBP intends to utilize existing warning and restricted areas as much as
feasible during flight operations. As shown in Figure 2-3, CBP would require a COA
when transitioning through Class A airspace from one restricted/warning area to
another. CBP is also proposing to utilize an overland route that would allow the
Guardian to divert into Class A airspace over the Florida peninsula (Figure 2-4) should
weather conditions deteriorate and the Guardian be unable to return safely to CCAFS

through special use airspace.
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Figure 2-2. Existing and Proposed UAS Operational Area
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CBP anticipates conducting 166 operational and 24 training sorties per year at CCAFS.
A sortie consists of a complete mission from the initial take off to the return landing.
Operational sorties are estimated to be 12 to 15 hours in duration. Training sorties
would be approximately two to three hours in duration. Sorties would consist primarily of
night operations (70 percent). The remaining 30 percent of operations would occur

during daylight hours.

2.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: RENOVATE HANGAR F

231 Facility Requirements

Currently, CBP is utilizing Hangar F for the OT&E at CCAFS. Under a memorandum of
agreement, the USAF has allowed CBP to utilize administrative space and hangar
facilities in the southern half of the Hangar. The current space is adequate for the OT&E
operations, but CBP would require additional administrative space for a permanent
mission. In addition, the area occupied by CBP would normally be utilized by the USAF
for accident investigations. Should the USAF require this space, CBP would have to
consolidate their administrative needs into a smaller space to accommodate the

accident investigation team.

The northern administrative side of Hangar F is currently unoccupied due to
environmental issues associated with lead-based paint and asbestos-containing
materials (ACMs). It would be possible to renovate the northern administrative side of
Hangar F and provide the necessary administrative space for CBP personnel.
Renovations would include lead-based paint and ACM abatement and then renovation

of the existing office space.
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Currently, the Guardian aircraft accesses the airfield by being towed on a road designed
for vehicular traffic. The road does not meet USAF requirements for a tow way, and as a
result several temporary waivers for various obstructions have been provided to CBP.
These waivers have been issued for the OT&E period and would have to be re-

evaluated prior to using Hangar F as a permanent location for CBP operations.

2.3.2 UAS Flight Operations

UAS flight operations would remain as described in Section 2.2.2.

2.4 ALTERNATIVE 4. RENOVATE HANGAR C

24.1 Facility Requirements

Hangar C is a structure that was utilized during the manned space flight program and is
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The current facility
would be available for use by CBP. This site would require extensive lead-based paint
and ACMs abatement prior to any renovation activities. No tow way or taxiway exists
that would provide the Guardian aircraft access to the airfield. With sufficient
improvements and use of waivers, an existing vehicular road could be utilized as a tow

way.

24.2 UAS Flight Operations

UAS flight operations would remain as described in Section 2.2.2.

2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER
CONSIDERATION

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Department of

Homeland Security (DHS) Management Directive 5100.1, the DHS must consider
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reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action. Only those alternatives determined
reasonable to fulfill the purpose and the need for the Proposed Action warrant detailed
analysis. The following section presents a summary of alternatives considered but

eliminated from further consideration in this EA.

The Proposed Action is to beddown Guardian aircraft assets at CCAFS. Prior to the
establishment of the OT&E operations at CCAFS, CBP evaluated five other locations,
including Rafael Hernandez Airport, Aguadilla, Puerto Rico; Ceiba Airport, Puerto Rico;
Homestead Air Force Reserve Base, Homestead, Florida; Key West Naval Air Station,
Key West, Florida; and Shuttle Landing Facility, Kennedy Space Center (KSC, Florida.
CCAFS best met the selection criteria for the OT&E operations, including its close
proximity to CBP’s operational area in the Caribbean/southeast coastal region of the
United States, existing runway and hangar facilities, and the availability of Special Use
Airspace (SUA) in the vicinity of a military runway. These same selection criteria apply

to the beddown of the Guardian aircraft at CCAFS.

Two alternative locations on CCAFS were evaluated for the reuse of existing facilities or
the construction of a new hangar. A former Delta Solid Rocket Motor (SRM) Storage
Facility is located on the south side of the airfield in the vicinity of the Alternative 2
location. Although reuse of the former SRM facility was considered, it was not large
enough to accommodate the two aircraft and house the administrative areas required
for this mission. Parking facilities and a taxiway would have also been required on
undeveloped areas that have been designated as mitigation habitat for the protected

Scrub-jay.
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Construction of a new hangar was also evaluated on the landfill, which is located
adjacent to the north side of the Skid Strip. Due to excessive engineering requirements,

this alternative was eliminated from detailed analysis.

2.6 SUMMARY

Four alternatives, including Alternative 1: No Action Alternative, were selected for
analysis in this EA. Proposed Action - Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar, Alternative
3: Renovate Hangar F, and Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C would meet the stated
purpose and need of providing a U.S. CBP Caribbean/Southeast Operations Center that
would protect the southeast coastal border of the United States. Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative would not meet the stated purpose and need but is included as a basis for

comparison.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES

3.1 PRELIMINARY IMPACT SCOPING

This section presents an evaluation of the environmental impacts that could potentially
result from implementation of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as compared to Alternative 1: No
Action. Potential impacts are addressed in the context of the scope of the Proposed
Action as described in Section 2. The extent to which an action might affect an
environmental resource depends on many factors. Environmental resources can be
affected directly, indirectly, or not at all, and could occur in the short or long-term.

Environmental resources could also be affected in terms of context and intensity.

The significance of an action is measured in terms of context and intensity. The context
can be analyzed in several ways, such as society as a whole (human, national), the
region of influence (ROI), the affected interests, and the locality. Significance might vary

with the context of the action.

Intensity refers to the severity of impact. Impacts could be beneficial or adverse.
Consideration must be given to whether an impact affects public health or safety, and
whether it affects areas having unique characteristics, such as cultural resources or
wetlands. The significance of impacts could also depend on the degree of controversy
or posing highly uncertain, unique, or unknown risks. Significance can be found where
an action sets a precedent for future actions having significant effects, as well as in
cases involving cumulative impacts. For example, when considering intensity,
consideration must be given to the degree to which the action might adversely affect
animal or plant species listed as endangered or threatened or their habitat. Finally, in

evaluating intensity, consideration must be given to whether an action threatens a
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violation of a law or regulation imposed for the protection of the environment. The
following environmental resources were evaluated as part of this Environmental
Assessment (EA) process: land use, geology and soils, hydrology and groundwater,
surface water and floodplains, vegetative habitat, wildlife resources, threatened and
endangered species, cultural, historical and archeological resources, air quality, climate,
noise, utilities and infrastructure, roadways/traffic, aesthetic and visual resources,
hazardous materials, socioeconomic, environmental justice and protection of children,

sustainability and greening, human health and safety, and airspace management.

Per National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulation (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1501.7), and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance, only
those resources that have the potential to be impacted by the implementation of the
Proposed Action or alternatives were carried through the EA for detailed evaluation. No
impacts are anticipated as a result of this project to climate, floodplains, utilities and
infrastructure, and aesthetics and visual resources. Therefore these resources were not

carried forward for detailed analysis in the EA.

3.2 LAND USE

Land use classifications reflect either natural or human activities occurring at a given
location. Land uses resulting from human activities include residential, commercial,
industrial, airfield, recreational, agriculture, and other types of developed areas. Natural
uses include resource production such as forestry, mining, or agriculture, and resource
protection such as conservation areas, wild lands, and parks. Management plans,
policies, and regulations define the type and extent of land use allowable in specific

areas and protection specially designated for environmentally sensitive areas. The ROI
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for land use includes land use within the boundaries of the installation and land use

within a five-mile radius of Skid Strip.

The overriding principles that have historically guided land use planning at the
installation has been “risk avoidance” for the general public and “risk management” for
on-installation personnel. These safety considerations are based on the premise that
the general public shall not be subject to additional hazards in their daily lives as a

result of launch activities (USAF 2002).

3.2.1 Affected Environment

The installation occupies 15,800 acres on a barrier island along the eastern shore of
Florida. The installation is north of Cape Canaveral, adjacent to Kennedy Space Center

(KSC), and within close proximity of Merritt Island (Figure 3-1).

The installation is currently divided into thirteen land use categories represented on
Figure 3-2. The primary land use at the installation, other than conservation, is
industrial. Land use around the Skid Strip is predominately conservation. An area of
Aircraft Operations & Maintenance land use is immediately adjacent to the northwest
area of the Skid Strip. The proposed new hangar is located in the Skid Strip
Development Area which is presently a conservation area. Hangar F is located in an
institutional land use area, with a vehicular road (East Skid Strip Road) through a
conservation area to the Skid Strip. Hangar C is located in an industrial land use area,
with a vehicular road (Control Tower Road) through a conservation area to the Skid

Strip.
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3.2.2 Environmental Consequences

Land use impacts could result if an action displaces an existing use or affects the
suitability of an area for its current, designated, or formally planned use. This analysis
considers whether the resulting changes improve public safety and well being, and
whether they are compatible with surrounding uses and functions. A proposed activity
may be incompatible with local plans and regulations that provide for orderly
development to protect the general welfare of the public, or conflict with management
objectives of a federal or state agency of an affected area. Compatible land use
development would need to comply with federal and state environmental laws and
regulations and with any Land Use Controls (LUC). The significance of potential land
use impacts is based on the level of land use sensitivity in areas affected by the
Proposed Action Alternative and compatibility of the Proposed Action on existing

conditions.

Land use surrounding the installation consists of commercial and industrial land uses in
Port Canaveral and moderate-density commercial and residential land uses in Cape
Canaveral. Port Canaveral and Cape Canaveral are located adjacent to the south
boundary of the installation. Recreational areas in the vicinity of the installation include
Kennedy Athletic, Recreation and Social (KARS) Parks and King’s and Kelly Parks on

Merritt Island.

Criteria used to evaluate impacts on land use include:

e Potential to disrupt an existing or planned future land use;
e Potential to reduce the suitability of the surrounding land (land not directly

impacted by an action) for its current or planned use;
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e Potential for inconsistency with the installation’s plans, regulations, and
guidelines that provide for appropriate development of the land; and
e Potential for incompatibility of the action with plans and management objectives

for adjacent areas under control of other entities (e.g., state, local, federal).

Projects are evaluated for their potential to affect existing and planned land uses either

positively (a beneficial effect), or negatively (a detracting effect).

3.2.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction or renovation activities would occur

and no changes would occur to land use.

3.2.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar

Alternative 2 consists of the construction of a new hangar facility within the Skid Strip
Development Area along the south side of the Skid Strip. The construction of this facility
would be compatible with the intent of the Cape Canaveral Air Force Station [CCAFS]
Skid Strip Area Development Plan (ADP) (CCAFS 2004) and the environmental impacts
as discussed in the Environmental Assessment [EA] for the Skid Strip Area
Development Plan [ADP] at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station [CCAFS], Florida

(CCAFS 2009). There are no expected impacts to land use outside of the installation.

3.2.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Alternative 3 is the renovation of a Hangar F located east of the Phillips Parkway and
north of Skid Strip Road. Hangar F is presently being used on an interim basis by the
U.S. Customs and Border Protection CBP. Renovations of existing facilities and

additions of flight operations would only affect areas within the airfield land use and
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would be consistent with present land use. There are no expected impacts to land use

outside of the installation.

3.2.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Alternative 4 is the renovation of a Hangar C east of the south end of the Skid Strip, on
a parcel of land that is currently designated for conservation uses. Renovations of
existing facilities and additions of flight operations would only affect areas within the
airfield land use and would be consistent with present land use. The existing vehicular
road from Skid Strip to Hangar C would need to be upgraded to allow for usage as a
tow road. However, the road would still be in a conservation area. There are no

expected impacts to land use outside of the installation.

3.3 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Geology. Geology involves the study of the surface and subsurface materials of the
earth and is typically described in terms of the general geological setting, stratigraphic
sequence, lithology, structures, characteristic landforms, and surface characteristics
(i.e., topography). Many of these geological factors also affect the hydrogeologic

properties of the site, as discussed in Section 3.4 (Hydrology and Groundwater).

Soils. Soils, in general, refer to unconsolidated earth materials overlying bedrock or
other parent geologic material. They develop from the weathering of mineral and
organic materials and are typically described in terms of landscape position, slope, and
physical and chemical characteristics. Soil types differ in structure, texture, strength,
shrink-swell potential, drainage characteristics, and erodibility. These soil properties

affect their suitability to support particular construction activities or land use types.
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3.3.1 Affected Environment

Geology. CCAFS is located on the northern portion of a large, geologically recent
(Quaternary period) barrier island. The Atlantic Coastal Plain tectonic province in which
CCAFS is located has long been tectonically stable and so is characterized by generally
low seismic activity. This area is not prone to sinkholes due to the depth of the
limestone formations (more than 100 feet below ground surface [bgs]) and the presence

of low permeability layers that minimize recharge to the limestone (45 SW 1996).

The topography of CCAFS is flat to gently sloping, with elevations ranging from sea
level to approximately 20 feet above mean sea level (MSL). The average land surface
elevation is approximately 10 feet above MSL (USAF 1998). The higher elevations are
generally found along the eastern portion of CCAFS, with a gentle slope to lower
elevations toward the marshlands along the Banana River. The landscape is generally
characterized by a ridge-swale topography comprised of relic dunes separated by

narrow swales.

The geology underlying CCAFS can be generally defined by four stratigraphic units: the
surficial sands, the Caloosahatchee Marl, the Hawthorn Formation, and the carbonate
formations of the Floridan Aquifer (USAF 1991). The surficial sands are marine deposits
that typically extend to depths of approximately 10 to 30 feet bgs. The Caloosahatchee
Marl underlies the surficial sands and consists of sandy shell marl that extends to a
depth of approximately 70 feet bgs. The Hawthorn Formation, which consists of sandy
limestone and clays, underlies the Caloosahatchee Marl. It is generally 80 to 120 feet
thick and typically extends to a depth of approximately 180 feet bgs. Beneath the
Hawthorn Formation lie the carbonate formations of the Floridan Aquifer, which extend

several thousand feet bgs at CCAFS (USAF 1991). The Floridan aquifer system
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beneath CCAFS consists of a series of highly permeable carbonate units including the
Ocala Group and the Avon Park Limestone, both of Eocene age. The Ocala Group
consists of a series of fossiliferous, chalky to granular limestone formations. The Avon
Park underlies the Ocala Group and primarily consists of soft, dense, chalky limestone

but in places has been altered to dolomite (USGS 1962).

Soils. Based on the Soil Survey for Brevard County, Florida, the predominant soils at
CCAFS are in the Canaveral-Palm Beach-Welaka association (USDA 1974). The
specific soil types identified within the proposed project location are dominated by the
Canaveral Complex, which consists of nearly level and gently sloping, moderately well-
drained quartz sand mixed with shell fragments. These soils are loose, generally
unstable, highly erodible, and have rapid permeability (>20 inches per hour). They
typically have low available water capacity, low shrink-swell potential, and low organic
matter content. Also present in the project area are the soils of the Canaveral-Urban
land complex. Areas of this complex are partially covered by buildings, pavement, and
other construction related to urban use. The majority of the soils of the Canaveral-Urban
complex consist of a mixture of sand and shells having similar properties as the

Canaveral Complex soils.

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences

3.3.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction or renovation activities would take

place at the site; therefore, no impacts to soils or geology are expected.
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3.3.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

Construction of a new hangar, parking, taxiway, and other support areas would involve
grading existing soils, excavating, and covering portions of the site with impervious
materials. Increased runoff associated with the construction for the impervious surfaces

would be a minor adverse impact not rising to a level of significance.

Construction activities would increase the potential for wind and water erosion in the
short-term. Best management practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment control would
be implemented to reduce the potential for negative impacts. BMPs could include
directing surface runoff away from denuded areas, silt fencing, sediment traps, and
straw mulching or vegetating of disturbed surfaces, as necessary. Therefore, long-term

impacts to soils and geology are expected to be minimal under the Proposed Action.

3.3.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

The renovation activities at Hangar F would not involve excavations or soil disturbance.
No impacts to the soil or deeper geologic units are expected from the construction

activities associated with Alternative 3.

3.3.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

The renovation activities at Hangar C would not involve excavations or soil disturbance.
Approximately 3.5 acres of vegetation would be disturbed due to clearing activities
associated with the tow way. Minor short-term disturbances to soils may result;
however, given the limited area that would be impacted, they would not be considered
significant. BMPs would be implemented to minimize soil disturbance. Therefore, there
would be no significant impact to geology or soils as a result of implementing this

alternative.
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3.4 HYDROLOGY AND GROUNDWATER

Hydrology. In a general sense, hydrology deals with the redistribution of water through
the processes of evapotranspiration, surface runoff, and subsurface flow. Some
important factors that influence surface water hydrology include temperature,
precipitation, topography, land use, and soil properties. These factors influence
drainage patterns as well as the rate of infiltration and recharge to the groundwater. For

the purposes of this EA hydrology refers to subsurface flows.

Groundwater. Groundwater refers to subsurface hydrologic resources, such as
aquifers, that are used for domestic, agricultural, and industrial purposes. Groundwater
can be described in terms of depth from the surface, flow rates and directions, water

quality, and the permeability of the aquifers and surrounding geologic formations.

3.4.1 Affected Environment

The uppermost water-bearing formation beneath CCAFS is the surficial aquifer. The
surficial aquifer consists of approximately 70 feet of undifferentiated Late Miocene,
Pliocene, and Recent Pleistocene deposits. These deposits consist primarily of medium
to coarse quartz sands, with coquina and shell occurring more frequently at depth
(USGS 1962). The surficial aquifer is unconfined and its upper boundary is defined by
the water table, which generally occurs just a few feet below the ground surface. Water
enters the aquifer through direct infiltration of precipitation and generally flows laterally
from topographically higher areas to lower areas such as the canals or the Banana
River. The predominant groundwater flow direction is to the west except along the
extreme eastern coast of the peninsula (USGS 1962). Under the airfield, groundwater

reportedly occurs at depths ranging from about 3.2 to 18.0 feet bgs and flows to the
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west and south under a hydraulic gradient that ranges from 0.001 to 0.003 foot/foot

(CCAFS 2009).

At the base of the surficial aquifer system is the Hawthorn Group of Miocene Age,
consisting of clays, silts, and marls. These sediments make up the intermediate
confining unit between the unconfined surficial aquifer and the confined Floridan aquifer
system. The relatively low permeability of the confining unit (aquitard) restricts the
vertical exchange of water between the surficial aquifer and the underlying Floridan

aquifer (USGS 1962).

