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DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)
AND
FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE (FONPA)
INSTALLATION DEVELOPMENT
PATRICK SPACE FORCE BASE, FLORIDA

Pursuant to provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Title 42 United States
Code (USC) Sections 4321 to 4347, implemented by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Regulations, Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508, and 32 CFR Part 989,
Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP), the United States Space Force (USSF) has prepared
an Environmental Assessment (EA) to identify and evaluate the potential impacts on the natural
and human environment associated with the proposed infrastructure improvement projects at
Patrick Space Force Base (SFB), Florida.

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION

The overall purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement multiple infrastructure improvements
described in the Patrick SFB District Development Plan (DDP) to meet Space Launch Delta (SLD) 45
and tenant unit mission requirements. The proposed construction of new facilities and new
infrastructure, as well as the demolition and repair of existing facilities, is needed to improve
operational safety and functionality of Patrick SFB. Further, implementation of the Proposed Action
would support the SLD 45 mission to conduct launch operations at Cape Canaveral Space Force
Station.

The EA, incorporated by reference into this finding, analyzes the potential environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action and provides environmental protection measures to avoid or
reduce adverse environmental impacts.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION/ALTERNATIVES

Selection Criteria for Alternatives (EA Section 2.2)
Potential alternatives for the individual projects included in the Proposed Action were evaluated
based on three universal selection standards:

Standard 1: Planning Constraints - Planning constraints are man-made or natural elements that
can create substantial limitations to the operation or construction of buildings, roadways, utility
systems, airfields, training ranges, and other facilities. These constraints, when considered
collectively with the installation’s capacity opportunities, inform the identification of potential
areas for development, as well as those areas that can be redeveloped to support growth. This
standard addresses compatibility with overall installation operations, land use compatibility, and
natural and built resources, and largely dictates the location/placement of a proposed facility.

Standard 2: Installation Capacity Opportunities - Installation capacity refers to the capabilities of
the installation’s existing facilities /infrastructure to meet existing and future mission needs. This
standard largely drives the scope of the facility/infrastructure development and/or improvement
and requires that proposed facility /infrastructure development and improvements support mission
operations; mission support; built infrastructure; and quality of life.
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Standard 3: Sustainability Development Indicators - Sustainable development refers to the
ability to operate into the future without a decline in either the mission or the natural and man-
made systems that support it, ensuring long-term sustainability of the installation. Sustainability is
a holistic approach to asset management that seeks to minimize the negative impacts of USSF
operations on the environment within and surrounding the installation. This standard supports
sustainability of the installation through consideration of energy, water, waste water, air quality,
facilities space optimization, encroachment, and natural/cultural resources.

Description of the Proposed Action (EA Section 2.3)

The Proposed Action consists of 19 projects; all projects have an action alternative and a no-action
alternative, while some projects have multiple action alternatives. Each project involves several
components, including ground disturbing activities, demolition, and construction. A summary is
provided below:

Table 1. Summary of Proposed Projects and Alternatives Evaluated in the EA

. : : . Approximate
Proiect Name Project Action Planning Project Im plr:amentation
) ID Alternative Area Area (SF) p
Year
Construct SLD 45 Headquarters C1 C1 SAMSA 300,000 2028
Construct Lodging Facility C2 Cc2 NAA 115,000 2025
Con.s.truct SLD 45/Judge Advocate c3 c3 NAA 15,000 2024
Facility
Construct 3-Bay C-130] Hangar C4 C4 AOA 210,000 2024
C 920 RQW Equi €51 6,300
onstruct quipment
Storage Facility 5 C5-2 AOA 24,300 2024
C5-3 11,300
Con_st.ruct 920 RQW Aquatic c6 c6 NMSA 8,000 2024
Training Center
ConStI‘l:lCt 45 CES Administration, c7 c7 SAMSA 220,000 2025
Operations, and Storage Complex
Improve Space Lift Avenue N1 Ni-1 NAA 30,000 2022
N1-2 15,000
Construct Low-Impact Recreation N2 N2 CRA 37,000 2027
Area
Construct Multi-use Path from A1A N3-1 . 121,600
East Gate to South Gate N3 N3-2 Muld 88,000 2026
R.epal.r and Upgrade 750 Ramp R1 R1 AOA N/A 2022
Lighting
R2-1 NAA 4,500
Relocate Main Sewer Lift Station R2 2028
(Building 650) R2-2 NMSA 4,500
R2-3 NAA 4,500
Improve RV Sites at FAMCAMP R3 R3 CRA 42,000 2024
Improve MSA Capacity R4 R4 SAMSA 10,000 2025
Repair Marina Bulkhead R5 R5 SRA 7,600 2025
Demolish Buildings 556, 560, 561 D1-D3 D1-D3 NAA 30,000 2022-2028
Demolish Building 961 D4 D4 SAMSA 7,000 2024