The Floridan aquifer system consists of a series of highly permeable carbonate units
including the Ocala Group and the Avon Park Limestone, both of Eocene age. The top
of the first carbonate unit occurs at a depth of approximately 180 feet bgs (USAF 1991).
Water enters the Floridan aquifer system near the center of the Florida peninsula and
moves laterally toward the coasts. In the vicinity of CCAFS, groundwater in the Floridan
aquifer flows to the northeast. The Floridan aquifer is the primary source of potable
water for the east-central Florida region. Within the Floridan aquifer system, multiple
permeable intervals, or producing zones, are sandwiched between low permeability
materials. The usage of groundwater from this aquifer varies in different areas due to
differences in water quality (typically salinity and hardness) and the depth to the
producing zones. Groundwater in the Floridan aquifer at CCAFS is highly mineralized
and therefore is not used as a source of drinking water. CCAFS is provided with potable
water by the City of Cocoa, which obtains water from Floridan aquifer wells located in

eastern Orange County (CCAFS 2009).
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All groundwater in Florida is classified according to its designated use into one of five
categories (F-1 and G-I through G-IV). These categories are used to rate the quality of
groundwater in a particular area and the degree of protection that should be afforded to
that groundwater source. Both the surficial and Floridan aquifers at CCAFS are
classified as Class G-Il aquifers, indicating that they are potential potable water sources
and generally have a total dissolved solids (TDS) content of less than 10,000
milligrams/liter (parts per million [ppm]) (Florida Administrative Code [FAC] 62-520.410).
No groundwater resources at CCAFS are currently being used as sources of potable

drinking water (45 SW 2001).

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences

3.4.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction or renovation activities would take

place at the site; therefore, no impacts to hydrology or groundwater are expected.

3.4.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar

None of the elements of the Proposed Action would involve substantive changes having
the potential to adversely affect hydrology or groundwater at CCAFS in the long-term.
The Proposed Action would not interfere with groundwater recharge or deplete

groundwater resources.

Chemical spills during construction, maintenance and operational activities associated
with the project could adversely affect quality. However, if BMPs are successfully
applied to prevent and minimize chemical spills, there should be no significant effects

on surface water hydrology and groundwater.
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3.4.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Construction activities associated with the renovation of Hangar F are not expected to
adversely impact groundwater quality or alter the hydrogeologic characteristics of the

aquifers and therefore there are no significant impacts anticipated for these resources.

3.4.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

As with Alternative 3, no significant impacts to the hydrology or groundwater are
expected from the renovation activities to be conducted under Alternative 4. Existing
programs, policies and practices would avoid or minimize impacts to surface water and
shallow groundwater during renovation activities and operations at the site. BMPs would
be followed to ensure that asbestos and lead abatement activities do not result in the

release of contamination to surface water or groundwater.

3.5 SURFACE WATERS AND WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

Water resources analyzed in this section include surface water quantity and quality.
Surface water resources include lakes, rivers, and streams and are important for a
variety of reasons, including economic, ecological, recreational, and human health. The
ROI for surface water is the drainage system/watershed in which the installation is

located.

351 Affected Environment

The installation is within the Florida Middle East Coast Basin and situated on a barrier
island that separates the Banana River from the Atlantic Ocean. This basin contains
three major bodies of water: the Banana River immediately to the west, Mosquito

Lagoon to the north, and farther west, the Indian River, separated from the Banana
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River by Merritt Island. All three water bodies are estuarine lagoons, with circulation

provided mainly by wind-induced currents.

Several water bodies in the Florida Middle East Coast Basin have been designated as
Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) in FAC 62-3, including most of Mosquito Lagoon of
the Banana River, Indian River Aquatic Preserve, Banana River State Aquatic Preserve,
Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge, and Canaveral National Seashore. These water
bodies are afforded the highest level of protection, and any compromise of ambient

water is prohibited.

The Indian River Lagoon System has also been designated an Estuary of National
Significance by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Estuaries of
National Significance are identified to balance conflicting uses of the nation’s estuaries
while restoring or maintaining their natural character. The Banana River has been
designated a Class Il surface water, as described by the Clean Water Act (CWA).
Class lll standards are intended to maintain a level of water quality suitable for
recreation and the production of fish and wildlife communities. There are no wild and

scenic rivers located on or near the installation.

Bordering the installation is the Port Canaveral area. The port is an artificial harbor that
supports both commercial and industrial activities. The Canaveral Locks connect the

harbor to the Banana River.

According to National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps, a wide variety of wetland and
deepwater habitats exists at the installation. The most predominate are palustrine and
estuarine. Palustrine wetlands lack flowing water and are inland systems like marshes

and swamps as well as bogs, fens, tundra, and floodplains. Estuarine systems are
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found where salt and fresh waters mix with river systems having open, restricted, or
sporadic connection to the open ocean with tidal influences near the connection points.
Estuarine wetlands at the installation include mangrove swamps, salt marshes, salt

pans, Borrichia/glasswort marshes and various impounded wetland areas.

There are approximately 52 miles of drainage canals comprising 63 acres of surface
waters on the installation. Canals were constructed by the USAF to provide drainage of
low-lying areas. The surface water drains west by overland flow to the Banana River.
The major canals of this system have certainly altered the hydrology on the installation

but now offer habitat for numerous species of fish and wildlife.

Presently, there are six borrow pits on the installation that were excavated in the past to
support construction of new facilities. Over the years, ecological succession has
transformed these pits into productive fresh water ponds. Two of the ponds are
connected to the installation drainage canal system. Wading birds and migratory

waterfowl wintering on the installation use the ponds for feeding and resting.

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences

Criteria for evaluating impacts related to water resources associated with the Proposed
Action and its alternatives are water availability, water quality, and adherence to
applicable regulations. Impacts are measured by the potential to reduce water
availability to existing users; endanger public health or safety by creating or worsening
health hazards or safety conditions; or violate laws or regulations adopted to protect or

manage water resources.
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3.5.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur and no impacts to surface

water resources or waters of the United States would occur.

3.5.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

The construction activities under Alternative 2 have the potential to affect surface
drainage and accelerate erosion in the short term. However, any erosion that could
cause adverse impacts to water resources would be controlled using BMPs. Erosion
and sediment control measures would be designed and implemented to retain sediment

on-site and prevent violations of state and federal water quality standards.

Construction of a new hangar would be in the Skid Strip Development Area. A
discussion of environmental impacts to the surface waters and waters of the United
States was presented in the Environmental Assessment [EA] for the Skid Strip Area
Development Plan [ADP] at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station [CCAFS], Florida
(CCAFS 2009). This EA found that significant impacts to wetland resources and surface
water resources are not likely to occur as a result of this Proposed Action due to the

lack of these resources in the construction area.

3.5.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Under Alternative 3, no new construction would occur and no impacts to surface water
resources or waters of the United States would occur. There are no expected impacts to

surface waters and waters of the United States.
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3.5.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Under Alternative 4, improvements to the vehicular road from Hangar C to the Skid Strip
would be required, including removing trees/shrubs to create adequate clearance for
Guardian transport to and from Hangar C. BMPs and appropriate measures would be
strictly adhered to during construction to minimize erosion and control sedimentation.
The vehicular road seemingly intersects some palustrine wetlands, which would need to
be surveyed to assess site conditions to confirm the extent of the wetlands. However,
significant impacts to wetland resources and surface water resources are not

anticipated to occur as a result of this Proposed Action.

3.6 VEGETATIVE HABITAT

3.6.1 Affected Environment

CCAFS is located in the Florida Coastal Lowlands (Eastern) Section of the Outer
Coastal Plain Mixed Forest Province (USFS 1994). The original vegetative community
of this area was dominated by oak scrub communities. The majority of the native
vegetation in this region has been altered by development, fire-suppression, and

artificial drainages.

Approximately 80 percent of the land (approximately 13,000 acres) at CCAFS is
classified as undeveloped lands (CCAFS 2010b). Undeveloped land includes land that
is used for conservation purposes or land maintained as an open area. A variety of
natural communities exist with the undeveloped lands at CCAFS. A survey conducted
by the Florida’s Natural Area Inventory (FNAI) documented the following eleven natural

communities at CCAFS (FNAI 1998):
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e Beach Dune e Coastal Strand

e Scrub e Maritime Hammock

e Hydric Hammock e Estuarine Tidal Marsh

e Coastal Grassland e Coastal Interdunal Swale
e Xeric Hammock e Shell Mound

e Estuarine Tidal Swamp

Not all of the land area at CCAFS can be classified into the FNAI natural communities
and a large area within the central portion of CCAFS has been classified as live
oak/saw palmetto shrubland and live oak/saw palmetto hammock (Gulledge et al.
2009). Most of the vegetation at CCAFS consists of coastal strand, maritime hammock,
live oak/palmetto, scrub, and xeric hammock. Of these habitat types, live oak/palmetto
and maritime hammock are the most likely to be impacted by the Proposed Action and
general characteristics of these habitat types are described below. The live
oak/palmetto association has characteristics similar to xeric hammock and so this

natural community is also described below.

Xeric Hammock. Xeric hammock is an upland community that occurs in well-drained
sandy soils (FNAI 1990, FNAI 2010). This forest community generally consists of a low
closed canopy of mature or nearly mature tree species such as live oak (Quercus
virginiana). At CCAFS this community occurs along the broad, former dune ridges that
angle across CCAFS and is interspersed with coastal interdunal swales (CCAFS 2008).
The original occurring stands of xeric hammock were a result of the fire suppression
created by wetlands or other naturally occurring firebreaks. Large areas of xeric
hammock have developed at CCAFS as a result of the artificial fire suppression that

started in the 1950s.

Final EA 3-20 July 2011



EA for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems at Cape Canaveral, Florida

Xeric hammock communities often transition from scrub communities and at CCAFS are
distinguished by the lack of scrub species such as sand live oak (Quercus geminate),
myrtle oak (Quercus myrtifolia), and Chapman’s oak (Quercus chapmanii). Live oak is
typically the dominant overstory species in this community. Due to the closed canopy in
this community, the shrub layer and understory do not typically contain an abundance of
species. Saw palmetto is common in the shrub layer and American beautybush
(Callicarpa americana) and groundsel tree (Baccharis halimifolia) may be present. The
herb layer may contain wingstem (Verbesina virginica), passion flower (Passiflora

incarnata), and climbing aster (Ampelaster carolinianus) (CCAFS 2008).

Xeric hammock does not generally provide suitable habitat for the Florida Scrub-jay
(Aphelocoma coerulescens). Other threatened species may utilize this habitat for
foraging including gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) and Eastern indigo snake

(Drymarchon corais couperi), but it is not considered a crucial habitat.

Maritime Hammock. Maritime hammock is a coastal upland community that occurs on
stabilized coast dune with a sand substrate. This forest community generally contains a
dense canopy of mature trees such as live oak and red bay (Persea borbonia) (FNAI
2010). At CCAFS this community occurs on the southeast part of the Cape on an
undulating terrain of old dunes between swales. Predominant shrubs include Simpson’s
stopper (Myrcianthes fragrans) and saw palmetto. Brazilian pepper (Schinus
terebinthifolius), lantana (Lantana camara), and American beautyberry may also be
present. The herbaceous layer is usually sparse but may contain Florida Keys
hempvine (Mikania cordifolia), white crown beard (Verbesian virginica), and fourangle

flatsedge (Cyperus tetragonus) (Gulledge et al 2009).

Final EA 3-21 July 2011



EA for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems at Cape Canaveral, Florida

Live Oak/Saw Palmetto Hammock. This association is an upland forest type with low
species diversity intermediate between maritime hammock and xeric hammock. It
appears to be the result of fire suppression (Gulledge et al 2009). The canopy primarily
consists of mature live oak with occasional red bay, cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto),
and Brazilian pepper. The shrub layer is predominantly saw palmetto. Other shrub
species are present at low densities and include groundsel tree, American beautyberry,
coralbean (Erythrina herbacea), yaupon (llex vomitoria), lantana, and wax myrtle
(Myrica cerifera). The herbaceous layer is sparse and includes bluestem (Andropogon

sp.), flatsedge (Cyperus sp.), Florida hempvine, and white crownbeard.

Live Oak/Saw Palmetto Shrubland. This association is an upland shrub layer and also
appears to be the result of fire suppression. The association is bordered by the scrub
community to the east and differs from scrub by the lack of sand live oak and
Chapman’s oak. The canopy consists of live oak with occasional red bay and myrtle
oak. The shrub layer is dominated by saw palmetto. Other shrubs include groundsel
tree, American beautyberry, yaupon, lantana, and wax myrtle. Herbaceous species
include hammock snakeroot (Ageratina jucunda), common ragweed (Ambrosia
artemisiifolia), bluestem, capillary hairsedge (Bulbostylis ciliatifolia), and sensitive pea

(Chamaecrista nictitans) (Gulledge et al 2009).

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences

3.6.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction or renovation activities would take

place at the site; therefore, no impacts to vegetative resources would occur.
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3.6.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

The Proposed Action would occur along the southwest side of the Skid Strip (Figure
2-1) in an area that is predominantly live oak/saw palmetto hammock. The oaks (live,
myrtle, sand live, and Chapman’s) in this area have reached their maximum height of 25
to 30 feet. Other large trees/plants located in this area include over-mature cabbage
palms and red bay. Shrub species observed in the area include saw palmetto, wax
myrtle, tough buckthorn, nakedwood (Myrsianthes fragrans), and rust lyonia (Lyonia
feruginea). Grape vines (Vitis rotundifolia) occur throughout the area (CCAFS 2010b).
An herb layer is present in disturbed areas with sandy openings and consists of such
species as sand cordgrass (Spartina bakerii), gopher apple (Licania michauzii), prickly
pear cactus (Opuntia humifusa), partridge pea (Galactia elliottii), milkwort (Polygala sp.),
blueberry (Vaccinium sp.), hempvine (Mikania scandens), and Madagascar periwinkle
(Catharantus roseus). Brazilian pepper is found along the edges of disturbed areas

throughout this area at CCAFS.

This vegetative community appears to be the remnant of historic vegetative community
at the CCAFS, however the quality and distribution of this habitat has been altered by
the creation and operation of the launch base. The construction of roads, airfields,
buildings, lines of sight, utilities, launch complexes, and artificial drainages have altered
this natural vegetative community to some extent. In areas such as those immediately
adjacent to the airfield, native vegetation has been intentionally replaced with
maintained grasses. Invasive species utilize disturbance corridors and replace native
vegetation. The predominant invasive species at CCAFS is Brazilian pepper followed by
Australian pine (Casuarina glauca), cogon grass (Imperata cylindrica), melaleuca

(Melaleuca quinquenervia), and small populations of thistles and nettles.
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Implementation of the Proposed Action is anticipated to remove approximately 5 acres
of vegetative habitat. The majority of these impacts are associated with the construction
of the hangar, parking apron, and taxiway. These impacts would occur in a portion of
the installation that was previously evaluated for environmental impacts for the Skid
Strip ADP (CCAFS 2004). The Skid Strip ADP EA evaluated the impacts of the loss of
approximately 411 acres of vegetative habitat and concluded that the potential impacts
to the vegetative habitat would be minimized by the restoration of 1,157 acres of similar

habitat at CCAFS (CCAFS 2009).

3.6.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

No new construction would occur under this alternative and impacts to vegetative

habitat would be similar to the No Action Alternative.

3.6.2.4 Alternative 4. Renovate Hangar C

Implementation of Alternative C would impact approximately 3.5 acres of maritime
hammock along the edge of the proposed tow way. These impacts are considered
minor and would not result in a significant impact due to the low quality of the maritime
hammock in this portion of the installation and the abundance of this habitat type at

CCAFS.

3.7 WILDLIFE RESOURCES

3.7.1 Affected Environment

Various wildlife studies and observations indicate that CCAFS supports a diversity of

wildlife species. The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) lists 175
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species of birds, 28 mammal species, 37 species of amphibians and reptiles, and an

unknown number of fish species.

CCAFS is located along the Atlantic Flyway and a variety of birds utilize the habitat in
the vicinity of CCAFS for winter habitat, foraging during migration, or for nesting and

breeding habitat.

During November waterfowl such as black scoter (Melanitta americana), blue-winged
teal (Anas discors), lesser scaup (Aythya affinis), northern pintail (Anas acuta), red-
breasted merganser (Mergus serrator), and northern shoveler (Anas clypeata) occupy
the installation. Neotropical migrants observed on the installation include species such
as blue-winged (Vermivora pinus) and black and white warblers (Mniotilta varia), yellow-
throated (Vireo flavifrons) and red-eyed vireos (Vireo olivaceus), eastern kingbird
(Tyrannus tyrannus), ovenbird (Seiurus aurocapillus), and the American redstart
(Setophaga ruticilla). Migrating raptors include merlin (Falco columbarius), Cooper’'s
hawk (Accipiter cooperii), and peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus) as well as resident
raptors such as red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered hawks (Buteo
lineatus), ospreys (Pandion haliaetus), and American kestrel (Falco sparverius) (CCAFS

2008).

Numerous birds occupy the scrub and hammock habitat found at CCAFS. Species
include the mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), gray catbird (Dumetella carolinensis),
rufous-sided towhee (Pipilo erythrophthalmus), common yellowthroat (Geothlypis
trichas), and red-bellied woodpeckers (Melanerpes carolinus). Shorebirds observed at

CCAFS include black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus), willet (Tringa semipalmata),
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ruddy turnstone (Arenaria interpres), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), and roseate

spoonbill (Platalea ajaja) (CCAFS 2008).

Large and medium sized mammal species commonly found at CCAFS include white-
tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), armadillo (Dasypus novemcinctus), bobcat (Lynx
rufus), feral hog (Sus scrofa), raccoons (Procyon lotor), and round-tailed muskrat
(Neofiber alleni). Small mammals observed at the installation include eastern gray
squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), eastern mole (Scalopus aquaticus), least shrew
(Cryptotis parva), cotton mouse (Peromyscus gossypinus), Norway rat (Rattus
norvegicus), eastern cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus), and pocket gopher
(Geomys pinetis). Two bat species, the Seminole bat (Lasiurus seminolus) and the
yellow bat (Lasiurus intermedius) have been observed at CCAFS. Reptiles observed at
CCAFS include the Florida box turtle (Terrapene carolina bauri), northern diamondback
terrapin (Malaclemys terrapin terrapin), Florida cooter (Chrysemys floridana floridana),
eastern garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis), black racer (Coluber constrictor),
dusky pygmy rattlesnake (Sistrurus miliarius barbouri), eastern coral snake (Micrurus
fulvius fulvius), eastern diamondback and the green (Anolis carolinensis) and brown
anole (A sagrei). Amphibians include eastern spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus holbrooki
holbrooki), green tree frog (Hyla cinerea), southern leopard frog (Rana utricularis), and

gopher frog (Rana capito) (CCAFS 2008).

CCAFS implements a Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) plan due to resident
and migratory bird/wildlife species on the installation and in the general vicinity. The
2009 BASH Plan implements the program required by AFI 91-202, The U.S. Air Force
Mishap Prevention Program. It provides a base program to minimize bird strikes to

aircraft by identifying hazards and applying risk controls to eliminate or lower the risk of
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bird strikes, as discussed in USAF Pamphlet 91-212, BASH Management Techniques.
The plan is designed to: establish a bird hazard working group; establish procedures to
identify high hazard situations; establish aircraft and airfield operating procedures to
avoid high-hazard situations; provide means of disseminating bird hazard information to
all assigned and transient aircrews and procedures for bird avoidance; establish
procedures and guidelines to decrease airfield attractiveness to birds in accordance
with AFl 32-7064, Integrated Natural Resources Management; and provide guidelines

for dispersing birds when they congregate on the airfield (45 SW OPlan 91-212 2009a).