920 RQW: 920t Rescue Wing; 45 CES: 45t Civil Engineer Squadron; MSA: Munitions Storage Area; FAMCAMP: Family Campground;
NAA: North Administration Area; AOA: Airfield Operations Area; NMSA: North Mission Support Area; CRA: Central Recreation Area;

SAMSA: South Administration and Mission Support Area; SRA: South Recreation Area; Multi: Multiple Planning Districts

Page 2 EA for Infrastructure Improvements at Patrick SFB
Draft FONSI - June 2022
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Depending on projects selected and implemented, site preparation to allow for demolition, new
construction, facility renovation, and infrastructure improvements would result in up to
approximately 27 acres of ground disturbance throughout the installation and would include less
than 0.5 acre of wetland disturbance at the Patrick SFB marina. Up to a half-acre of surface waters
and up to seven acres of floodplains may be impacted as a result of the Proposed Action.

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration

This EA has considered all reasonable alternatives under the CEQ regulation, 40 CFR 1502.14(a),
which states that that all reasonable alternatives that have been eliminated must be briefly
discussed. The scope and location of each proposed project underwent extensive review by 45th
Civil Engineer Squadron (45 CES) personnel, local government agencies, and supporting installation
and USSF staff specialists. SLD 45 considered alternative siting locations/configurations for each of
the projects included in the Proposed Action. Alternatives that were dismissed from further
consideration did not meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action or the Selection
Standards listed above. For example, alternative locations for siting the SLD 45 headquarters
facility were evaluated but eliminated based on size and accessibility requirements and existing
environmental and land use constraints. Further discussion of eliminated alternatives are
documented in Section 2.3 of the EA.

Description of the No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the proposed infrastructure improvement projects within
the Proposed Action would be implemented. Consequently, no upgrades or additions to the existing
infrastructure would occur as described for the Proposed Action, and Patrick SFB would continue to
maintain the installation in its existing condition and configuration. For example, under the No-
Action Alternative, the SLD 45 Operations staff and associated personnel would continue to use a
portion of Building 423, which does not provide adequate functional space for current mission
operations or future mission growth. However, because CEQ regulations stipulate that the No-
Action Alternative be analyzed to assess any environmental consequences that may occur if the
Proposed Action is not implemented, this alternative is carried forward for analysis in the EA. The
No-Action Alternative also provides a baseline against which the Proposed Action can be compared.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS

Environmental analysis focused on the following areas: airspace, noise, human health and safety, air
quality, greenhouse gases (GHG), geology and earth resources, water resources, biological
resources, cultural resources, land use and coastal zone resources, socioeconomics, environmental
justice, hazardous and solid materials/waste, and infrastructure (transportation and utilities). USSF
has concluded that no significant impacts would result to these resources as summarized below.

Airspace (EA Section 4.2)

No significant impacts have been identified. None of the proposed projects impose any major
restrictions on air commerce opportunities, significantly limit access, or require any modifications
to ATC systems.

Noise (EA Section 4.3)

No significant impacts have been identified. Construction activities related to the Proposed Action
and planned actions would result in short-term, minor, adverse impacts to the noise environment;
however, no change to the noise contours currently experienced within the region of Patrick SFB
are anticipated. None of the projects evaluated would have an impact on operations-related noise
activities.

Page 3 EA for Infrastructure Improvements at Patrick SFB
Draft FONSI - June 2022
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Health and Human Safety (EA Section 4.4)

No significant impacts to health and human safety have been identified. Short-term, negligible,
adverse impacts on health and safety (e.g., slips, falls, heat exposure, exposure to mechanical,
electrical, vision, and chemical hazards) could occur from construction, demolition, maintenance,
and repair activities associated with the Proposed Action. Construction workers could also
encounter soil or groundwater contamination as a result of an Installation Restoration Program
(IRP) site or previously unknown soil or groundwater contamination. However, implementation of
appropriate safety methods and following Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
and Air Force Office of Safety and Health (AFOSH) safety standards during these activities would
minimize the potential for such impacts. Additional Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize
impacts to human health and safety are listed in the EA. With these protocols in place, health and
safety risks from all planned projects would be reduced to acceptable levels. The removal of
contaminated materials would result in a long-term, beneficial impact on safety and occupational
health for personnel and residents at Patrick SFB.