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences

3.7.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no CBP personnel or assets would remain at CCAFS
and no impacts to wildlife would occur. Conditions would remain as described in

Section 3.7.

3.7.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar

Impacts to wildlife are anticipated to be the same as those described in the Skid Strip
ADP EA (CCAFS 2009). The Proposed Action is occurring in the same location as
described in that EA and would replace hangar and administrative facilities proposed by
the USAF with similar facilities proposed by CBP. The 2009 EA evaluated a project that
would extend over a period of eight years and remove approximately 411 acres of
wildlife habitat. Construction of a new hangar and associated facilities for the CBP
mission is anticipated to take less than two years and impact less than five acres of

wildlife habitat.
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Impacts to wildlife species are anticipated to be minimal as a result of implementing the
Proposed Action alternative. Construction related impacts are anticipated to cause
disruption to populations of wildlife in the vicinity of the Proposed Action. These impacts

would be short-term and temporary.

There is the potential for species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act to occur
with the project area. Avian surveys would occur immediately before construction
activities to identify the presence of any nests. Monitoring during construction would
identify potential disturbances so measures could be implemented to avoid adverse

effects.

In addition to the potential for migratory bird impacts during construction, this action
represents an increase in the number of flight operations at CCAFS which has the
potential to increase mortality in bird species due to bird aircraft strikes. CCAFS has an
active BASH plan as discussed in Sections 3.7.1 and 3.16. This program reduces the
potential for bird strikes at CCAFS and it is not anticipated that the increase in aircraft
operations associated with the Proposed Action would result in a significant increase in

migratory bird mortality.

It is anticipated that the majority of wildlife species would not be located in areas of
construction but some mortality would result because of some species not being able to
leave the area. The Proposed Action would permanently remove approximately five
acres of scrub/saw-palmetto habitat at CCAFS. These impacts are not anticipated to
represent a significant impact due to the mitigation of Scrub-jay habitat described in

Section 3.8.
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3.7.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

No new construction would occur under this alternative and impacts to wildlife would be

similar to the No Action Alternative.

3.7.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Impacts to wildlife under Alternative 4 would be minimal and similar in nature to those
described under Alternative 2. Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in fewer
impacts to wildlife habitat due to the minor construction requirements under this
alternative. Impacts would be limited to an approximately 3.5 acre area adjacent to
Control Tower Road. Vegetation within 60 feet of this road would be cleared for a tow
way right of way. Avian surveys would occur prior to construction and monitoring during
construction would identify potential disturbances to protected species. No significant

impacts to wildlife are anticipated as a result of implementing Alternative 4.

3.8 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

3.8.1 Affected Environment

Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 USC 1536), an “endangered species” is
defined as any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of
its range. A “threatened species” is defined as any species likely to become an
endangered species in the foreseeable future. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) also maintains a list of species considered to be candidates for possible
listing under the ESA. Although candidate species receive no statutory protection under
the ESA, the USFWS has attempted to advise government agencies, industries, and the

public that these species are at risk and may warrant future protection under the ESA.
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The CCAFS INRMP lists 11 federally endangered and six threatened species that have
been observed at CCAFS or are known to occur in the vicinity of the installation (Table
3-1). Slightly more than half of these species (9 of 17) are marine species and include
four species of sea turtles, four species of whale, and the Florida manatee. The Atlantic
loggerhead sea turtle, Atlantic green sea turtle, and the leatherback sea turtle have all
been observed nesting on CCAFS beaches. Manatees have been observed in the
turning basin on the west side of Cape Canaveral and in the Trident basin located at the
southern border of the station. Several species of whale have been observed in the
Atlantic Ocean in the vicinity of CCAFS. None of the marine species would be affected

through implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives.

Other federally listed species located or potentially located at CCAFS are primarily
terrestrial and include two mammal species (southeastern beach mouse, gray bat),
three bird species (Florida Scrub-jay, wood stork, piping plover), and two reptile species
(American alligator, eastern indigo snake). The American alligator is the only federally

listed species that actively uses freshwater aquatic habitats at CCAFS.

In addition to federally listed species, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission (FWCC) maintains a list of imperiled animal species specific to the state of
Florida. This list includes endangered, threatened, and species of special concern. The
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Service maintain a list of state
endangered, threatened, and commercially exploited plants. State listed species known

to occur at CCAFS are listed in Table 3-1.
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Table 3-1. Threatened and Endangered Species of Flora and Fauna Found on and

in The Vicinity of CCAFS

Status
Common Name Scientific Name Federal State
PLANTS
Curtiss’ milkweed Asclepias curtissii E
Sand dune spurge Chamaesyce cumulicola E
Satinleaf Chrysophyllum oliviforme T
Florida lantana Lantana depressa var. floridana E
Nodding pinweed Lechea cernua T
Hand fern Ophioglossum palmatum E
Nakedwood, Simpson’s Myrcianthes fragrans T
stopper
Shell mound prickly-pear Opuntia stricta T
cactus
Beach star Remirea maritime E
Scaevola, inkberry Scaevola plumieri T
Sea lavender Tournefortia gnaphalodes E
Coastal vervain Verbena maritime E
REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS
American Alligator Alligator mississippiensis T (S/A) SSC
Atlantic Loggerhead Turtle Caretta caretta T T
Atlantic Green Turtle Chelonia mydas E
Leatherback Turtle Dermochelys coriacea E E
Atlantic Ridley Sea Turtle Lepidochelys kempi E E
Hawksbill Turtle * Eretmochelys imbricata E E
Gopher Tortoise Gopherus polyphemus T
Eastern Indigo Snake Drymarchon corais couperi T T
Florida Pine Snake Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus SSC
Florida Gopher Frog Rana capito aesopus SSC
BIRDS
Roseate Spoonbill Ajaia ajaja SSC
Florida Scrub-Jay Aphelocoma coerulescens T T
Piping Plover Charadrius melodus T T
Little Blue Heron Egretta caerulea SSC
Reddish Egret Egretta rufescens SSC
Snowy Egret Egretta thula SSC
Tricolored Heron Egretta tricolor SSC
White Ibis Eudocimus albus SSC
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Table 3-1. Threatened and Endangered Species of Flora and Fauna Found on and
in The Vicinity of CCAFS (cont’d)

Status

Common Name Scientific Name Federal State
BIRDS (cont'd)
Arctic Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus tundrius E
Southeastern American Falco sparverius paulus T
Kestrel
American Oystercatcher Haematopus palliates SSC
Wood Stork Mycteria americana E E
Brown Pelican Pelecanus occidentalis SSC
Black Skimmer Rynchops niger SSC
Least Tern Sterna antillarum T
MAMMALS
Right Whale * Balaena glacialis E E
Sei Whale * Balaenoptera borealis E E
Finback Whale * Balaenoptera physalus E E
Humpback Whale * Megaptera novaeangliae E E
Gray Bat * Myotis grisescens E E
Southeastern Beach Mouse Peromyscus polionotus niveiventris | T T
Florida Mouse Podomys floridanus SSC
Florida Manatee Trichechus manatus E T

Source: CCAFS 2008

SSC — Species of Special Concern

T — Threatened

E — Endangered

S/A — Similar in Appearance

* Not observed on CCAFS, but known to occur in the vicinity.

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences

3.8.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no CBP Air and Marine (A&M) personnel or assets
would deploy to CCAFS and no impacts to threatened or endangered species would

occur. Conditions would remain as described above.

3.8.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar

As noted earlier, this project is occurring in the same location that was previously

evaluated under the Skid Strip ADP EA. Three federally threatened wildlife species
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(Florida Scrub-jay, southeastern beach mouse, and eastern indigo snake) and one
Florida threatened species (gopher tortoise) have the potential to be impacted by the
implementation of the Proposed Action. Construction activities have the potential to
impact these wildlife species from activities such as disturbance, excavation, crushing
or burial. The USFWS has determined that implementation of the Proposed Action is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Florida Scrub-jay, southeastern
beach mouse or eastern indigo snake. It is important to note that all of the disturbance

proposed under the 2009 Skid Strip EA would not be required for this project.

Florida Scrub-Jay. Direct impacts to the Florida Scrub-jay would include the loss of
habitat for one group of Florida Scrub-jay. The loss of this habitat may result in a “take.”
This group of Florida Scrub-jays was evaluated in the Skid Strip ADP EA which
anticipated the loss of habitat to potentially impact 12 groups of Florida Scrub-jays. It is
possible that, as construction proceeds, Florida Scrub-jays would move away from the
construction site; however, the USFWS anticipates that “take” would occur. Clearing
would be restricted to outside the nesting season; therefore, mortality associated with
actual clearing activities is not expected to occur. The Skid Strip ADP EA proposed to
minimize impacts by restoring 1,157.48 acres of potential Scrub-jay, southeastern
beach mouse, and eastern indigo snake habitat at CCAFS over a nine-year period. In
accordance with the ESA, the USFWS prepared a biological opinion (BO) on this Action
in May of 2008 and has issued an “Incidental Take Statement” for the clearing required
under the Skid Strip EA Action. The USFWS has confirmed that this project falls within
the biological opinion. This correspondence is included in Appendix A, the biological

opinion is included in Appendix D.
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Indirect impacts were also evaluated under the Skid Strip EA. Potential negative indirect
impacts included the chance of increased mortality due to an increase in the operations
of the Skid Strip. The increase in operations would add to vehicular traffic along
roadways adjacent to occupied habitat, possibly resulting in Scrub-jays being struck by
vehicles. A potential positive indirect impact was the increase in habitat due to proposed
habitat restoration and management activities. These activities are expected to enhance
Scrub-jay dispersal when complete. The same indirect impacts are anticipated as a

result of implementing the Proposed Action.

Mitigation for direct and indirect impacts to the Scrub-jay would compensate for impacts
caused by the Proposed Action. Provided the following mitigation measures are
implemented, the Proposed Action would not significantly impact the Scrub-jay
population at CCAFS. Reasonable and prudent measures and the Terms and
Conditions of the BO prepared as part of the Skid Strip EA are included in Appendix C.
Again, it is important to note that the clearing required under this project is only a small

percentage of that evaluated in the 2009 Skid Strip EA.

The USAF proposes to restore unoccupied Scrub-jay habitat at a ratio of 3:1 (every acre
lost would require compensation in the amount of three acres). For each phase of
clearing around the Skid Strip, there would be a corresponding project to restore
habitat. A combination of mechanical treatment and prescribed burning would be used
to restore habitat. In addition to the creation of habitat, CCAFS would avoid construction
in Scrub-jay occupied areas during the nesting season from March 1 through June 30;
ensure that prior to clearing of Scrub-jay habitat there is suitable habitat within 1,200
feet; that the USFWS would be notified of any unauthorized taking of Scrub-jays

identified during construction; and that CCAFS would conduct routine Scrub-jay
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monitoring and submit reports describing the actions taken to implement the terms and

conditions of the “Incidental Take Statement.”

If a dead Scrub-jay is found at the project site, it would be salvaged in accordance with

proper protocols and notification would be made to the USFWS office in Jacksonville.

Southeastern Beach Mouse. According to the Skid Strip Development EA, the majority
of habitat in the vicinity of the Skid Strip is overgrown and is not likely to support beach
mice. However, some small mammal burrows have been observed in similar habitat
elsewhere on the installation and trapping in similar habitat approximately 0.5 miles to
the south of the Skid Strip resulted in the capture of beach mice. Therefore, a take of an
unknown number of beach mice was anticipated as a result of implementation of the
clearing described under the Skid Strip EA and thus a take could also be possible under
this Proposed Action. The take would result from the loss of habitat and the destruction
of burrows. In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, the USFWS prepared a BO on the
Action described in the Skid Strip EA in May of 2008 and has issued an “Incidental Take
Statement” for that Action, which would include the Proposed Action described in this
document. Indirect effects of the Proposed Action would include the continued loss of

foraging habitat for the southeastern beach mouse.

The following mitigation measures were included in the Skid Strip ADP EA. Mitigation
for direct and indirect impacts to the southeastern beach mouse would offset impacts
caused by the Proposed Action. Provided the following mitigation measures are
implemented, the Proposed Action would not significantly impact the southeastern

beach mouse population at CCAFS.
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The proposed restoration of habitat for the Scrub-jay is expected to be beneficial to
southeastern beach mice. Based on a three-year study recently completed for CCAFS,
beach mice are benefiting from the same land management activities being conducted
for Scrub-jays, and the population is expanding into inland locations. Therefore, the
potential exists to create an additional 1,000+ acres of habitat for beach mice. Based on
observations by USAF biologists of small mammal burrows around the current Skid
Strip clear zone, the expansion of that zone has the potential to provide additional
habitat. If a dead beach mouse is found at the project site, it would be salvaged in
accordance with proper protocols and notification would be made to the USFWS office

in Jacksonville.

Eastern Indigo Snake. Direct impacts could potentially occur to the eastern indigo
snake as a result of clearing and grading activities associated with the construction of
the facilities listed in the Proposed Action. As stated in the Skid Strip Development EA,
the probability and level of incidental take is dependent upon the number of eastern
indigo snakes within the region; their ability to disperse; and the amount and distribution
of available suitable habitat elsewhere. It is possible that, as construction proceeds,
they would move away from the construction site; however, the USFWS anticipates that
“take” would occur. Incidental take in the form of mortality to eastern indigo snakes
would be avoided through preconstruction surveys and relocation of any individuals
present within the boundaries of the work area. As part of the effort to minimize impacts
to the gopher tortoise, prior to any land disturbance activities, a survey would be
required to identify locations of gopher tortoise burrows within the project areas. This
survey would include a burrow count and habitat characterization and would be

conducted in accordance with Florida FWCC guidelines. Attempts would be made to
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relocate eastern indigo snakes encountered during gopher tortoise burrow excavation to
land outside the project area. In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, the USFWS
prepared a BO in May 2008 for the action described in the Skid Strip EA, which includes
this Action. The USFWS has issued an “Incidental Take Statement” take that would

cover this Action.

Indirect impacts were also evaluated under the Skid Strip EA. Potential negative indirect
impacts included the chance of increased mortality due to an increase in the operations
of the Skid Strip. The increase in operations would increase vehicular traffic along
roadways adjacent to occupied habitat, possibly resulting in eastern indigo snakes
being struck by vehicles. In addition, the loss of habitat due to construction activities is
likely to increase movement of the snakes and increase the risk of being struck by a

vehicle.

The following mitigation measures were included in the Skid Strip ADP EA. Mitigation
for direct and indirect impacts to the eastern indigo snake would offset impacts caused
by the Proposed Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not significantly impact
the eastern indigo snake population at CCAFS provided the reasonable and prudent
measures are implemented. Reasonable and prudent measures and the Terms and
Conditions of the BO are included in Appendix C. Generally, those mitigation measures

include the following.

The 45th SW Indigo Snake Protection/Education Plan would be presented to the project
manager, construction manager, and personnel. An educational sign would be
displayed at the site informing personnel of the snake’s appearance, its protected

status, and who to contact if any are spotted in the area. If any indigo snakes are
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encountered during clearing activities, they would be allowed to safely leave the area on
their own. Furthermore, indigo snakes encountered during gopher tortoise burrow
excavation, if required, would be safely moved out of the project area. An eastern indigo
snake monitoring report would be submitted in the event that any indigo snakes are
observed. If a dead indigo is found at the project site, it would be salvaged in
accordance with proper protocols and notification would be made to the USFWS office
in Jacksonville. Only individuals with permits should attempt to capture or handle the
eastern indigo snakes. If an indigo snake is held in captivity, it should be released as

soon as possible in release sites approved by the USFWS on the CCAFS.

Gopher Tortoise. Direct impacts could potentially occur to the gopher tortoise as a
result of clearing and grading activities associated with the construction of the facilities
listed in the Proposed Action. As stated in the Skid Strip ADP EA, significant impacts to
gopher tortoises are not expected provided that minimization measures are
implemented. Pre-construction surveys would be conducted to find tortoises that are
within the project area. These tortoise surveys are conducted in accordance with FWCC
guidelines and include a burrow count and habitat characterization. Tortoises found
during pre-construction surveys would be relocated to nearby viable habitat within
CCAFS areas. A monitoring report is submitted if any gopher tortoises are relocated. If
a dead gopher tortoise is found at the project site, it would be salvaged in accordance

with proper protocols and the FWCC is notified.

Marine Turtles. No direct impacts to marine turtles are anticipated as a result of
implementing the Proposed Action. However, there is a possibility that lighting from the
proposed project area could be visible to sea turtles. Lighting that is visible from the

beach can cause disorientation in adult and hatching sea turtles resulting in movements
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landward instead of seaward. This may result in increased mortality. CCAFS has
developed a 45th SW Instruction (45th SW Instruction 32-7001, Exterior Lighting
Management) to minimize potential impacts of lighting on sea turtle movements. All
facilities at CCAFS are required to comply with this instruction. In order to comply with
these instructions, CBP will prepare and submit a light management plan for operations
at CCAFS through the USAF for approval by the USFWS. Significant impacts to sea
turtles are not anticipated as a result of implementing the Proposed Action as long as an

approved lighting management plan is followed.

3.8.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

No additional construction or habitat disturbance would occur as a result of
implementing Alternative 3 and therefore no impacts to federal or state listed species

are anticipated.

3.8.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Implementation of Alternative C would impact approximately 3.5 acres of maritime
hammock along the edge of the proposed tow way. No populations of Florida Scrub-jay
are known to occur in this portion of the installation. Maritime hammock is not
considered a suitable habit for the Scrub-jay and therefore impacts to this species are
not anticipated to occur. There is a potential for impacts to eastern indigo snake and
gopher tortoise due to clearing and grading activities associated with expanding the
existing road for use as a tow way. Impacts would be similar to those described in
Section 3.8.2.2. Coordination with USFWS has occurred regarding potential impacts

associated with Alternative 4 (Appendix A).

Final EA 3-39 July 2011



EA for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems at Cape Canaveral, Florida

3.9 CULTURAL, HISTORICAL, AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources are any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or
object considered important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific,
traditional, religious or other purposes. They include archaeological resources, historic
architectural resources, and traditional resources. Archaeological resources are
locations where prehistoric or historic activity measurably altered the earth or produced
deposits of physical remains (e.g., arrowheads, bottles). Historic architectural resources
include standing buildings and other structures of historic or aesthetic significance.
Traditional resources are associated with cultural practices and beliefs of a living
community which are rooted in its history and are important in maintaining the

continuing cultural identity of the community.

Historic properties (as defined in 36 CFR 60.4) are significant archaeological,
architectural, or traditional resources eligible for listing, or listed in, the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP). Historic properties are evaluated for potential adverse
impacts from an action, as are significant traditional resources identified by American
Indian tribes or other groups. Executive Order (EO) 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments requires in part that federal agencies
establish regular and meaningful consultation and collaboration with tribal officials in
developing federal policies that have tribal implications and conduct such collaboration
in a government-to-government relationship. The ROI for cultural resources for the
Proposed Action consists of those portions of CCAFS that would be directly affected by
ground-disturbing activities and building alterations, as well as all lands under the

current airspace and the proposed Certificates of Authorization (COASs).
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3.9.1 Affected Environment

3.9.1.1 Historic Context

Humans first occupied Florida between 12,000 and 10,000 years ago during the
Paleoindian Period, the oldest known cultural tradition in native North America. To date,
no archaeological remains from the Paleoindian Period have been discovered at
CCAFS. Archaeological investigations at CCAFS indicate that human occupation of the
Cape Canaveral Peninsula area first occurred during the subsequent Archaic Period by

at least 4,000 years ago (45 SW 2004).

Prehistoric occupation periods represented by archaeological remains at CCAFS
include the Late Archaic/Orange/Transitional Period, the St. John’s |/Malabar | Period,
and the St. John’s IlI/Malabar Il Period. Early settlement was focused within the Banana
River Lagoon salt marsh area; however, there is archaeological evidence that the entire
peninsula was exploited for a wide variety of marine, estuarine, and terrestrial
resources. At the time of European contact, the Cape Canaveral Peninsula was
populated by a group of Indians known as the Ais. Based on Spanish accounts the Ais
were a chiefdom level society who maintained a non-agricultural subsistence economy
based on hunting, fishing, and gathering. The subsistence economy likely had remained
unchanged from the end of the Late Archaic Period due to the abundant naturally

occurring food resources (45 SW 2004).

Historic occupation periods of CCAFS include First Spanish (1513-1763), British (1763-
1783), Second Spanish (1783-1821), American Territorial (1821-1842), Early Statehood
(1842-1861), Civil War (1861-1865), Reconstruction and Late Nineteenth Century

(1865-1899), and Twentieth Century (1900+). Spanish explorers were first known to
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have visited the CCAFS area in 1513 when Ponce de Leon first set foot in Florida near
Cape Canaveral. The first recorded encounter between the Ais and Europeans was in
1605 when Alvar Mexia, a soldier stationed at St. Augustine, visited Cape Canaveral.
Over the years there were periodic encounters between the Ais and Spanish who also
made treaties with them. Although the Cape was not settled by the Spanish, the Indian
River area became fall and winter fishing grounds for some Spaniards by the 1760s.
The British did not inhabit the Cape during their two decades of rule in Florida which is
known as the British Period (45 SW 2004). During this period, the area was subjected to
slave raids, and diseases depopulated the region; the death of the last of the Ais was

recorded in Cuba in 1783.

During the Second Spanish Period, the Spanish regained control of Florida under the
1783 Treaty of Paris but could not maintain it. Cape Canaveral, with its isolation,
vegetation, and soils, was not attractive to 18th century Spanish planters. The CCAFS
area remained essentially devoid of human occupation until the American Territorial
Period when the Seminole Indians were known to occupy Central Florida, and Douglas
Dummett homesteaded lands north of what is now KSC. The earliest documented
continuous human occupation of CCAFS was in the mid-1840s when veterans of the
Seminole Indian Wars were granted land patents for their service in the wars. A number
of temporary Army posts had been established in the Indian River area during the
second Seminole Indian War, including Fort Ann, north of Cape Canaveral. The
presence of the forts encouraged settlement, and some of the names of these forts still

exist today (45 SW 2004).

Due to the concerns about the safe passage of vessels sailing the notably treacherous

waters of Cape Canaveral and the Straits of Florida, the first lighthouse was established
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on what is now CCAFS in 1844. There were no battles on Cape Canaveral during the
Civil War, and the population remained low. During the Reconstruction and Post
Reconstruction years following the Civil War, displaced southerners, former slaves, and
veterans from the north moved to Florida to begin a new life, many of whom were
prospective orange growers lured by advertisements promising great profits for little
work. CCAFS remained somewhat isolated until well into the 1880s and was accessible
only by boat. Transportation improvements brought more homesteaders to Cape
Canaveral between 1875 and 1925, and by the time of the Florida Land Boom in the
1920s small communities were springing up on the island. This ended with the start of

the Great Depression and remained after World War I1.

Government interest in Cape Canaveral increased in the late 1940s when they began
buying land from the state to establish a long-range proving ground. In 1946, a
committee formed by the Department of Defense (DoD) chose Cape Canaveral for a
mission test center. The evolution of facilities at CCAFS has been divided into three
phases including Early Launches (1950-1955), the Industrial Area Development (1950-
present), and the Vertical Integration or Assembly Concept (1964-present) (45 SW
2004). The first construction activity at CCAFS included a road leading to a point one-
half mile northeast of the lighthouse, as well as very simple and primitive launch pads
and related facilities for the earliest missiles. In the early 1950s, launch activities were
confined to the area near the tip of the Cape, which included a communications
building, a water plant, a fire fighting unit, and numerous camera roads. A few hangars
(C and O) were built near the launching areas at the tip of the Cape, but as the missiles
became larger, more sophisticated, and more explosive, safety considerations required

a support area further from the launch pads (45 SW 2004).
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In the mid-1950s, greatly increased missile development efforts related to national
security brought about development of the Industrial Area of the Cape adjacent to the
Banana River midway between the northern and southern boundaries of CCAFS. It
included missile assembly buildings, shops, laboratories, a cafeteria, heating and power
plants, operational buildings, a fire station, chemical storage buildings, and
miscellaneous utilities, structures, and systems. By the early to mid-1960s, missiles
were constructed using the vertical integration concept, which meant that the boosters
did not have to spend as much time on the pad - requiring fewer new launch pads (45

SW 2004).

As programs were completed or terminated, remaining facilities were used for other
functions, demolished, or "abandoned in place" depending on the needs of the military.
For these reasons, and also because of the corrosive environment of Florida's coast,
little remains of many structures relating to the early missile and space program (45 SW

2004).

3.9.1.2 Archaeological Resources

Prehistoric archaeological sites within CCAFS are typically middens and mounds. A
midden is a refuse deposit resulting from human activities, generally consisting of saill,
food remains (bone and shell), and discarded artifacts. At CCAFS there are two types of
middens. A black earth or sheet midden is identifiable by the presence of black organic
soils. They tend to be linear and can range in size from a few meters to a kilometer (or
more) in size. A mound can consist of just soil or a combination of shell and soil. A shell
midden (or shell mound) is a mound-like deposit of shell. Mounds typically were used
for interment of the dead, ceremonial centers, or as the home of high status individuals.

At CCAFS both were used as living floors and some are known to contain human
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remains. Other prehistoric archaeological sites at CCAFS include isolated finds or small

clusters of just a few artifacts.

Historic period archaeological sites on CCAFS tend to be homestead/farmstead sites,
small surface scatters, linear resources such as former unpaved roads or trails, and

cemeteries. Most tend to be twentieth century in origin and not eligible for the NRHP.

Archaeological investigations have been conducted on the Cape Canaveral peninsula
and the CCAFS area since the late 19th century. To effectively manage all cultural
resources located on CCAFS, the growing body of data pertaining to site and
environmental relationships on Cape Canaveral was used to develop an archaeological
sensitivity map of CCAFS, which shows high and low levels of probability for finding
archaeological sites (45 SW 2004). In 1992 an intensive archeological survey of CCAFS
was conducted, which focused on 1,430 acres of land located adjacent to the Banana
River shoreline on the west coast of the Cape Canaveral peninsula (45 SW 2004). A
total of 56 archaeological sites have been identified and evaluated for NRHP eligibility,

of which 14 have been determined to be eligible for listing on the National Register.

3.9.1.3 Architectural Resources

Inventory and evaluation of all the historic buildings and structures at CCAFS has not
been completed. However, 21 launch complexes and five individual buildings have been
evaluated for NRHP eligibility (Table 3-2). Seven of the properties (six launch
complexes and the Original Mission Control Building, which belongs to National
Aeronautics and Space Administration [NASA]) are designated as National Historic
Landmarks (NHLs). Ten other properties, including seven launch complexes, the Cape

Canaveral Lighthouse, the Original Lighthouse Site, and Hangar C have been
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determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. The remaining nine properties

evaluated are not considered eligible for the NRHP (45 SW 2004). Although not officially

evaluated, the Skid Strip is of sufficient age to be potentially eligible for the NRHP

(Penders 2010).
Table 3-2. CCAFS Historic Property Inventory
Construction Previous NRHP
Property Date Early Uses Recommendations
Complex 1/2 1951-1953 Snark, Matador Eligible
Complex 3/4 1950-1952 Bumper, Matador, Bomarc Eligible
Complex 5/6 * 1955-1956 Project Mercury Designated NHL
Complex 11 1956-1958 Atlas Not Eligible
Complex 12 1956-1957 Atlas Not Eligible
Complex 13 1956-1958 Atlas Not Eligible
Complex 13 (MST only) 1958 Atlas Agena Designated NHL
Complex 14 1957 Project Mercury Designated NHL
Complex 15 1957-1958 Titan I/11 Not Eligible
Complex 16 1957-1958 Titan | Not Eligible
Complex 17 1956-1957 Thor Eligible
Complex 18 1956-1957 Vanguard Not Eligible
Complex 19 1959 Project Gemini Designated NHL
Complex 21/22 1956-1957 Bull Goose, Matador, Mace Eligible
Complex 25 1957 & 1968 Polaris, Poseidon Eligible
Complex 26 1959 Redstone, Jupiter Designated NHL
Complex 30 1960 Pershing Not Eligible
Complex 31/32 1959-1960 Minuteman Eligible
Complex 34 * 1961 Saturn I/IB, Project Apollo Designated NHL
Complex 37 1962-1963 Saturn I/IB Not Eligible
Cape Canaveral 1893 Lighthouse Eligible
Lighthouse
Complex 9/10 1955-1956 Navaho Eligible
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Table 3-2. CCAFS Historic Property Inventory (cont’d)

Construction Previous NRHP
Property Date Early Uses Recommendations
Hangar C 1953 Missile Research and Eligible
Development
Hangar S 1957 Project Mercury (1959) Not Eligible
Original Lighthouse Site 1843 Lighthouse Eligible
Original Mission Control 1957 Project Mercury/Gemini Designated NHL
Building *

*Facility 21900H at Launch Complex 34 is owned by NASA
MST — Mobile Service Tower

3.9.1.4 Traditional Resources

At the present time it is not possible to determine which Native American group or
groups were responsible for creating most of the prehistoric archaeological sites. Two
tribes, the Seminoles and the Miccosukees, are associated with Cape Canaveral's
Native American heritage. However, no American Indian traditional resources or
Traditional Cultural Properties have been identified at CCAFS. The Seminole Tribe of
Florida and the Miccosukee Tribe of Florida are recognized as the appropriate Native
American culture for consultation in the treatment of archaeological sites on CCAFS that

can be confidently associated with the Ais culture (45 SW 2004).

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences

Impact analysis for cultural resources focuses on assessing whether the Proposed
Action or the alternatives have the potential to affect cultural resources that are eligible
for listing in the NRHP or have traditional significance for American Indian groups.
Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the proponent of
the action is responsible for determining whether any historic properties are located in
the area; assessing whether the proposed undertaking would adversely affect the

resources, and notifying the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) of any adverse
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effects. An adverse effect is any action that may directly or indirectly change the
characteristics that make the historic property eligible for listing in the NRHP. If an
adverse effect is identified, the federal agency consults with the SHPO and federally-
recognized American Indian tribes to develop measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate

the adverse effects of the undertaking.

Direct impacts may occur by:

e physically altering, damaging, or destroying all or part of a resource;

« altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute to the
resource’s significance;

« introducing visual or audible elements that are out of character with the property
or alter its setting; or

« neglecting the resource to the extent that it deteriorates or is destroyed.

Direct impacts can be assessed by identifying the types and locations of proposed
activity and determining the exact location of cultural resources that could be affected.
Indirect impacts occur later in time or farther from the Proposed Action. Indirect impacts
to cultural resources generally result from the effects of project-induced population
increases, such as the need to develop new housing areas, utility services, and other
support functions to accommodate population growth. These activities and the

subsequent use of the facilities can impact cultural resources.

The ROI for impacts to cultural resources consists of areas of CCAFS that require
ground disturbance and the buildings requiring renovation and alteration, as well as all

lands under the current airspace and the proposed COAs.
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3.9.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Impacts to cultural resources are not expected under the No Action Alternative. The
CCAFS would maintain existing facilities and would not build new facilities or
infrastructure. Cultural resources would continue to be managed in compliance with

federal law and USAF regulations.

3.9.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

Under the Proposed Action, CBP is proposing to construct a new hangar, parking
apron, and taxiway to the Skid Strip (Figure 2-1). Flight operations of the UAS would
utilize existing warning and restricted areas as much as feasible during operations, but
would require a COA when transitioning through Class A airspace from one existing

restricted/warning area to another.

New construction that would occur under the Proposed Action would have no effect on
the 10 NRHP-eligible installation facilities and the seven designated as NHLs (Table
3-2), as they are located well beyond the ROI of the Proposed Action. Changes to the
setting or viewscape from the construction would have no effect on NRHP-eligible and
potentially eligible installation facilities, including the Skid Strip, because their NRHP
eligibility is based, in part, on their association with an active military installation on

which infrastructure changes routinely occur.

New construction would have no effect on the 56 known archaeological resources. All of
the area required for the proposed project has been identified as a low probability area
for the discovery of archaeological resources, based on the existing surveys and
excavations (45 SW 2004). However, because all of CCAFS has not been subjected to

a cultural resources inventory (45 SW 2004), compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA,

Final EA 3-49 July 2011



EA for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems at Cape Canaveral, Florida

including consultation with the Florida SHPO and possible archaeological survey, may
be necessary prior to project ground disturbing activities. This consultation occurred
during the development of the Skid Strip EA and a copy of that correspondence is
included in Appendix A. In addition, the Florida SHPO reviewed this Draft EA and a

copy of that correspondence is in Appendix A.

There is always the possibility that previously unknown or unrecorded archaeological
resources could be present beneath the ground surface, sometimes underneath existing
development. In the unlikely event that previously unrecorded or unevaluated cultural
resources are encountered during construction, CCAFS would manage these resources
in accordance with the CCAFS Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan
(ICRMP) (45 SW 2004), adhering to federal and state laws, as well as USAF

regulations.

Impacts to traditional resources are not expected under the Proposed Action, as no

traditional resources have been identified to date within CCAFS.

3.9.2.2.1 Airspace

The proposed COA routes from one existing restricted/warning area to another
associated with the Proposed Action are not anticipated to impact cultural resources.
Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) overflight would not have direct or indirect impacts on

historic properties.

3.9.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

No new facilities would be constructed under Alternative 3. However, renovation of the

northern half of Hangar F to provide the necessary administrative space for CBP
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personnel would be required. Renovations would include abatement of lead-based
paint and asbestos-containing material (ACM) and then renovation of the existing office

space. UAS flight operations would remain as described for Alternative 2.

Hangar F, built in 1956, is the only building that would be directly affected by Alternative
3. Hangar F has not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility. The Florida SHPO was
consulted on Alternative 3 and concurred with the U.S. Air Force's determination that
the renovations proposed would have no adverse effect on historic properties.
However, the Florida SHPO stipulated the following conditions: (a) all proposed
alterations are to be submitted to SHPO for review; and (b) all work must comply with
the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings. The correspondence associated with that consultation is included in

Appendix A.

Impacts to traditional resources are not expected under the Alternative 3, as no

traditional resources have been identified to date within CCAFS.

3.9.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

No new facilities would be constructed Under Alternative 4. However, renovation of
Hangar C, including abatement of lead-based paint and ACM, would be necessary for

its use by CBP. UAS flight operations would remain as described for Alternative 2.

Hangar C, built in 1956, is the only building that would be directly affected by Alternative
4. Hangar C was utilized during the manned space flight program and is eligible for
listing on the NRHP. The Florida SHPO was consulted on Alternative 4 and concurred

with the U.S.
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Air Force's determination that the renovations proposed would have no adverse effect
on historic properties. However, the Florida SHPO stipulated the following conditions:
(a) all proposed alterations are to be submitted to SHPO for review; and (b) all work
must comply with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines
for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.  The correspondence associated with that

consultation is included in Appendix A.

Because all of CCAFS has not been subjected to a cultural resources inventory (45 SW
2004), compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, including consultation with the Florida
SHPO and possible archaeological survey, is generally necessary prior to project
ground disturbing activities. The Cape Canaveral consulted with the SHPO during the
Skid Strip Development EA and determined that the area in the vicinity of Hangar C is
an area of low archaeological potential and no further action would be required in this
location. Consultation with the SHPO has occurred regarding this project and the

correspondence is included in Appendix A.

Impacts to traditional resources are not expected under Alternative 4, as no traditional

resources have been identified to date within CCAFS.

3.10 AIR QUALITY

Air quality is determined by the type and amount of pollutants emitted into the
atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological
conditions. The levels of pollutants are generally expressed on a concentration basis in

units of parts per million (ppm) or micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3).

The baseline standards for pollutant concentrations are the National Ambient Air Quality

Standards (NAAQS) and state air quality standards. These standards represent the
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maximum allowable atmospheric concentration that may occur and still protect public
health and welfare. Further discussion of the NAAQS and state air quality standards are

included in Appendix B, Air Quality.

Based on measured ambient air pollutant concentrations, the USEPA designates
whether areas of the United States meet the NAAQS. Those areas demonstrating
compliance with the NAAQS are considered “attainment” areas, whereas those that are
not are known as “nonattainment.” Those areas that cannot be classified on the basis of
available information for a particular pollutant are “unclassifiable” and are treated as

attainment areas until proven otherwise.

Climate change has come to the forefront recently and the potential impacts to our
climate are assessed by measuring greenhouse gases (GHGs). GHGs are chemical
compounds in the earth’s atmosphere that trap heat. Gases exhibiting greenhouse
properties come from both natural and human sources. Water vapor, carbon dioxide
(CO3), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) are examples of GHGs that have both
natural and manmade sources, whereas other gases such as those used for aerosols
are exclusively manmade. In the United States, GHG emissions come mostly from
energy use. These are driven largely by economic growth, fuel used for electricity

generation, and weather patterns affecting heating and cooling needs.

In an effort to reduce GHG emissions, climate change research and policy have
increased in the recent years. The USEPA, under the Clean Air Act (CAA), and other
statutory authorities have taken regulatory actions. GHG federal and state regulations

are discussed more fully in Appendix B, Air Quality. Currently there are no standards to
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determine the significance of impacts with regards to GHG emissions in the NEPA

process.

3.10.1 Affected Environment

The Proposed Actions would occur in Cape Canaveral, Florida, which is located in
Brevard County within the Central Florida Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (AQCR)
48. AQCR 48 includes the Florida Counties of Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia. Air pollutant emissions are compared against the ROI of
Brevard County. This is a much smaller area than is required by the General Conformity

Rule, which recommends using the AQCR, thus this provides a conservative approach.