Air Quality (EA Section 4.5)

No significant impacts have been identified. Long-term, minor, adverse impacts on ambient air
quality (pollutant and GHG emissions) would be expected following implementation of the
Proposed Action (including construction/demolition activities and new facility operations);
however, none of the estimated emissions for criteria pollutants associated with the Proposed
Action would exceed the established significance indicators. Brevard County and Patrick SFB are in
attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and therefore the General
Conformity Rule does not apply. BMPs would include implementing Best Available Control
Technologies (e.g., application of water sprays, dust suppressants, use of coverings or enclosures,
paving, enshrouding, and planting) during project construction/demolition and complying with
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) regulations to control exhaust emissions.
Additional BMPs to minimize impacts on air quality are listed in the EA.

Earth Resources (EA Section 4.6)

No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action may result in short-term, minor,
adverse impacts on earth resources during construction through increased erosion. None of the
soils affected are considered as prime or unique farmland soils and all are locally or regionally
common. All projects discussed (present and future) would be required to comply with United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP),
and St. Johns River Water Management District (SSRWMD) permitting requirements. Under these
permits, Patrick SFB would be required to implement BMPs as part of the Erosion, Sediment,
Pollution Control Plan (ESPC) Plan. Implementation of the BMPs listed in the EA would minimize
the potential for incremental impacts associated with soil erosion. Since the proposed projects
involving construction, road building, and grading activities are small to moderate in size and
localized, any potential impacts would be short term.

Water Resources (EA Section 4.7)

No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action may result in long-term,
negligible to minor, adverse impacts on water resources; however, those impacts would not result
in a permanent loss of function, threaten hydrologic characteristics, endanger public health, or
violate laws.

Three proposed projects (Projects C4, C7, and R5) would impact up 0.5 acre of wetlands and
surface waters (one acre total). During the design and permitting phase of the Proposed Action,
jurisdictional wetlands and surface waters would be delineated in accordance with the USACE 2010
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coastal
Plain Region and Rule 62-340, Florida Administrative Code (FAC). Efforts would be made to

Page 4 EA for Infrastructure Improvements at Patrick SFB
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minimize impacts to wetlands and surface waters to the greatest extent practicable, in compliance
with Executive Order (EO) 11990 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Any necessary agency
coordination and required permits would be acquired prior to commencing any ground-breaking
activities associated with construction. The permit would state in detail the mitigations required to
offset this loss. Measures to minimize wetland impacts may include site plan reconfiguration,
installation of buffer areas along the perimeter of wetlands, or erosion controls to prevent
sedimentation in adjacent wetlands. Construction activities associated with these projects would be
conducted in accordance with a Construction Site National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit and its associated procedures as detailed in required plans (e.g., ESCP; Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan [SWPPP]; and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures [SPCC]
Plan).

The Proposed Action would result in temporary construction activity and the construction of new
structures within up to seven acres of the 100-year floodplain. The proposed projects within the
floodplain (Projects C7, N2, N3, R3, R4, and R5) would not reduce the flood storage capacity of the
floodplain in any substantive manner. Construction related impacts to floodplains in general would
be minimized through implementation of an approved ESCP and other appropriate environmental
protection measures and through adherence to the NPDES permit and SWPPP. Long-term impacts
to floodplains from the Proposed Action would be minimized by implementing guidelines provided
in EO 11988 for construction in a floodplain to the extent practicable, including site grading so that
structures are elevated above the base flood elevation and providing compensatory storage within
the floodplain. Additional BMPs to minimize impacts to water resources are listed in the EA.