Florida air quality is monitored by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s
(FDEP’s) Division of Air Resource Management. In Brevard County there are three
active monitors measuring ozone (O3) and/or particle pollution. The USEPA has
determined that Brevard county is in attainment for all criteria pollutants (USEPA 2010a)
and the monitors indicate the 2009 Og levels averaged over three months were 66 parts

per billion (ppb) which is below the 75 ppb threshold (FDEP 2010).

For comparison purposes, Table 3-3 presents the USEPA’s 2002 National Emissions
Inventory (NEI) data for Brevard County (USEPA 2002). The county data includes
emissions data from point sources, area source, and mobile sources. Point sources are
stationary sources that can be identified by name and location. Area sources are point
sources whose emissions are too small to track individually, such as a home or small
office building or a diffuse stationary source, such as wildfires or agricultural tilling.
Mobile sources are any kind of vehicle or equipment with gasoline or diesel engine, an

airplane, or a ship. Two types of mobile sources are considered: on-road and non-road.

Final EA 3-54 July 2011



EA for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems at Cape Canaveral, Florida

On-road mobile sources consist of vehicles such as cars, light trucks, heavy trucks,
buses, engines, and motorcycles. Non-road sources are aircraft, locomotives, diesel
and gasoline boats and ships, personal watercraft, lawn and garden equipment,

agricultural and construction equipment, and recreational vehicles (USEPA 2005).

Table 3-3. Baseline Emissions Inventory for Brevard County

Emissions (tons/year)

Source Type Co NO, PMio PM, s SO, VOC
Area Source 2,161 666 13,026 1,792 374 13,100
Non-Road Mobile 47,071 3,777 496 449 435 6,364
On-Road Mobile 123,813 | 15,239 420 307 721 12,014
Point Source 1,324 12,152 | 2,525 2,122 15,547 659
Total 174,369 | 31,834 | 16,467 4,670 17,078 | 32,137

CO = Carbon monoxide; NOy = Nitrogen oxides; PM;, = Particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to
2.5 microns; PM, s = Particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; SO, = Sulfur
dioxide; VOC = Volatile organic compound

Source: USEPA 2002

Florida state CO, level is estimated from fossil fuel combustion, by commercial,
industrial, residential, transportation, and electric power, in million metric tons of carbon
dioxide (MMTCO3) from 1990 through 2007 (USEPA 2010b). These CO, levels were
estimated using fuel consumption data from the Department of Energy, (Energy
Information Administration DOE.EIA State Energy Data 2007 Consumption Tables and
emission factors from the Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks
1990 — 2007). A ten year average of CO, emissions for the state of Florida are shown in

Table 3-4.

Table 3-4. Average Florida Carbon Dioxide Emissions 1997-2007

Sector Average CO, Emissions1997-2007 (MMTCO,)
Total 243.12
Commercial 4.23
Industrial 14.85
Residential 1.88
Transportation 102.90
Electric Power 119.25

Source: USEPA 2010b

Final EA 3-55 July 2011



EA for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems at Cape Canaveral, Florida

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences

The CAA Section 176(c), General Conformity, requires federal agencies to demonstrate
that their proposed activities would conform to the applicable State Implementation Plan
(SIP) for attainment of the NAAQS. General conformity applies only to nonattainment
and maintenance areas. If the emissions from a federal action proposed in a
nonattainment area exceed annual de minimis thresholds identified in the rule, a formal
conformity determination is required of that action. The thresholds are more restrictive
as the severity of the nonattainment status of the region increases. Because the project
region is designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants, a conformity analysis is not
required. The construction and Guardian flight operations proposed by CBP are

compared to Brevard County, which is in attainment.

In order to evaluate the air emissions and their impact to the overall ROI, the emissions
associated with the project activities were compared to the total emissions on a
pollutant-by-pollutant basis for the ROI's 2002 NEI data (USAF, undated b). Potential
adverse impacts to air quality are identified as the total emissions of any pollutant that
equals 10 percent or more of the ROI's emissions for that specific pollutant. The
10-percent criteria approach is used in the USEPA’s General Conformity Rule as an
indicator for impact analysis for nonattainment and maintenance areas. Although
Brevard County is attainment, the General Conformity Rule’s impact analysis was
utilized to provide a consistent approach to evaluating the impact of construction.
Rather than comparing emissions from construction activities to regional inventories (as
required in the General Conformity Rule), emissions were compared to the individual
county (Brevard) potentially impacted, which is a smaller area than required. CO;

(GHG) emissions from construction equipment, worker trips, and the Guardian
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operations are compared to the total 10 year average CO, emissions for the state of

Florida.

The Air Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM) version 4.3.0 was utilized to provide a
level of consistency with respect to emissions factors and calculations. The ACAM
provides estimated air emissions from proposed federal actions in areas designated as
non-attainment and/or maintenance for each specific criteria and precursor pollutant as
defined in the NAAQS. ACAM was utilized to provide emissions for construction,
demolition, grading, and paving activities by providing user inputs for each; details are
discussed in Appendix B, Air Quality. Guardian aircraft emissions were calculated in
Microsoft Excel using emission factors from the USAF [Institute for Environmental
Safety and Occupational Health Risk Analysis] IERA Air Emissions Inventory Guidance
Document for Mobile Sources at Air Force Installations. CO, emissions for both
construction and operational emissions were calculated in Microsoft Excel using

emission factors for pounds of CO; in the fuels used.

Since all potentially affected areas are in attainment for the criteria pollutants, no
conformity determination in accordance with 42 USC 7506(c) (CAA Sec. 176(c)) is

required for the proposed action.

The air quality analysis focused on emissions associated with the construction activities

and operational activities of the Guardian aircraft at CCAFS.

3.10.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under Alternative 1 there would be no new Guardian operations or new construction
and therefore air quality would not change from current levels. Thus no change or

impact to air quality would occur for Alternative 1.
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3.10.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

The Proposed Action includes the construction of a new hangar, vehicle parking area,
Guardian aircraft parking apron, and taxiway. Emissions are based on the construction
of a 8,840 ft* hangar, a 14,135 ft* administrative facility, a 34,200 ft* parking apron,
approximately 3.6 acres of paved surface for a new taxiway, and approximately 16,120
ft? of paved vehicle parking area. It was assumed that all of the area would require
grading (5.28 acres) and would be completed in a single year. Construction emissions

are shown in Table 3-5.

Table 3-5. Proposed Action Construction Emissions

Emissions (tons/year)

Source Category CcO NO, PMq SO, VOC
Grading Equipment 0.264 0.995 0.082 0.101 0.106
Grading Operations 0.000 0.000 29.165 0.000 0.000
Acres Paved 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006
Mobile Equipment 1.631 3.889 0.314 0.481 0.355
Non-Residential Acrh. Ctgs 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.124
Residential Arch. Ctgs. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Stationary Equipment 11.060 0.286 0.008 0.015 0.414
Workers Trips 0.175 0.009 0.001 0.000 0.008
Total 13.130 5.178 29.570 0.596 1.013

Guardian aircraft emissions were calculated based on 166 operations per year.
Emissions for aircraft focus on the take-off and landing portions of the operation as
emissions that occur above the mixing height of 3,000 feet above ground level (AGL)
would not affect regional air quality. Total emissions from construction and operations
are shown in Table 3-6. Emissions would not exceed the 10 percent threshold for any of

the criteria pollutants and the construction and operational emissions would cause a
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very small increase in GHG emissions (0.002 percent). No adverse impacts to regional

air quality are anticipated from the implementation of the Proposed Action.

Table 3-6. Proposed Action Construction and Operation Emissions

Emissions (tons/year)

Emission

Activities co NO, PMyo PM,s* SO, VOC CO,°
Construction
Emissions 13.13 5.18 29.57 29.57 0.60 1.01 4,691.31
Point Source 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 --
Guardian Aircraft
Emissions 0.11 0.02 N/A N/A 0.01 0.04 91.37
Total 13.31 5.28 29.58 29.58 0.61 1.05 4,782.68
Brevard County
Emissions 174,368.82 | 31,833.77 | 16,466.94 | 4,670.17 | 17,077.59 | 32,137.09 | 243.12 MMT °
Percentage of
County Emissions 0.01% 0.02% 0.18% 0.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.002%

! PM, 5 emissions were conservatively assumed to be the same as PMy,.

2CO, emissions were not calculated in ACAM and are provided only for informational purposes. There are no current standards in which to
determine significance at this time.

% CO, emissions are compared to Florida state’s ten year average of GHG emissions (1997-2007) reported in million metric tons (MMT)

3.10.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Alternative 3 would house the new operations in Hangar F. The Guardian operations
are the same as discussed and analyzed in Alternative 2. This would require
renovations to the interior of the facility. These types of activities would not cause any
impacts to regional air quality. Safety concerns to the contractors completing the
renovation from lead based paint and ACMs are addressed in Hazardous Materials and
Wastes section of this document. Operationally, this alternative is the same as
Alternative 2. No adverse impacts to regional air quality would occur from

implementation of Alternative 3.
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3.10.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

The utilization of Hangar C, as proposed in Alternative 4, would also require renovations
similar to Alternative 3. The Guardian operations are the same as discussed and
analyzed in Alternative 2. No adverse impacts to regional air quality would occur from

implementation of Alternative 4.

3.11 NOISE

Noise is considered to be unwanted sound that interferes with normal activities or
otherwise diminishes the quality of the environment. There is wide diversity in
responses to noise that not only vary according to the type of noise and the
characteristics of the sound source, but also according to the sensitivity and
expectations of the receptor, the time of day, and the distance between the noise

source (e.g., an aircraft) and the receptor (e.g., a person or animal).

The physical characteristics of noise, or sound, include its intensity, frequency, and
duration. Sound is created by acoustic energy, which produces minute pressure waves
that travel through a medium, like air, and are sensed by the ear drum. This may be
likened to the ripples in water that would be produced when a stone is dropped into it.
As the acoustic energy increases, the intensity or amplitude of these pressure waves
increase, and the ear senses louder noise. The unit used to measure the intensity of
sound is the decibel (dB). Sound intensity varies widely (from a soft whisper to a jet
engine) and is measured on a logarithmic scale to accommodate this wide range. The
logarithm, and its use, is nothing more than a mathematical tool that simplifies dealing
with very large and very small numbers. For example, the logarithm of the number

1,000,000 is 6, and the logarithm of the number 0.000001 is -6 (minus 6). Obviously, as
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more zeros are added before or after the decimal point, converting these numbers to

their logarithms greatly simplifies calculations that use these numbers.

The frequency of sound is measured in cycles per second, or hertz (Hz). This
measurement reflects the number of times per second the air vibrates from the acoustic
energy. Low frequency sounds are heard as rumbles or roars, and high frequency
sounds are heard as screeches. Sound measurement is further refined through the use
of “A-weighting.” The normal human ear can detect sounds that range in frequency from
about 20 Hz to 15,000 Hz. However, all sounds throughout this range are not heard
equally well. Therefore, through internal electronic circuitry, some sound meters are
calibrated to emphasize frequencies in the 1,000 to 4,000 Hz range. The human ear is
most sensitive to frequencies in this range, and sounds measured with these
instruments are termed “A-weighted,” and are shown in terms of A-weighted decibels

(dBA).

As a basis for comparison when noise levels are considered, it is useful to note that, at
distances of about three feet, noise from normal human speech ranges from 63 to 65
dB, operating kitchen appliances range from about 83 to 88 dB, and rock bands

approach 110 dB.

Some noises, such as aircraft overflight noise, vary over time. For an observer, the
noise level starts at the ambient noise level, rises up to a maximum level as the aircraft
flies closest to the observer, and returns to the ambient level as the aircraft recedes into
the distance. Aircraft overflight noise is often described using the maximum noise level
(Lmax) reached during the overflight. In this analysis, Lmax is used to describe noise

associated with aircraft operations as well as construction activities.
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The time-averaged metric differential non-linearity (DNL) is used in this analysis to
quantify overall noise levels. DNL is a noise metric combining the levels and durations
of noise events and the number of events over a 24-hour period. DNL also accounts for
more intrusive night time noise, adding a 10 dB penalty for sounds after 10:00 P.M. and
before 7:00 A.M. DNL is the appropriate measure to account for total noise exposure

around airfields and airports (EPA 1974).

The computer programs NOISEMAP and SELCALC were used to estimate noise levels
associated with aircraft operations, in keeping with standard USAF noise assessment
methodology. The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise
Model (RCNM) computer program was used to estimate noise associated with

construction (USDOT 2006).

3.11.1 Affected Environment

The following section describes existing noise levels within the ROI. The ROI includes
CCAFS and its vicinity as well as the Special Use Airspace (SUA) proposed for use by

the Guardian aircraft.

Noise in the Installation Vicinity: The Skid Strip at CCAFS supports a diverse array of
aircraft and operations types. Predominant users of the airfield are listed in Table 3-7.
The majority of aircraft operations are conducted in support of rocket launches. These
operations typically involve transporting heavy rocket payloads, ferrying distinguished
visitors and support staff, or conducting shuttle launch support. Other frequent users of
the airfield include the 920th Rescue Wing and the Department of State. The 920th
Rescue Wing, which is based at nearby Patrick Air Force Base, conducts parachute

drops and night vision goggle training at and near the airfield. The Department of State
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uses the Skid Strip as a training location for its mission to eradicate illicit drug crops
through aerial spraying. Lmax values generated by representative aircraft types are

shown in Table 3-8.

Table 3-7. Current Users of the Skid Strip at CCAFS

Representative Aircraft Percentage of Total

User Category Type(s) Operations
Large Cargo Rocket Payload C-5, An-124 6%
Shuttle Support Gulfstream G2, Gulfstream G3 39%
Distinguished Visitor C-21, C-12, C-20, Boeing 747 10%
920th Rescue Wing Training C-130 39%
Department of State lllicit Drug Crop Air Tractor 802 6%
Spray Training

Source: Bron, 2010

Table 3-8. Representative Maximum Noise Levels

Lmax Values (dBA) at Varying Distances (Feet)
Aircraft and Power Type 500" 1,000" 3,000 5,000 10,000"
C-5 Takeoff 114 106 91 83 70
C-5 Landing 112 104 89 80 62
Gulfstream G2 Takeoff ' 106 99 86 79 68
Gulfstream G2 Landing ' 96 89 73 66 55
C-21 Takeoff 92 85 72 65 54
C-21 Landing 78 71 58 51 41
C-130P Takeoff 92 85 73 66 57
C-130P Landing 90 83 70 63 53
Air Tractor 802 Takeoff > 85 78 67 61 52
Air Tractor 802 Landing 2 83 76 64 58 49

" C-9 used as noise surrogate noise source for Gulfstream G2
2T-6 used as noise surrogate noise source for Air Tractor 802
Source: SELCALC computer program

The Skid Strip supports approximately 1,540 airfield operations annually. The air traffic
control tower (ATCT) is open from 8:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. Monday through Friday.

Aircraft operations are sometimes conducted outside of tower operational hours, but
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rarely occur during the ‘late night’ time period between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. The
airfield has not been the subject of an Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ)
Study due to the relatively low number of airfield operations conducted per average day

(Bron 2010).

The program NOISEMAP was utilized to estimate time-averaged noise levels under
baseline conditions. Using a conservative set of assumptions as to how aircraft would
operate, it was determined that noise generated at the Skid Strip do not exceed 55 dB
DNL on any land area not owned by the USAF. Noise levels exceeding 65 dB DNL

would not occur beyond the shores of the Cape.

Rocket launches are a distinctive element of the noise environment at CCAFS. The
launches are typically extremely loud, but are also relatively infrequent and of short
duration. Each type of launch vehicle (e.g. Delta V) is associated with a noise footprint.
Because the noise of launch exceeds Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) thresholds for allowable noise exposure, all persons are cleared from an area
surrounding the launch complex. Even outside of this clear zone area, noise levels are
often still quite high. For example, launch of the Medium Launch Vehicle Ill generates
noise levels of approximately 120 dB for two minutes at a distance of 1,500 feet from

the launch pad (Headquarters Space and Missile Command 1994).

During times when no rocket launches or aircraft operations are under way, the noise
environment on CCAFS is characteristic of a light industrial area. Characteristic sounds

include vehicular traffic, equipment noise, and natural sounds.

Airspace. SUA units within the ROI (W-470 A/B, W-465 A/B, W-174 A/B/C, and W-168

A) are currently utilized by a variety of military aircraft types. These areas are located

Final EA 3-64 July 2011



EA for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems at Cape Canaveral, Florida

almost entirely over open water and when aircraft are not audible, noise levels in these

areas are dominated by natural sounds such as wind and waves.

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences

In this section, noise associated with proposed aircraft operations, construction
activities, and long-term facility operations are considered and compared with current
conditions to assess impacts. Data developed during this process also supports

analyses in other resource areas.

Based on numerous sociological surveys and recommendations of federal interagency
councils, the most common noise level impact benchmark referred to is a day-night
average sound level (Ldn) of 65 dBA. This threshold is often used to determine
residential land use compatibility around airports, highways, or other transportation

corridors. Two other average noise levels are also useful:

e An Ldn of 55 dBA was identified by the USEPA as a level “. . . requisite to protect
the public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety” (USEPA 1974).
Noise may be heard, but there is no risk to public health or welfare.

e« An Ldn of 75 dBA is a threshold above which effects other than annoyance may
occur. For example, it is also a level above which some adverse health effects,

such as hearing loss cannot be categorically discounted (CHABA 1977).

Public annoyance is the most common impact associated with exposure to elevated
noise levels. When subjected to Ldn of 65 dBA, approximately 12 percent of persons so
exposed would be “highly annoyed” by the noise. At levels below 55 dBA, the

percentage of annoyance is correspondingly lower (less than 3 percent). The
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percentage of people annoyed by noise never drops to zero (some people are always

annoyed), but at levels below 55 dBA it is reduced enough to be essentially negligible.

3.11.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under Alternative 1, the beddown would not occur and no additional construction or
aircraft operations would take place. The noise environment at CCAFS would remain as

it is currently.

3.11.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

Noise in the Installation Vicinity. The “Guardian” is a modified version of the Predator
B aircraft used by the USAF and is powered by the same Honeywell TPE 331
Turboprop engine used in the Predator B. Environmental noise level measurements for
the Predator B/Guardian aircraft are not available. Therefore, after consultation with the
Air Force Center for Engineering and the Environment (AFCEE), the Cessna Conquest
was selected as a surrogate noise source for the purposes of modeling time-averaged
(DNL) noise levels. Because the Cessna Conquest is powered by two TPE 331 engines
instead of one, noise energy was reduced by half (3 dB) to approximate the noise levels
generated by the Guardian aircraft. Noise source data for a single TPE331 engine was
taken from the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA’s) Integrated Noise Model source

noise database.

No change to baseline noise contours was observed due to the addition of the proposed
Guardian aircraft operations. Under the Proposed Action, the 55 dB DNL contour would
still not extend onto any lands not owned by the USAF and the 65 dB DNL contour
would still not extend beyond the land area of the Cape. Guardian aircraft airfield

operations would sometimes occur during time periods at which no flying currently
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occurs at the Skid Strip. These events may be noticeable by persons off-installation and
could potentially cause annoyance. However, due to the low noise levels generated by
the Guardian aircraft and the low number of operations per day, noise impacts would be

minimal.

Construction noise would be noticeable in the immediate vicinity of the construction
project sites. A hypothetical scenario was developed to assess potential noise
associated with construction activities on a construction site. Primary noise sources
during such activity would be expected to be heavy vehicles and earth moving
equipment. Table 3-9 shows sound levels associated with the operation of typical heavy

construction equipment.

Table 3-9. Construction Equipment Noise Levels

Equipment Lmax at 50 Feet (dBA)
Backhoe 78
Ground Compactor 83
Crane 81
Dozer 82

Source: U.S. DOT 2006

To assess potential impacts of noise from construction activities, estimated on-site
equipment usage was modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s RCNM. The
results calculated by the model are conservative. Noise levels in the model originated
from data developed by the USEPA, and were refined using a standard “acoustical
usage factor” to estimate the fraction of time each piece of construction equipment is

operating at full power (i.e., its loudest condition) during the project (U.S. DOT 2006).

The RCNM collects acoustic data at identified receptor points, and reports DNL at those

points. For this project, a range of points were identified at varying distances from the
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edge of the site. As shown in Table 3-10, modeled data indicate that noise levels fall

below 65 dB DNL at less than 400 feet from the edge of the site.

Table 3-10. Noise Levels at Varying Distances From Site Edge

Distance from Site Edge (feet) | Noise Level (dB DNL)
100 76
200 70
300 66
400 64
500 62

Source: U.S. DOT 2006

Construction noise emanating off-site would probably be noticeable in the immediate
site vicinity, but would not be expected to create adverse impacts. Furthermore,
construction-related noise is intermittent and transitory, ceasing at the completion of
construction. No impacts are expected other than mild annoyance while construction is

under way.

Once the beddown is complete, noise associated with the ground control element of the
Proposed Action would be extremely limited. Vehicular traffic noise on CCAFS would
increase slightly due to the additional employees commuting to jobs on station.
However, traffic noise would remain below levels experienced in recent years when the
total number of persons employed at CCAFS was substantially higher than it is
currently. Backup electrical generators at the Guardian ground facilities would generate
noise, but would operate only in the rare event that the primary power supply to the site

were to become inoperable.

Noise in the Airspace. Guardian aircraft would operate in several SUA units (W-470
A/B, W-465 A/B, W-174 A/B/C, and W-168 A) and would transition between non-

adjacent Warning Areas using specified routes at flight level (FL) 190. While in the
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Warning Areas, Guardian aircraft would operate at altitudes as low as 3,000 MSL, with
the specific operational altitude depending on the type of mission being flown. At 3,000
MSL, a direct overflight by a Guardian aircraft would generate an Lnax Of approximately
59 dB (Table 3-11). The Warning Areas are located almost entirely over open water,
and the number of persons affected by this noise would be very low. In addition,
Guardian aircraft would conduct the majority of operational missions during the night,
when the number of persons in the affected areas would be lower than during the day.
When the aircraft is operating at FL 190, it would often not be audible over ambient

sound levels and no noise impacts would be expected.

Table 3-11. Representative Aircraft Maximum Noise Levels

Lmax Values (dBA) at Varying Distances (Feet)
Aircraft and Power Type
500" 1,000" 3,000 5,000 10,000
C-5 Takeoff 114 106 91 83 70
C-5 Landing 112 104 89 80 62
Gulfstream G2 Takeoff ' 106 99 86 79 68
Gulfstream G2 Landing 96 89 73 66 55
C-21 Takeoff 92 85 72 65 54
C-21 Landing 78 71 58 51 41
C-130P Takeoff 92 85 73 66 57
C-130P Landing 90 83 70 63 53
Air Tractor 802 Takeoff 2 85 78 67 61 52
Air Tractor 802 Landing 2 83 76 64 58 49
Guardian Takeoff 81 74 65 56 50
Guardian Landing 3 76 69 59 50 43

' C-9 used as noise surrogate noise source for Gulfstream G2

2 7.6 used as noise surrogate noise source for Air Tractor 802

® The TPE331 engine (engine used in the Cessna Conquest) was used as surrogate noise source for the Guardian.
Single-event noise calculations. Noise levels were estimated using the INM computer program and noise levels were
interpolated where not provided explicitly.

Source: SELCALC computer program and the INM source noise database
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Overall, noise impacts due to operations in training airspace would be limited to minor

annoyance. Noise impacts would be not significant in nature.

3.11.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Renovation of Hangar F and use of existing airfield infrastructure in lieu of construction
of a new hangar, apron, and taxiway would result in less construction noise than would
be generated under the Proposed Action. Noise generated during renovation would be
audible and potentially annoying in nearby areas. However, the noise would be
temporary and only mild annoyance would be expected to occur. UAS flight operations
and noise impacts associated with those operations would be the same under
Alternative 3 as they would be under Alternative 2. Noise impacts under Alternative 3

would be minor and insignificant in nature.

3.11.2.4 Alternative 4. Renovate Hangar C

Under Alternative 4, Hangar C would be renovated and the vehicular road leading to the
airfield from the hangar would be improved such that it could act as a Guardian aircraft
tow way. No new hangar, parking apron, or taxiway would be required. Noise impacts
associated with implementation of Alternative 4 would be similar to those described for
Alternative 3. Flight operations and noise impacts associated with those operations
would be the same under Alternative 3 as they would be under Alternative 2. Overall,

noise impacts under Alternative 3 would be minor and insignificant in nature.

3.12 TRANSPORTATION

The transportation system on CCAFS refers to the following modes of transportation:

the roadway system (roadways, parking lots, bridges, etc.), the airfield (runway, apron,
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lighting, etc.), launch infrastructure, and railway system. Capacity, efficiency, and

access of these resources are the primary concerns with regards to transportation.

3.12.1 Affected Environment

3.12.1.1 Roadway System

There are two primary roadways that provide access to CCAFS (Figure 3-3). Samuel C.
Phillips Parkway, also called Phillips Parkway, provides access to CCAFS from the
south through Gate 1 on State Highway 401 and from the north through KSC. This four-
lane divided highway accommodates most of the north-south traffic and serves as the
primary access to CCAFS and main arterial road (CCAFS 2010b). In the CCAFS
Industrial Area, Phillips Parkway provides one way traffic flow in a northerly direction
with Hangar Road splitting off and providing one way traffic flow in a southerly direction.
NASA Causeway East provides access to CCAFS from the west continuing onto
Industrial Road once on the Cape. Industrial Road functions as a continuation of Central
Control Road westward although off-set at the intersection with the Phillips Parkway
(CCAFS 2010b). Central Control Road, Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM),
Lighthouse, Titan Ill, and Pier Roads also serve as arterial roads on CCAFS. The
arterial roadways allow access to the collector roads, local roads, and parking lots. The
roadway system on CCAFS consists of 185 paved and 71 unpaved roads as well as
350 parking lots, 570 driveways, and numerous trails. The roads, driveways, and
parking lots are in various states of repair needing a considerable amount of resurfacing

and repair to meet current and future mission requirements (CCAFS 2010b).

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Level of Service Standard (LOSS)

tables are used as a measuring guide to describe the quality of traffic flow on roadways
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within CCAFS. As traffic volumes increase, the level of service degrades. The LOSS is
listed in alpha form with a rating of “A” being the best and “F” being the worst (CCAFS
2010b). As part of the 2002 Cape Canaveral Spaceport Master Plan (CCSMP), the
45SW adopted a minimum acceptable peak hour operating standard of LOSS D
allowing for maximum use of available capacity (USAF 2002). The majority of the
CCAFS roadway segments operate at LOSS C or better with the exception of Hangar
Road. During the peak travel period, Hangar Road in the CCAFS Industrial Area

experiences a LOSS D rating (USAF 2002, CCAFS 2010b).

The parking lots on CCAFS provide employee parking and many serve as heavy
equipment storage areas having special requirements due to the nature of the stored
materials. The majority of employees drive their personnel vehicles to and from work
putting a high demand on parking which is at capacity. Many of the parking surfaces are
in poor condition and have deteriorated to the point that it is no longer economically

feasible to upgrade or repair them through normal maintenance (CCAFS 2010b).

3.12.1.2 Airfield/Skid Strip

The Airfield, known as the “Skid Strip” is a single runway 10,000 feet long and 200 feet
wide oriented southeast to northwest (Figure 3-4). This Class B runway is primarily used
by the 45th Space Wing (45 SW), NASA, and Navy to receive cargo via heavy transport
planes like the C-5 and Russian AN-124. The Skid Strip was built in 1952 and was
originally designed as a landing facility for missile testing. This special designation
allowed the runway to operate outside traditional USAF runway criteria. Under the
current mission, the Skid Strip must now comply with all USAF instructions for airfields
and design guidelines found in the Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 3-260-01. These

guidelines specify dimensions, pavement, and lighting requirements for runways,
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taxiways, and other airfield surfaces. Terminal
Instrument Procedures (TERPS), Air Traffic Control
(ATC), and Airfield Management regulations also
apply to the Skid Strip. Efforts have been made to
bring the Skid Strip into compliance with these

regulations (CCAFS 2010b).

R - o s ol ;
@“E‘E e ﬁ”‘ ¢

¢ i A i*.
SR S M R

The CCAFS Airfield is more commonly
known as the Skid Strip.

The Skid Strip has two taxiways located at the western

end and on the north side of the

runway (Figure 3-4). Taxiway Alpha is 115 feet wide and extends southwest between

the apron and runway. The Bravo taxiway is 130 feet wide extending south between the

apron and runway. Bravo is located east of Alpha an
taxiways exceed UFC 3-260-01 width requirements b

(CCAFS 2010Db).

d contains a parking pad. Both

ut neither has paved shoulders

The Skid Strip has a 328,897 ft* asphalt apron located at the western end and on the

north side of the runway (Figure 3-4). The apron
contains three concrete parking pads and a
completed parking plan. This parking plan allows up
to three heavy airframes to park on the apron.

However, the Skid Strip apron lacks the UFC 3-260-

CCAFS Skid Strip’s ATCT and OFP facility.

01 required paved shoulders. A project to correct

this violation is scheduled for 2012, and a permanent airfield waiver has been granted

until this project is complete. The Skid Strip is also operating with several other airfield

waivers for airfield lighting deficiencies (CCAFS 2010b).
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An ATCT, Operations Flight Planning (OFP) facility, Uninterrupted Power Supply (UPS)
building, and a guard house are buildings associated with the Skid Strip. Because of the
close proximity and/or location relative to the runway, these facilities violate the airfield
criteria in UFC 3-260-01. An airfield waiver is not required because these buildings fall

within the Building Restricted Line (BRL) (CCAFS 2010b).

The volume of operations at the Skid Strip is relatively low. An average of four (4)
operations per business day or 1,000 plus operation per year take place. The apron is
typically used by only one aircraft at a time but occasionally up to three heavy airframes
utilize the parking pads. Plans and long-term projects to correct the airfields known
deficiencies and/or acquiring the needed airfield waivers are contained in the Skid Strip

ADP (CCAFS 2004).

3.12.1.3 Launch Infrastructure and Railway System

No impacts are anticipated as a result of this project regarding the launch infrastructure
and railway system at CCAFS. Therefore these transportation resources were not

carried forward for detailed analysis in the EA.

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences
3.12.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, no personnel or assets would deploy to CCAFS; thus

there would be no impact to the transportation system. Conditions would remain as

described in Section 3.12.1.

Final EA 3-76 July 2011



EA for the Beddown and Flight Operations of Unmanned Aircraft Systems at Cape Canaveral, Florida

3.12.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

Impacts to the transportation system are assessed based on the effects to capacity,
efficiency and access in and around CCAFS. No adverse impacts to the transportation

system are anticipated from the implementation of the Proposed Action.

Minor impacts to the roadway system could be
experienced during construction of the new
hangar, parking facilities, placement of the
ground data terminal (GDT), and other
associated infrastructure improvements. By
locating this hangar and CBP operations area

outside of the industrial area and the beddown

of a relatlvely IOW number Of personnel no Skid Strip Road East between Hangar F and the Skid
’ Strip which is currently used as a tow way for CBP

Guardian during OT&E.

adverse impacts to the roadway system and

LOSS rating are anticipated.

With the relatively low current and expected volume of operations and by locating the
new hangar, taxiway, and apron away from the current apron and taxiways, no adverse

impacts are anticipated to the Skid Strip.

3.12.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Minor impacts to the roadway system could be experienced during the renovation
Hangar F, placement of the GDT, and other associated infrastructure improvements.
Additionally, with CBP operations located in the CCAFS Industrial Area, impacts to
traffic flow, congestion, and parking is expected to be slightly higher than those of the

Proposed Action. With the selection of this alternative, the Skid Strip Road East would
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be used as a tow way from Hangar F to the Skid Strip. This road was designed for and
used by vehicular traffic. The Skid Strip Road East is currently being used during
Operational Testing and Evaluation (OT&E) as a tow way with temporary waivers.
Implementation of Alternative 3 would require most of these temporary waivers to be
corrected by upgrading the road to a tow way and by clearing obstructions. The Skid
Strip Road East dead ends at the airfield and vehicular traffic is relatively light between
Hangar F and the airfield. Overall, no adverse impacts to the roadway system are
expected from the beddown of a relatively low number of personnel and the actions

associated with this Alternative.

Impacts to the Skid Strip would be slightly higher than those experienced by the
implementation of the Proposed Action. Under this Alternative, the Guardian aircraft
would use the same apron and taxiways as the heavy transport aircraft currently
utilizing the Skid Strip. With the relatively low volume of current and proposed
operations, no adverse impacts to the Skid Strip are anticipated with the implementation

of Alternative 3.

3.12.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Impacts to the transportation system with the implementation of this Alternative would
be similar to those experienced by the implementation of the Proposed Action
discussed in Section 3.12.2.2. Although, this alternative would require the use of the
Control Tower Road as a tow way from Hangar C to the Skid Strip. With sufficient
improvements, such as upgrading the road to a tow way, clearing obstructions and
limited use of permanent waivers, this road could be utilized. Control Tower Road is a
dead end road with relatively light vehicular traffic. No adverse impacts to the

transportation system are anticipated from the implementation of Alternative 4.
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3.13 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
3.13.1 Affected Environment

3.13.1.1 Definition of Resource

This section describes hazardous materials/waste management sites and facilities that
could potentially be affected by the Proposed Action or Alternatives. This section also
addresses potential hazardous waste contamination areas being investigated as part of

the USAF Environmental Restoration Program (ERP).

The ROI for hazardous materials and waste includes the proposed facility sites at
CCAFS and their immediate vicinities where construction and operations activities

would occur as a result of project-related actions.

3.13.1.2 Environmental Setting

Hazardous Materials/Waste Management. Hazardous materials are those substances
defined as hazardous by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), and the
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA). In general, this includes substances
that, because of their quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious
characteristics, may present substantial danger to public health or welfare, or to the
environment, when released. AFl 32-7086, Hazardous Materials Management,
establishes procedures and standards that govern management of hazardous materials

on USAF installations.

Numerous types of hazardous materials are used to support the various missions and
general maintenance operations at CCAFS. These materials range from common

building paints to industrial solvents and hazardous fuels. Management of hazardous
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materials, excluding hazardous fuels, is the responsibility of each individual or

organization.

Management of hazardous waste must comply with the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments
(HSWA) of 1984, which is administered by the USEPA, unless otherwise exempted
through CERCLA actions. Title C Part 261 identifies which solid wastes are classified as
hazardous waste. RCRA requires that hazardous wastes be treated, stored, and
disposed of to minimize the present and future threat to human health and the
environment. USAF guidance in AFIl 32-7042, Solid and Hazardous Waste Compliance,
provides a framework for complying with environmental standards applicable to
hazardous waste. Hazardous waste materials on CCAFS are handled according to the
45 SW OPLAN 19-14, Petroleum Products and Hazardous Waste Management Plan
(45 SW 2009a), which ensures that adequate and appropriate guidance, policies, and
protocols regarding hazardous material incidents and associated emergency response

are available to all installation personnel.

Asbestos. ACMs are those materials that contain greater than 1 percent asbestos.
Friable, finely divided, and powdered wastes containing greater than 1 percent asbestos
are subject to regulation. A friable waste is one that can be reduced to a powder or dust
under hand pressure when dry. Nonfriable ACMs, such as floor tiles, are considered to
be nonhazardous, except during removal and/or renovation, and are not subject to
regulation. The 45 Space Wing Asbestos Management Plan (45 SW 2009b) provides
guidance on the management of asbestos. Persons inspecting, designing, or
conducting asbestos response actions in public or commercial buildings must be

properly trained and accredited through an applicable asbestos training program. The
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design of building alteration projects and requests for self-help projects are reviewed to
determine if asbestos contaminated materials are present in the proposed work area

and, if so, are disposed of in an off-installation permitted landfill.

Lead-based Paint. Lead-based paint is defined as surface paint that contains lead in
excess of 1 milligram per square centimeter as measured by X-ray fluorescence
spectrum analyzer, or 0.5 percent lead by weight. Demolition and renovation of facilities
with lead-based paint require special procedures and disposal. In 1993, OSHA, under
29 CFR Part 1926, restricted the permissible exposure limit for general industrial
workers to 50 micrograms per cubic centimeter of air, which would include workers in
the construction field. The 45 Space Wing has also developed a Lead Management
Plan (45 SW 2009c) that provides guidance and procedures when renovating or

demolishing facilities that may have material with lead-based paint.

Environmental Restoration Program Sites. The ERP is a USAF program that
identifies, characterizes, and remediates past environmental contamination on USAF
installations. The program has established a process to evaluate past disposal sites,
control the migration of contaminants, and control potential hazards to human health
and the environment. In response to CERCLA and Section 211 of Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) requirements, DoD established the
Defense ERP to facilitate clean up of past hazardous waste disposal and spill sites

nationwide.

ERP sites at 45 SW facilities include abandoned launch complexes and support
facilities, fire-fighter training areas, fuel storage and dispensing areas, and several

abandoned landfills. The three ERP sites present at CCAFS at or near the proposed
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ROI are Hangar C, C154; Hangar F, C152; and Landfill #2, C019. The Landfill and
Hangar F have been identified as “No Further Action Required” and Hangar C has
‘Long Term Monitoring Requirements.” In addition, each site has associated ground
water plumes (CCAFS 2010a). The locations of the CCAFS ERP sites are shown on

Figure 3-5.

CCAFS is not listed on the USEPA National Priority List (NPL), also known as
Superfund sites, which is used to determine which sites warrant further investigation

and/or abatement or clean-up orders.

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences

This section addresses the proposed citing and ongoing activities associated with the
Proposed Action and alternatives relating to hazardous materials use, hazardous waste
generations and disposal, and effects on ERP sites. Principal areas of concern
addressed in the analysis include direct and indirect impacts associated with use and
disposal of hazardous materials and waste and potential impact to known ERP

hazardous material sites.