Biological Resources (EA Section 4.8)

No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action could result in short-term, minor,
adverse impacts on biological resources; however, no impacts would result in effects that would
jeopardize the continued existence of a species or result in an overall significant decrease in
population diversity, abundance, or fitness for any species. Short-term, negligible to minor, adverse
impacts to vegetation, essential fish habitat (EFH), critical habitat, and wildlife may occur as a result
of the Proposed Action; however, wildlife utilization and habitats are limited within the proposed
project areas as most of the installation is developed. No clearing of forested habitat is proposed.
Project areas contain suitable habitat and/or documented occurrences for several sensitive species;
however, no significant impacts are anticipated. Further detail and anticipated effects
determinations for these species are discussed in the EA. Conservation measures identified during
informal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will be implemented to
minimize potential effects to threatened and endangered species. Additionally, the Proposed Action
would avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources by following the methodologies
described in the most recent Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) and
implementing the BMPs listed in the EA.

Cultural Resources (EA Section 4.9)

No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action may impact cultural resources;
however, any adverse effects would be resolved with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
and required actions would be integrated into the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP), in accordance
with the Section 106 process in the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and the Patrick SFB
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plans (ICRMP). If prehistoric or historic artifacts that
could be associated with Native American, early European, or American settlement, or unmarked
human remains were encountered at any time within a project site, all activities involving
subsurface disturbance in the vicinity of the discovery would cease and work would not be
resumed without authorization from the Florida Division of Historical Resources.

Page 5 EA for Infrastructure Improvements at Patrick SFB
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Land Use (EA Section 4.10)

No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action would further the mission of
maximizing land use at Patrick SFB, including removal of deteriorating, unused structures for other
beneficial use, providing long-term and beneficial land use.

Socioeconomics (EA Section 4.11)

No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action and other actions that would
occur over the next five years would have short-term, minor to moderate, beneficial economic
effects within Patrick SFB and surrounding communities through the increased demand for
construction workers and the procurement of goods and services. Construction-related
expenditures would not be expected to generate long-term socioeconomic benefits. In the event
that construction workers contracted for the Proposed Action were obtained outside of the local or
regional area, the temporary increase in the workforce during the construction phase would result
in a temporary increase in local housing and lodging needs. Because the Proposed Action would not
resultin a long-term increase in the installation or regional population, it would not contribute to
cumulative demographic impacts in the region.

Environmental Justice (EA Section 4.12)

No significant impacts have been identified. Possible adverse effects from construction activities
could include increased traffic and noise levels and decreased air quality and infrastructure
capacity. These effects would be short-term, intermittent, and minor, and are not anticipated to
impact off-installation populations. The possible adverse effects would impact the entire base and
would not result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental justice
populations.

Hazardous Materials/Waste and Solid Waste (EA Section 4.13)

No significant impacts have been identified. Demolition and construction activities would increase
the use and storage of hazardous materials (e.g., solvents, paints, adhesives, etc.) at Patrick SFB for
the short-term. Some short-term increases would be realized in terms of the quantity of fuel used
during construction activities for these actions. Demolition would increase the amount of
hazardous/solid wastes generated, but these activities would last for less than 10 years and all
wastes would be disposed of properly. No increases or substantial changes in current quantities
and types of hazardous materials or wastes would be expected upon completion of the projects.

Several Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) managed by IRP are collocated with the proposed
project sites, and planned construction activities have potential to cause short-term, adverse
impacts to ongoing remediation activities at these sites. Construction or excavation work within
SWMUs must be coordinated with IRP, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(FDEP), and 45 CES Environmental Office, and any applicable land use controls would be evaluated
to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment.

The Proposed Action would involve demolition of existing structures, construction of new buildings
and pavements, and potential remediation of contaminated sites, resulting in the generation of
construction and demolition debris and removal of soils and other contaminated debris. However,
the estimated quantity of generated debris, when compared to regional landfill capacity, would not
represent a significant impact to the life expectancy of the landfills. BMPs listed in the EA would be
employed to minimize impacts to or from hazardous materials/waste associated with
implementing the Proposed Action.

Infrastructure (EA Section 4.14)

No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action would improve the existing utility
infrastructure and capacity for Patrick SFB. Minor, short-term transportation impacts would occur
during construction, but the proposed improvements to Space Lift Avenue and construction of a

Page 6 EA for Infrastructure Improvements at Patrick SFB
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multi-use path would improve the existing transportation infrastructure. Temporary impacts
would be minimized through the implementation of BMPs listed in the EA.

Cumulative Effects (EA Section 4.15)

Overall, the Proposed Action would result in short-term, minor to moderate, adverse impacts that
would be below significance thresholds described for each resource area. Impacts of the Proposed
Action would predominately be limited to the duration of the project implementation and BMPs
would minimize impacts to the greatest extent practicable. As such, the projects included in the
Proposed Action would not significantly contribute to cumulative impacts when considered with
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions occurring at or in the vicinity of
Patrick SFB.

MITIGATIONS

As the proponent for the proposed installation development at Patrick SFB, USSF will be
responsible for ensuring that the mitigations listed above in the environmental findings section and
in the EA are in place prior to taking any specific action. USSF will oversee and verify mitigations
are fully funded by the proponent and are in place and being carried out, as identified in this
FONSI/FONPA and the MMP. The MMP will be developed subsequent to this FONSI and will include
points of contact for oversight and completion of the mitigation as well as the anticipated timing for
mitigation completion. Itis expected the mitigation monitoring will generally consist of on-the-
ground inspections and any subsequent actions necessary to address deficiencies discovered
during the inspections. The EA refers to the use of BMPs. For this FONSI/FONPA and in compliance
with Air Force regulation, BMPs will be carried forward and monitored in the MMP.

PuBLIC REVIEW

In September 2021, letters and emails were sent to federal, state, and local agencies and
municipalities potentially affected by the Proposed Action informing them of the intent to prepare
the EA and requesting input. USSF received comments from five public agencies during the review
period. When requested, additional information was provided, and agency comments were
addressed in the Draft EA. Copies of the notice and coordination are included in Appendix A of the
EA.

Tribal consultation letters were mailed to federally recognized tribes in September 2021. No
comments were received. Additional attempts to contact tribal representatives were made
throughout the duration of EA development by the SLD 45 Cultural Resources Manager. Appendix
A of the EA includes records of all correspondence with the tribes.

In November 2021, an Early Public Notice was published in the Florida Today and The Hometown
News (Beaches and North Brevard Editions) announcing commencement of the EA, detailing that the
action would take place in a floodplain/wetland, and seeking advanced public comment. No
comments were received.

40 CFR 1500-1508 and 32 CFR 989 require that the public have an opportunity to review and
comment on draft NEPA documents. A Notice of Availability for public review of the Draft EA and
Draft FONSI/FONPA was published in the Florida Today and The Hometown News (Beaches and
North Brevard Editions) on DATE. The documents were also made available for review on the
internet at the Patrick SFB website (https://www.patrick.spaceforce.mil/) and at the following
locations:

Page 7 EA for Infrastructure Improvements at Patrick SFB
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Cocoa Beach Public Library Satellite Beach Public Library Melbourne Public Library
550 North Brevard Ave. 751 Jamaica Blvd, Satellite Beach, | 540 E. Fee Ave.

Cocoa Beach, FL 32931 FL 32937 Melbourne, FL 32901
Patrick SFB Library Suntree / Viera Public Library

Building 722 902 Jordan Blass Dr

842 Falcon Ave Melbourne, FL 32940

Patrick SFB, FL 32925

Public comments were received for 30 days. All comments received on the Draft EA will be
incorporated into the Final EA.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Based on my review of the facts and analyses contained in the attached EA, conducted under the
provisions of NEPA, CEQ Regulations, and 32 CFR 989, I conclude that the implementation of the
Proposed Action (19 projects identified in the EA) would not have a significant environmental
impact, either by itself or cumulatively with other known projects. Accordingly, an Environmental
Impact Statement is not required. This analysis fulfills the requirements of NEPA, the President’s
CEQ 40 CFR 1500-1508 and the Air Force EIAP regulations 32 CFR 989. The signing of this Finding
of No Significant Impact completes the EIAP.

FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE

Pursuant to Executive Order(s) 11988 and 11990, and considering all supporting information, I find
there is no practicable alternative to the proposed projects (Projects C7, N2, N3, R3, R4, and R5),
which will impact floodplains and wetlands. As noted in the attached EA, there are no practicable
alternatives that would avoid all impacts or further minimize impacts to wetlands because the
objectives sought by Project R5 (marina bulkhead repair) preclude the selection of any practicable
alternatives due to the location of the project. The location of existing infrastructure precludes any
other options to implement proposed infrastructure improvement and repair projects (Projects N2,
N3, R3, R4, and R5) outside of the 100-year floodplain. These facilities are currently located in the
floodplain and proposed projects would improve functionality, sustainability, quality of life, and
safety. Existing and future mission requirements, the location of existing infrastructure, and the size
and configuration requirements of the proposed 45 CES complex (Project C7) preclude any other
siting options. This finding fulfills both the requirements of the referenced Executive Orders and the
EIAP regulation, 32 CFR 989.14 for a Finding of No Practicable Alternative.