3.13.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing CCAFS facilities would not be modified
and new facilities would not be constructed. Fielding of Guardian UAS assets and the
expansion of the training and support facilities would not occur. Therefore, impacts

relating to hazardous materials, waste, and ERP sites would not occur.
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3.13.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

During construction activities associated with Alternative 2, contractors and CCAFS
personnel could use hazardous and toxic materials, including paint, adhesives, roofing
materials, and other building materials. All hazardous materials disposal would continue
to be managed according to the 45 SW OPLAN 19-14, and in accordance with all state
and local laws and all USAF regulations. The hazardous waste disposal procedures and
facilities currently used are adequate for the amount of waste generated by construction

activities and would continue to be used.

After completion of construction, CCAFS personnel would continue to use hazardous
and toxic materials in compliance with applicable regulations and USAF instructions.
Materials used could include paints, solvents, thinners, adhesives, aircraft fuel, diesel,
gasoline, lubrication oils, batteries, anti-freeze, aerosol cans, and solvent and cleaner-
contaminated rags, as part of activities associated with the Proposed Action. The
largest amount of hazardous materials are anticipated to result from Guardian
operations. Based on operations at Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota annual operations
of the Guardian aircraft would likely result in the following types and quantities of
hazardous material: Used jet fuel (JP-8) (565 gallon drum), used oil (55 gallon drum),
used fuel filters (15 gallon drum), used oil filters (15 gallon drum), used Antifreeze (15
gallon drum). It is CBP’s policy to reuse hazardous materials when feasible to minimize
the volumes of hazardous waste requiring disposal. For example, if the Guardian
aircraft should need to be defueled for routine maintenance or repairs, CBP will reuse
the fuel. At other CBP facilities, this is accomplished by using a fuel truck to pump and
filter the JP-8 and then reuse it in the aircraft. Based on the USAF policy of minimizing

waste, it is expected that CBP would generate less hazardous materials than described
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above. Should CBP generate all of the above materials, the estimated cost of disposal
would be less than $1,000. All hazardous materials generated as a result of this action
would be handled in accordance with all Federal, State, local, and installation
regulations and directives. CBP would be responsible for sampling all wastes to
determine whether they are hazardous or non-hazardous and ensuring they are stored
in new labeled containers that meet the Department of Transportation’s (DOT’s)
performance-oriented packaging requirements. CBP would comply with all relevant

requirements of the CCAFS OPLAN 19-14 (45 SW, 2009a) and 40 CFR 260-279.

Generators would be required to provide backup power to communications in the
Guardian control center and for satellite antennas. During the OT&E, backup power was
provided by small portable generators. Fuel storage for these generators was contained
within the generator. Should more permanent above-ground storage tanks be required
for the Proposed Action, CBP would comply with all appropriate state and federal

regulations and consult with 45 CES/CEAN prior to installation.

The USAF maintains data within the supply system that are used to generate listings of
the hazardous materials that are used for various purposes/processes at the ranges
and operations areas. Aircraft maintenance and other CCAFS maintenance processes
such as vehicle maintenance would continue. Existing USAF pollution prevention
processes, known as HAZMART for the management of procurement, handling,
storage, and issuing of hazardous materials used on CCAFS, would be adequate for the
foreseeable future and would be retained and used. Transportation of hazardous
material would continue to be performed in accordance with the DOT requirements and

regulations.
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The types of waste generated would continue under this alternative and would likely
stay the same as current conditions. The hazardous waste disposal procedures and
facilities are adequate for the amount of waste generated and would be retained and
used. The USAF would continue to manage the 90-Day Accumulation Sites for some
hazardous waste generators. Waste generation tracking procedures would remain in
place. Therefore, impacts associated with hazardous waste management would not be

significant.

3.13.2.3 ERP Sites

Construction of a new hangar would not be located on, or affect any ERP sites on

CCAFS.

3.13.2.4 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Under Alternative 3, Hangar F would be renovated. Hangar F may require the disposal
of ACMs and lead-based paint. If ACMs or lead-based paint are found in or near

renovation areas, then the following federal and state regulations must be followed.

e Asbestos Removal and Disposal. During renovation operations, the contractor
would remove ACM from units and personnel involved in the process would
adhere to established procedures set forth for the safe handling and transport of
these materials. All actions would be done in accordance with the Asbestos
Management Plan and all applicable federal and state regulations, and would
therefore not result in any significant effects.

« Lead-Based Paint Removal and Disposal. The proposed project should comply
with the U.S. Department of Labor, OSHA regulations, and with the USEPA

regulations addressing Lead: Management and Disposal of Lead-Based Paint
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Debris (40 CFR Part 745). Lead-based paint debris that meets the definition of a

hazardous waste would be disposed of through the 45 SW procedures.

To ensure that proposed excavations and other construction activities do not damage or
interfere with existing ERP sites, coordination with the appropriate environmental office
prior to project implementation would occur. In most cases, projects are able to work
within ERP sites as long as contaminated soils are left on site, contaminated
groundwater is not disturbed, and monitoring/treatment locations are not impacted while
working under appropriate safety guidelines. If during excavations contaminated sites
are inadvertently discovered, the appropriate environmental office would immediately be
contacted and further excavations at the site would cease until a remedial investigation

of the site has been conducted.

No significant impacts are anticipated due to the presence of lead based paint, ACM, or

ERP sites.

3.13.2.5 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Under Alternative 4, Hangar C would be renovated. Hangar C may require the disposal
of ACMs and lead-based paint. If ACMs or lead-based paint are found in or near

renovation areas, then the following federal and state regulations must be followed.

e Asbestos Removal and Disposal. During renovation operations, the contractor
would remove ACM from units and personnel involved in the process would
adhere to established procedures set forth for the safe handling and transport of
these materials. All actions would be done in accordance with the Asbestos
Management Plan and all applicable federal and state regulations, and would

therefore not result in any significant effects.
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e Lead-Based Paint Removal and Disposal. The proposed project should
comply with the U.S. Department of Labor, OSHA regulations, and with the
USEPA regulations addressing Lead: Management and Disposal of Lead-Based
Paint Debris (40 CFR Part 745). Lead-based paint debris that meets the
definition of a hazardous waste would be disposed of through the 45 SW

procedures.

To ensure that proposed excavations and other construction activities do not damage or
interfere with existing ERP sites, coordination with the appropriate environmental office
prior to project implementation would occur. In most cases, projects are able to work
within ERP sites as long as contaminated soils are left on site, contaminated
groundwater is not disturbed, and monitoring/treatment locations are not impacted while
working under appropriate safety guidelines. If during excavations contaminated sites
are inadvertently discovered, the appropriate environmental office would immediately be
contacted and further excavations at the site would cease until a remedial investigation

of the site has been conducted.

3.14 SOCIOECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND PROTECTION
OF CHILDREN

Socioeconomic resources are defined as the basic attributes associated with the human
environment, particularly population and economic activity. Population is described by
the change in magnitude, characteristics, and distribution of people. Economic activity is
typically composed of employment distribution, personal income, and business growth.
Any impact on these two fundamental socioeconomic indicators can have ramifications

for secondary considerations, like housing availability and public service provision.
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The planning and decision-making process for actions proposed by federal agencies
involves a study of other relevant environmental statutes and regulations, including EO
12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations. The essential purpose of EO 12898 is to ensure the fair
treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national
origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of
people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups, should bear a
disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from
industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, tribal,

and local programs and policies.

Because children may suffer disproportionately from environmental health risks and
safety risks, EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks, was introduced in 1997 to prioritize the identification and assessment of
environmental health risks and safety risks that may affect children and to ensure that
federal agency policy, programs, activities, and standards address environmental risks
and safety risks to children. This section identifies the distribution of children and
locations where the number of children in the affected area may be proportionately high

(e.g., schools, child care centers, etc.).

The ROI comprises CCAFS and the surrounding areas in Brevard County, Florida. The
ROI particularly focuses on the cities of Cape Canaveral, Cocoa, Titusville, Rockledge,
and Cocoa Beach where information is available. Socioeconomic and environmental
justice information is presented for the ROI and, where appropriate, comparisons are

presented with conditions for the state of Florida.
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3.14.1 Affected Environment

The cities immediately surrounding CCAFS were selected as the ROI in order to better
estimate the impacts of the Proposed Action. The population of Brevard County is more
than half a million persons. The largest cities in the county is Melbourne and Palm Bay
comprising nearly half of Brevard County’s population. Melbourne and Palm Bay are
located approximately 40 miles south of CCAFS. Given the distance and commute time
involved, it is anticipated that the socioeconomic effects of the personnel change and
construction expenditures would be focused within the cities immediately surrounding

CCAFS.

The City of Cape Canaveral is located directly south of CCAFS on the Atlantic coast of
Florida. In 2007, the latest information available, the City of Cape Canaveral had a total
population of 10,244 persons (Table 3-12). The largest city in the ROI is the City of
Titusville which is located inland and north of CCAFS. Titusville had a 2008 population
of 44,756 persons. Between 2000 and 2007, the City of Cape Canaveral experienced
population growth at an average annual rate of 2.1 percent, a higher rate than the
population growth experienced in the county or the state of Florida as a whole. Between
2000 and 2008, the City of Rockledge had the highest rate of growth with an average
annual increase of 2.6 percent during the same time period. The City of Cocoa Beach
actually experienced a slight decrease in population at an average annual rate of 0.6

percent, losing 562 persons.
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Table 3-12. Socioeconomic Indicators in the ROI

Labor Unemployment
Population Force Employment Rate
Average
Annual
Change
2000-
2000 2008 2008 2009 2009 2009
Brevard County 476,230 536,521 1.5% 268,759 240,492 10.5
City of Cape 8,829 10,244 2.1% 5,824 5,533 5.0
Canaveral'
City of Cocoa 16,412 16,478 0.1% 9,584 7,986 16.7
City of Cocoa Beach 12,482 11,920 -0.6% 6,534 5,691 12.9
City of Rockledge 20,170 24,747 2.6% 11,929 10,854 9.0
City of Titusville 40,670 44,756 1.2% 20,961 18,729 10.6
Florida 15,982,813 | 18,328,340 1.7% 9,197,484 8,231,731 10.5

T

Data for the City of Cape Canaveral is 2007, the latest data available.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2009, Economic Development Commission of Florida’s Space Coast 2009 and 2010, U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics 2010

In 2007, the latest data available for the City of Cape Canaveral, unemployment was
low. With a total labor force of 5,824 persons 5,533 persons were employed resulting in
a 5.0 percent unemployment rate (Table 3-12). However, this unemployment rate was
estimated prior to or at the beginning of the nationwide recession which has driven
unemployment rates higher in most urban areas. Because of that, the current
unemployment rate in the City of Cape Canaveral is anticipated to be higher than the
2007 rate available. The unemployment rates in the remaining cities in the ROI, do
reflect the impacts of the nationwide recession. Particularly in the cities of Cocoa and
Cocoa Beach, the unemployment rates are much higher than the unemployment rates
in Brevard County or the state of Florida. Both of these cities rely on tourism as a key
industry and are more likely influenced by the national economy. Prior to the recession,
the unemployment rates in Brevard County and Florida in 2007 were 4.2 percent and

4.1 percent, respectively.
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CCAFS is closely connected with Patrick AFB which is located approximately 20 miles
south of CCAFS and south of the City of Cocoa Beach. CCAFS is closely supported by
Patrick AFB in terms of personnel, mission support, and services support for personnel.
Therefore, the total economic impact of CCAFS is combined with the economic impact
of Patrick AFB. The two combined installations comprise the 45 SW which has a total
personnel of 10,606 military and civilians and 2,493 dependents (USAF 2008). The total
annual payroll from the military and civilian personnel associated with the two
installations is estimated to be more than $256 million. Construction contracts, service
contracts, and the procurement of materials, equipment, and supplies contributes a total
of $593 million into the Brevard County economy. The personnel and the expenditures
from CCAFS and Patrick AFB in turn generate additional indirect employment and
income within Brevard County. The number of indirect jobs generated is an estimated
5,036 jobs with an annual payroll of $216 million assuming an average annual pay of
$42,982 for each job. Therefore, the total economic contribution of CCAFS and Patrick

AFB is estimated to be $1.06 billion per year (USAF 2008).

For environmental justice, EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, directs federal agencies to
address environmental and human health conditions in minority and low-income
communities. In addition to environmental justice issues, are concerns pursuant to EO
13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, which
directs federal agencies to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks

which may disproportionately affect children.

For purposes of this analysis, minority, low-income and youth populations are defined

as follows:
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e Minority Population: Persons of Hispanic origin of any race, African Americans,
American Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, Asians, or Pacific Islanders.
e Low-Income Population: Persons living below the poverty level.

e Youth Population: Children under the age of 18 years.

Estimates of these three population categories in the ROl were developed based on

data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

As presented in Table 3-13, the incidence of minority persons in the City of Cocoa
Beach, the City of Rockledge, and the City of Titusville were higher than the incidence
of minority persons in Brevard County. The incidence of minority persons in the City of
Cape Canaveral and City of Cocoa Beach were much lower than in Brevard County.
African Americans account for the largest share of the minority population, particularly in
the City of Cocoa where African American’s comprise more than 32 percent of the city’s

total population.

Table 3-13. Environmental Justice Populations of Concern

Percent
2000 Percent Low Percent
Population | Minority | Income Youth

Brevard County 476,230 17.8% 9.5% 22.0%
City of Cape 8,829 8.8% 11.6% 11.3%
Canaveral

City of Cocoa 16,412 42.5% 24.1% 26.4%
City of Cocoa Beach 12,482 5.9% 6.5% 12.2%
City of Rockledge 20,170 22.2% 6.5% 23.8%
City of Titusville 40,670 19.7% 12.4% 22.9%
Florida 15,982,813 38.8% 12.5% 22.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000a, 2000b, 2000c

In the cities of Cape Canaveral, Cocoa Beach, and Titusville, the share of persons living

below the poverty level were higher as compared to Brevard County and comparable to
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the share of low-income persons in the state. In the cities of Cocoa Beach and

Rockledge, the share of low-income persons was below that of Brevard County.

The share of population comprised by children under the age of 18 is comparable to the
youth population in Brevard County with the exception of the cities of Cape Canaveral
and Cocoa Beach (Table 3-13). These two cities may have a larger share of retirees or

families without children than the other cities in the ROI.

3.14.2 Environmental Consequences

In order to assess the potential socioeconomic impacts of the action alternatives,
demographic and economic characteristics at CCAFS and Brevard County were
analyzed, as presented in Section 3.14. Potential socioeconomic consequences were
assessed in terms of effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on the local
economy, typically driven by changes in personnel and expenditure levels. For this EA,
potential socioeconomic impacts are evaluated for factors associated with the incoming

CBP personnel and construction expenditures related to the beddown.

Environmental justice analysis applies to adverse environmental impacts. The minority
and low-income populations in the vicinity of CCAFS and in Brevard County were
identified as presented in Section 3.14. Potential disproportionate impacts to minority
and low-income populations are assessed only when adverse environmental
consequences to the human population are anticipated, otherwise no additional analysis

is required.

3.14.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

There are approximately 44 personnel associated with CBP’s OT&E mission conducting

UAS operations. Under Alternative 1 the No Action Alternative, the OT&E would be
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completed and all CBP assets would leave CCAFS. This would cause a subsequent
decrease in 44 personnel. However, this population change is minimal compared to the
total population related to CCAFS and the ROI as a whole. Therefore, conditions under

the No Action Alternative would be comparable to those described in Section 3.14.1.

3.14.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

Under Alternative 2 the Proposed Action, CBP would implement the construction
projects described in Section 2.2.1. The construction projects include building a new
hangar, installing new infrastructure, and relocating the GDT. The increase in
construction expenditures from CCAFS from implementing these projects would
increase the employment and income in the ROI, particularly for the construction
industry. However, the economic benefits would be temporary and would last only for
the duration of the construction. Therefore, the construction expenditures would

generate minor beneficial economic impacts to the ROI.

The Proposed Action also entails the beddown of the CBP Guardian mission at CCAFS
in terms of personnel. The OT&E mission, which is currently operating out CCAFS,
would become permanent and approximately 21 personnel would be added to the
mission bringing the full complement to 65 CBP personnel. The addition of 21 new
personnel to the ROI is not sufficient to result in an increase in the demand for goods or
services. In the City of Cape Canaveral, 21 additional personnel would increase the
population approximately 0.2 percent. Employment would increase only 0.4 percent.
Therefore, population and employment would increase slightly resulting in a comparable
increase in indirect employment. However, this increase is not substantial enough to
impact the provision of public services and would not result in significant impacts.

Additionally, flight operations would typically be conducted over water and not over
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populated areas. However, the CBP is proposing an overland route to be used under
special circumstances such as inclement weather which the Guardian can utilize to
return to the installation. The proposed overland route would be a COA through Class A
airspace (Figure 2-4). In Class A airspace, the Guardian would be under the direction of
ATC through the COA which would also deconflict any civil aircraft also traversing in the
vicinity of the COA. Therefore, no significant socioeconomic impacts to civil aviation or

airports are anticipated.

Impact relating to environmental justice would occur if minority populations were
disproportionally impacted by the Proposed Action. As discussed in Sections 3.10 Air
Quality, 3.11 Noise, or 3.16 Human Health and Safety, no adverse impacts are
anticipated to these resources. The proposed construction would be occur within the
installation boundaries and would not adversely impact any off-installation populations.
Noise levels generated by the Guardian may be noticed by off-installation populations;
however, the noise levels are such that annoyance is not likely (See Section 3.11).
Noise may be noticeable under the proposed overland route; however, the overland
route would be used infrequently only when special circumstances dictate. Therefore,
no adverse impacts are anticipated to disproportionately impact minority, low-income, or

youth populations.

3.14.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts under Alternative 3 would
be the same as those described in Section 3.14.2.2 Alternative 2 Proposed Action.
Personnel changes and Guardian flight operations would be the same. The proposed
construction under Alternative 3 would not be as extensive as under the Proposed

Action. However, the construction would still generate temporary, beneficial impacts to
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the local economy, particularly for the construction industry. Therefore no significant
socioeconomic impacts are anticipated and no adverse impacts are anticipated to

disproportionately impact populations of concern.

3.14.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts under Alternative 4 would
be the same as those described in Section 3.14.2.2 Alternative 2 Proposed Action.
Personnel changes and Guardian flight operations would be the same. The proposed
construction under Alternative 4 would not be as extensive as under the Proposed
Action. However, the construction would still generate temporary, beneficial impacts to
the local economy, particularly for the construction industry. Therefore no significant
socioeconomic impacts are anticipated and no adverse impacts are anticipated to

disproportionately impact populations of concern.

3.15 SUSTAINABILITY AND GREENING

3.15.1 Affected Environment

In accordance with EO 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and
Transportation Management, CBP A&M would incorporate sustainability and greening
practices by minimizing waste during construction, recycling appropriate materials and
purchasing items produced from recycled materials. EO 13423 is a directive that
requires federal agencies to implement sustainable practices for a variety of water,
energy and transportation related activities. Where possible, the CBP would incorporate
sustainable building concepts into the engineering design process. The ROI for

sustainability and greening is CCAFS.
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3.15.2 Environmental Consequences

3.15.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no CBP A&M personnel or assets would permanently
deploy to CCAFS and no construction would be necessary. No additional sustainability

and greening practices would be required.

3.15.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar

To the extent possible, the proposed construction projects would be implemented using
sustainable design concepts. Sustainable design concepts emphasize state-of-the-art
strategies for site development, efficient water and energy use, and improved indoor

environmental quality.

3.15.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Implementation of Alternative 3 would entail the use of the same sustainable concepts
and practices as described for the Proposed Action.

3.15.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Implementation of Alternative 4 would entail the use of the same sustainable concepts

and practices as described for the Proposed Action.

3.16 HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY

This section addresses ground and flight safety associated with operations involving the
Guardian UAS conducted from CCAFS. Ground safety considers issues associated with
operations and maintenance activities that support installation operations, including fire
and crash response. Flight safety considers aircraft flight risks such as aircraft accidents

and bird-aircraft strikes.
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The ROI for safety in this EA includes CCAFS, R-2932/33/34, W-470 A/B, W-168 A, W-
174 A/B/IC, W-465 A/B, airspace in the proximity of CCAFS, the proposed UAS transit

corridors, and federal airways transiting the airspace.

3.16.1 Affected Environment

3.16.1.1 Existing Conditions

Ground Safety. Day-to-day operations and maintenance activities conducted at
CCAFS are performed in accordance with applicable USAF safety regulations,
published USAF Technical Orders, and standards prescribed by Air Force Occupational

Health and Safety (AFOSH) requirements.

Flight Safety. Primary public concern regarding flight safety would be the
environmental impact in the event of an aircraft mishap. Such mishaps may occur as a
result of mid-air collisions, collisions with manmade structures or terrain, weather-
related accidents, mechanical failure, pilot error, or bird-aircraft collisions. Flight risks
apply to all aircraft; they are not limited to the military. Flight safety considerations

addressed include aircraft mishaps and bird-aircraft strikes.

Aircraft Mishaps. The USAF defines four categories of aircraft mishaps: Classes A, B,
C, and High Accident Potential (HAP). Class A mishaps result in a loss of life,
permanent total disability, a total cost in excess of $2 million, destruction of an aircraft,
or damage to an aircraft beyond economical repair. Class B mishaps result in total costs
of more than $500,000, but less than $2 million, result in permanent partial disability or
inpatient hospitalization of three or more personnel, but do not result in fatalities. Class
C mishaps involve reportable damage of more than $50,000, but less than $500,000, or

a lost workday involving 8 hours or more away from work beyond the day or shift on
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which it occurred; or occupational illness that causes loss of work at any time. HAP
represents minor incidents not meeting any of the criteria for Class A, B, or C. Class C
mishaps and HAP, the most common types of accidents, represent hazardous
occurrences that have a high potential for becoming a mishap, but generally involve

minor damage and injuries, and rarely affect property or the public (AFSC 2010a).

It is impossible to predict the precise location of an aircraft accident, should one occur.
Major considerations in any accident are loss of life and damage to property. The
probability of an aircraft crashing into a populated area is extremely low, however it
cannot be totally discounted. Several factors are relevant: the ROl and immediate
surrounding areas have relatively low population densities; the coordinated and
designated aircraft routes avoid direct overflight of population centers; and, finally, the
limited amount of time the aircraft is over any specific geographic area limits the

probability that impact of a disabled aircraft in a populated area would occur.

According to 45 SW/SEF large operational UAS aircraft have a mishap rate of just over
8 per 100,000 flight hours. For the purposes of this EA a worst case assumption was
made that the MQ-9 would experience the same mishap rate as other larger UAS
aircraft and that if it were flown 15 hours a day, five days a week for a total of 260 days
it would experience a serious mishap no more frequently than once every three years.
This estimate was considered conservative since the aircraft is anticipated to fly no

more than 190 days a year with mission durations of 12 to 15 hours.

A unique aspect of the Guardian flying operations is that the aircraft is unmanned. This
means that a Guardian Class A mishap has no risk to aircrew. The pilot flies the aircraft

via a data-link from a GCS. In flight, if malfunctions occur and the data-link is lost, the
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aircraft is programmed to return to a predetermined area within the Restricted Airspace.
Then, it orbits while attempts are made to restore the data-link. If all fails, the aircraft
simply orbits until fuel exhaustion. However, the orbit location is such that there is little

or no risk to persons on the ground.

Bird/Wildlife-Aircraft Strike Hazards. The BASH constitutes a safety concern because
of the potential for damage to aircraft or injury to aircrews or local populations if an
aircraft crash should occur in a populated area. Aircraft occasionally encounter birds at
altitudes of 30,000 feet above MSL or higher. However, most birds fly close to the
ground. More than 97 percent of reported bird strikes occur below 3,000 feet AGL.
Approximately 30 percent of bird strikes happen in the airport environment, and almost

55 percent occur during low-altitude flight training (AFSC 2010b).

The potential for bird-aircraft strikes is greatest in areas used as migration corridors
(flyways) or where birds congregate for foraging or resting (e.g., open water bodies,
rivers, and wetlands). At CCAFS resident waterfowl are the greatest hazard to runway
flight operations. Other birds identified in CCAFS’s BASH Plan (45 SW OPlan 31-212
2009a) include gulls and terns, wading birds, raptors, pelicans, shorebirds, and smaller
birds and migratory birds. Gulls and terns are present throughout the installation and
these species tend to congregate on the runway after rain showers. Long legged
wading birds are common along the Banana River and on the approach course to the
runway. Raptors are common throughout the installation and are especially common
near the north end of the runway. Pelicans and shorebirds are most abundant along the
coast which presents a hazard to aircraft making a final approach to the runway. Small

birds and migratory species are common in the brushy areas.
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Although any bird-aircraft strike has the potential to be serious, many result in little or no
damage to the aircraft, and only a minute portion result in a Class A mishap. During the
years 1985 to 2004, the USAF BASH Team documented 59,156 bird strikes. Of these,
five resulted in Class A mishaps where the aircraft was destroyed. These occurrences
constituted approximately 0.04 percent of all reported bird-aircraft strikes (AFSC

2010b).

3.16.2 Environmental Consequences

Numerous federal, civil, and military laws and regulations govern operations at CCAFS.
Individually and collectively, they prescribe measures, processes, and procedures
required to ensure safe operations and to protect the public, military, and property.
These regulations govern all aspects of the daily activity at the installation, and their
applicability ranges from standard industrial ground safety requirements (e.g., wearing
of hard hats and safety clothing) to complex procedures concerning aircraft flight and

maintenance of munitions.

For the Proposed Action and alternatives, the elements of the proposal having a
potential to affect safety are evaluated relative to the degree to which the action
increases or decreases safety risks to aircrews, the public, and property. Ground, fire,
and crash safety are assessed for the potential to increase risk, and the unit's capability
to manage that risk by responding to emergencies and suppressing fire. In considering
explosive safety, projected changed uses and handling requirements are compared to
current uses and practices. If a unique situation is anticipated to develop as a result of
any of the proposals, the capability to manage that situation is assessed. Analysis of
flight risks correlates Class A mishap rates and BASHs with projected airspace

utilization associated with the action. When compared to similar data for current use of
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the airspace, assessments can be made of the magnitude of the safety impacts
resulting from the change. Because fire and crash risk are also a function of the risks
associated with mishaps and bird-aircraft strikes, those statistical data are also
considered in assessing that risk. Finally, when new or altered risks arising from the
proposals are considered individually and collectively, assessments can be made about
the adequacy of disaster response planning, and any additional or modified

requirements that may be necessary as a result of the action.

3.16.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no changes to airspace or installation construction
would occur. Because no specific safety impacts result from the No Action Alternative,
risks associated with ground and flight safety would remain unchanged from current
conditions. The No Action Alternative would result in no changes or impacts to CCAFS
airspace or facilities. However, implementation of the No Action Alternative would
impact the successful implementation of the CBP mission and impair protection of U.S.

national security interests.

Under this alternative, CBP personnel and assets would leave CCAFS upon completion
of the OT&E. Overall, ground and flying safety risks would remain unchanged from

current conditions.

3.16.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2. Construct New Hangar

Ground Safety. The Proposed Action Alternative 2 would include the equipment,
personnel, and infrastructure at CCAFS to support CBP’s mission. This would include
65 CBP personnel and contractors along with two Guardian aircraft and the systems to

support their operation.
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The fire and crash response capability currently provided is sufficient to meet all
requirements. Existing mutual aid agreements currently in effect with abutting
communities would remain in effect, thus providing additional response support should it

be required.

To support the proposed assignment of two Guardian UASs, construction of a new
hangar and associated parking facilities, placement of a GDT antenna, and
infrastructure improvements would be required. However, no construction or
modification activities would involve any unusual or extraordinary techniques. During
construction, BMPs would be employed, and standard industrial safety requirements
and procedures would be enforced, thereby minimizing any safety risks associated with
these activities. All proposed new facilities would be cited so as to comply with all safety
guidelines prescribed by UFC criteria pertaining to Airfield and Heliport Planning and

Design.

Flight Safety. A thorough flight safety analysis was conducted by 45 SW/SEF and
determined that a mishap is improbable and the risk is low. As discussed in Section
3.2,. large operational UAS aircraft have a mishap rate of just over 8 per 100,000 flight
hrs, a worst case assumption that the MQ-9 Guardian experienced the same generic
mishap rate and flew every weekday for 15 hours would result in a serious mishap no
more frequently than once every three years. In the unlikely event that there was an
MQ-9 Guardian mishap, and that the failure mode resulted in a crash, the MQ-9
Guardian has a maximum fuel load of 4000Ibs, this is one tenth the fuel load of a C-130
and approximately 1.2 percent of the fuel weight of a C-5 aircraft which typically use the
Skid Strip. Other hazardous materials are similarly in much smaller quantities than

manned aircraft frequenting CCAFS.
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While the probability of a mishap is somewhat higher than manned aircraft, the
quantities of hazardous materials are much less than comparable manned aircraft flying
into CCAFS such that the overall environmental impact of such a mishap would be
minimal. The potential exposure to recovery crews to a hazardous material would not
be significant. All appropriate remediation measures would be implemented in

compliance with state and federal regulations.

3.16.2.3 Alternative 3: Renovate Hangar F

Under Alternative 3, Hangar F would be renovated to meet the requirements of a
permanent mission. Extensive renovation on the hangar and several improvements to
the existing road to create a tow way area would be required. Implementation of the
renovation is not expected to increase ground safety risks above those which are
normally associated with construction projects on CCAFS. Contractors would adhere to
installation safety requirements and each would follow a project specific health and
safety plan. Under Alternative 3, flight safety is expected to be the same as under

Alternative 2.

3.16.2.4 Alternative 4: Renovate Hangar C

Under Alternative 4, Hangar C would be renovated to meet the requirements of a
permanent mission. Extensive renovation on the hangar and several improvements to
the existing road to create a tow way area would be required. Implementation of the
renovation is not expected to increase ground safety risks above those which are
normally associated with construction projects on CCAFS. Contractors would adhere to

installation safety requirements and each would follow a project specific health and
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safety plan. Under Alternative 4, flight safety is expected to be the same as under

Alternative 2.

3.17 AIRSPACE MANAGEMENT

3.17.1 Affected Environment

The ROI for airspace and ATC includes the airspace areas in which the Guardian would
fly. These areas include the Class D airspace associated with CCAFS, the COAs for the
Guardian, the SUA and Airspace for Special Use (ASU) identified around the state of
Florida (see Figure 2-3). Airspace management and ATC is defined as the direction,
control, and handling of flight operations in the “navigable airspace” that overlies the
geopolitical borders of the United States and its territories. “Navigable airspace” is
airspace above the minimum altitudes of flight prescribed by regulations under U.S.
Code (USC) Title 49, Subtitle VII, Part A, and includes airspace needed to ensure safety
in the takeoff and landing of aircraft, as defined in FAA Order 7400.2E (49 USC). This
navigable airspace is a limited natural resource that Congress has charged the FAA to
administer in the public interest as necessary to ensure the safety of aircraft and its

efficient use (FAA 2001).

SUA identified for military and other governmental activities is charted and published by
the FAA. ASU is identified for non-standard use by the FAA, but is not charted.
Management of this resource considers how airspace is designated, used, and
administered to best accommodate the individual and common needs of military,
commercial, and general aviation. The FAA considers multiple and sometimes
competing demands for aviation airspace in relation to airport operations, federal

airways, jet routes, military flight training activities, and other special needs to determine
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how the National Airspace System (NAS) can best be structured to address all user
requirements. The FAA has designated four types of airspace within the United States:

Controlled, Special Use, Other, and Uncontrolled airspace.

Controlled airspace is airspace of defined dimensions within which ATC service is
provided to Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) flights and to Visual Flight Rules (VFR) flights
in accordance with the airspace classification (Pilot/Controller Glossary 2004).
Controlled airspace is categorized into five separate classes: Classes A through E.
These classes identify airspace that is controlled, airspace supporting airport
operations, and designated airways affording en route transit from place-to-place. The
classes also dictate pilot qualification requirements, rules of flight that must be followed,
and the type of equipment necessary to operate within that airspace. Class A airspace
includes all FLs or operating altitudes more than 18,000 feet (or FL 180) above MSL
and its use is dominated by commercial and military aircraft using the airspace between
18,000 and 60,000 feet (or FL 600) above MSL. Class B (generally surface to 10,000
feet MSL) and C (generally surface to 4,000 feet MSL) airspace are generally
associated with major metropolitan or airports with control towers and serviced by a
radar approach facility. Class D (generally surface to 2,500 feet MSL) airspace is
established around an ATC-controlled airport. All aircraft operating within Class D
airspace must be in two-way radio communication with the ATC facility. Class E
airspace is controlled airspace that is not Class A, B, C, or D and includes designated
federal airways consisting of the high altitude jet routes (J-) and low altitude Victor (V-)

route system.

SUA is designated airspace within which flight activities are conducted that requires

separation from non-participating aircraft. In some cases, non-participating aircraft may
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enter certain types of SUA but may have special operating limitations imposed while in
the SUA. Prohibited areas, Restricted Areas, Warning Areas, Alert areas and Military

Operations Areas (MOAs) are examples of SUA.

Other airspace (sometimes referred to as ASU) consists of airspace with defined
dimensions wherein separation from non-participating aircraft may be essential and
limitations may be imposed upon aircraft operations that are not a part of those
activities. ASU includes Military Training Routes (MTRs) (Instrument Routes [IR]/Visual
Routes [VR]), Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), aerial refueling (AR)
track/anchors, slow routes (SR), and low-altitude tactical navigation areas. When not
required for other needs, ATCAA is airspace authorized for military use by the
managing ARTCC, usually to extend the vertical boundary of SUA. ATCAAs do not

appear on any sectional or en route charts.

Uncontrolled airspace is designated Class G airspace and has no specific prohibitions

associated with its use.

The USAF manages airspace in accordance with processes and procedures detailed in
Air Force Instruction (AFI) 13-201, Air Force Airspace Management. AFl 13-201
implements Air Force Planning Document 13-2, Air Traffic Control, Airspace, Airfield,
and Range Management and DoD Directive 5030.19, DoD Responsibilities on Federal
Aviation and National Airspace System Matters. These address the development and
processing of SUA, and cover aeronautical matters governing the efficient planning,
acquisition, use, and management of airspace required to support USAF flight

operations.
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CCAFS is located within or adjacent to R-2932, R-2933, R-2934, R-2935, and the KSC
Space Operations Area. Class D Controlled Airspace has been established around the
facility to manage air traffic arriving at, or departing from the airfield. This airspace
extends from the surface to 2,500 feet MSL within a 4.4 mile radius around the CCAFS
Skid Strip. The ROI includes numerous federal airways consisting of Victor and jet
routes which are used by general and commercial aviation that fly under VFR and IFR
control. Two FAA ATC centers (Miami and Jacksonville) provide separation between
IFR air traffic in this portion of Florida. Although the minimum en route altitude for many
of these IFR jet routes is FL 180, the majority of flight activity on these routes is at
higher altitudes up to FL 450. In addition to those listed above, there are numerous
other SUA areas in the ROI. This SUA is used for DoD and NASA operations and

training.

3.17.2 Environmental Consequences

The potential effects of the proposed beddown on the airspace management ROI (the
regional air traffic environment) were assessed by considering the changes in aircraft

operations and airspace uses that could occur relative to current conditions.

The type, size, shape, and configuration of individual airspace elements in a region are
based upon, and are intended to satisfy, competing aviation requirements. Potential
impacts could occur if air traffic in the region and/or the ATC systems were encumbered
by changed flight activities. When any significant change is planned, such as new or
revised defense-related activities within airspace areas, the FAA re-assesses the

airspace configuration to determine if such changes could adversely affect:

e ATC systems and/or facilities;
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e Movement of other air traffic in the area; or
e Airspace already designated and used for other purposes supporting military,

commercial, or civil aviation.

The creation of any of these conditions could constitute a significant impact.

3.17.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

Under this alternative, neither the Guardian aircraft deployment nor the proposed
construction or renovation activities would occur. No impacts to the airspace

environment would occur.

3.17.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action — Alternative 2: Construct New Hangar

To accomplish the CBP mission it would be necessary to launch and recover Guardian
aircraft from CCAFS and to conduct 12 to 15-hour sorties within the operational area
defined in Figure 2-3. The CBP anticipates conducting approximately 166 operational
and 24 training sorties per year. Training sorties would be approximately two to three
hours in duration. Approximately 70 percent of sorties would take place at night with the

other 30 percent of operations occurring during day light hours.

In order to conduct UAS flight operation from CCAFS, CBP is required to coordinate
with the FAA to develop an airspace construct in the vicinity of CCAFS and around the
state of Florida. This airspace construct must allow for UAS operations (take offs,
landings, transition from restricted/warning area to Class A airspace) and UAS training
operations (closed patterns, low approaches, touch and go’s, full stop landings, and
takeoffs). CBP is also proposing to utilize an overland route that would allow the

Guardian to divert into Class A airspace over the Florida peninsula (Figure 2-4) should
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weather conditions deteriorate and the Guardian was unable to return safely to CCAFS
through SUA. CBP proposes to accomplish this in coordination with the FAA, through

the use of COAs and SUA.

COAs are managed through the FAA’s Unmanned Aircraft Program Office. A COA is an
authorization issued by the Air Traffic Organization to an operator for a specific
unmanned aircraft. After the operator submits a completed application, the FAA
conducts a comprehensive operational and technical review of the proposal. Under Title
49 of the CFR (49 CFR § 40103), the FAA has authority to formulate policy regarding
the navigable NAS. If necessary, some limitations may be imposed as part of the
approval process to ensure the UAS can operate safely with other users of the airspace

involved.

The COAs would be established within Class A airspace for the movement of the
Guardian from one restricted or warning area to another and overland across the

Florida peninsula. These proposed COAs are depicted on Figures 2-3 and 2-4.

The Guardian would operate in SUA/ASU, consisting of restricted, warning areas, and
ATCAA, aro