SIGNATORY NAME Date
RANK
TITLE
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PRIVACY ADVISORY

This Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) is provided for public comment in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and 32 CFR 989, Environmental Impact Analysis
Process (EIAP).

The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on United States Space Force
(USSF) decision-making, allows the public to offer input on alternative ways for the
USSF to accomplish what it is proposing, and solicits comments on the USSF’s analysis

of environmental effects.

Public commenting allows the USSF to make better, informed decisions. Letters or
other written or oral comments provided may be published in the EA. As required by
law, comments provided will be addressed in the EA and made available to the public.
Providing personal information is voluntary. Any personal information provided will
be used only to fulfill requests for copies of the EA or associated documents. Private
addresses will be compiled to develop a mailing list for those requesting copies of the
EA. However, only the names of the individuals making comments and their specific
comments will be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will not
be published in the Final EA.
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DEOMI Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute
DESR Defense Explosives Safety Regulations
DLA Defense Logistics Agency
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Day/Night Sound Level

Dissolved Oxygen

Department of Defense

Department of State

Developments of Regional Impact

DoD Regional Seal Level

Environmental Assessment

Earth Covered Magazine

Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Impact Analysis Process
Environmental Impact Statement

Environmental Justice

Executive Order

Eastern Range

Environmental Resource Permit

Endangered Species Act

Explosive Safety Quantity Distance

Federal Aviation Administration

Florida Administrative Code

Family Campground

Florida Coastal Management Program

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Florida Division of Historical Resources

Florida Department of Transportation

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Florida Endangered and Threatened Species Act
Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise
Facility Level Information on Greenhouse Gases Tool
Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System
Florida Natural Areas Inventory

Finding of No Practicable Alternative

Finding of No Significant Impact

Florida Power & Light

Florida Statutes

Fuel Storage Area

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Greenhouse Gas

Gallons per Day

Hazardous Air Pollutant

Habitat Areas of Particular Concern

Hazardous Materials

Hazardous Waste, Operations, and Emergency Response
Headquarters

Housing and Urban Development

Heating, Ventilation, & Air Conditioning
Hazardous Waste Management Plan

Important Birding Areas

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan
Installation Development Plan

Installation Facilities Standards

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
Information for Planning and Consultation
Installation Restoration Program

Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan

Judge Advocate
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Jonathan Dickinson Missile Tracking Annex
Lead-based Paint

Light Emitting Diode

Linear Feet

Logistics Readiness Squadron
Long Range Transportation Plan
Long-Term Monitoring

Land Use Control

Major Command

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Marine Mammal Protection Act
Monitored Natural Attenuation
Military Operations Areas

Major Range and Test Facility Base
Munitions Storage Area

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

Mean Sea Level

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
Malabar Transmitter Annex

Morale, Welfare, and Recreation

North Administration Area

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
National Emissions Inventory

National Environmental Policy Act

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
No Further Action

National Historic Preservation Act

National Marine Fisheries Service

North Mission Support Area

Notice of Availability

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
National Register of Historic Places

Natural Resources Conservation Service
National Wetlands Inventory

Ozone Depleting Substance

Optimized Remediation Contract

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbon
Polychlorinated Biphenyls

Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
Perfluorobutane Sulfonic Acid
Perfluorooctanoic Acid

Perfluorooctane Sulfonate

Particulate Matter

Personal Protective Equipment

Potential to Emit

Polyvinyl Chloride

Quality of Life

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Representative Concentration Pathway
Remedial Investigation

Region of Influence

Radar Open System Architecture

Rescue Squadron
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Rescue Wing

Recreational Vehicle

South Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Semi-Automatic Ground Environment
Statement of Basis

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
Square Feet

Space Force Base

Space Force Station

Species of Greatest Conservation Need
State Historic Preservation Officer

Site Investigation

St. Johns River Water Management District
Space Launch Delta 45

Sea Level Rise

South Administration and Mission Support Area
State Road

South Recreation Area

Site Rehabilitation Completion Order

Soil Survey Geographic Database
Semi-Volatile Organic Compound

Space Wing

Space Wing Instruction

Stormwater Management Plan

Solid Waste Management Unit
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Traditional Cultural Properties

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Transportation Improvement Program
Total Maximum Daily Load

Tons per Year

Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbon
Toxic Substance Control Act

Unified Facilities Criteria

United States

United States Army Corps of Engineers
United States Air Force

United States Code

United States Department of Agriculture
United States Environmental Protection Agency
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Space Force

Underground Storage Tank

Volatile Organic Compound

Visiting Quarters

Waters of the United States
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Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Purpose of and Need for Action

1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION
1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Space Launch Delta 45 (SLD 45) at Patrick Space Force Base (SFB), Florida and Headquarters
United States Space Force (HQ USSF) have identified priorities for installation development
projects and proposes to implement them over the next five years (2023-2028). This
Environmental Assessment (EA) for installation development was prepared to evaluate the
potential environmental impacts of these proposed projects in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 United States Code [USC] 4331 et seq),
the regulations of the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) that implement NEPA
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), the United States Air Force (USAF)
Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) at 32 CFR Part 989, and Air Force Instruction (AFI)
32-1015, Integrated Installation Planning.

The intent of the ongoing process of installation development at Patrick SFB (formerly Patrick Air
Force Base [AFB]) is to provide infrastructure improvements that would most efficiently support
the mission of SLD 45 and tenant units, while promoting sustainability within the installation and
the surrounding community. The 19 projects (Proposed Action) considered in this EA were
identified as priorities for installation development in the Patrick SFB District Development Plan
(DDP) (publication pending). The DDP planning process included input from stakeholders about
project priorities and goals. The process incorporated relevant projects from existing approved
plans for installation development, including the Patrick AFB Installation Development Plan (IDP)
(USAF 2017b) and the Patrick AFB General Plan (USAF 2011a). These plans identify requirements
for improving the physical infrastructure and functionality of Patrick SFB based on current and
future mission needs, development constraints and opportunities, and land use relationships.

Patrick SFB is located on a barrier island on the central east coast of Florida, south of the City of
Cocoa Beach, and north of South Patrick Shores and the City of Satellite Beach (Figure 1-1). The
main base covers approximately 2,004 acres and is bounded by the Atlantic Ocean on the east and
the Banana River Aquatic Preserve (Banana River) on the west. Small parcels remain as USAF
property in Pelican Coast (formerly South Housing), approximately one mile south of Patrick SFB
proper.

Patrick SFB, originally the Banana River Naval Air Station (BRNAS), was transferred from the
United States (U.S.) Navy to USAF in 1948, becoming Patrick AFB (USAF 2017b). In 2020, following
the creation of USSF, Patrick AFB was renamed Patrick SFB. The installation has hosted a variety of
missions and aircraft types throughout its history. It is home to SLD 45 and other tenants, including
the 920th Rescue Wing (920 RQW), the Air Force Technical Applications Center (AFTAC), the
Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMI), and the Department of State (DoS).

Patrick SFB is part of the Eastern Range (ER), which is managed by SLD 45. The launch center of the
ER is Cape Canaveral Space Force Station (SFS), formerly Cape Canaveral Air Force Station. The ER
also includes Malabar Transmitter Annex (MTA), Jonathan Dickinson Missile Tracking Annex
(JDMTA), Ascension Auxiliary Airfield, and off-base meteorological instrumentation sites. The
primary SLD 45 mission is to manage ER launch operations; therefore, the aircraft traffic at Patrick
SFB is primarily associated with tenant and transient operations.

The intent of SLD 45 and HQ USSF is to streamline NEPA compliance and facilitate the installation
development process by evaluating potential environmental impacts of the 19 proposed projects at
Patrick SFB in one integrated EA. These projects are listed and described in Section 1.4.
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Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Purpose of and Need for Action

The information presented in the EA will serve as the basis for deciding whether the Proposed
Action may result in a significant impact to the environment, requiring the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), or whether no significant impacts may occur, resulting in a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). Because the Proposed Action would involve
“construction” in a wetland as defined in Executive Order (EO) 11990, Protection of Wetlands, or
“action” in a floodplain under EO 11988, Floodplain Management, a Finding of No Practicable
Alternative (FONPA) shall be prepared in conjunction with the FONSI.

1.2 PURPOSE OF INSTALLATION DEVELOPMENT

The DDP provides a comprehensive planning framework to identify and prioritize future
requirements and goals for base development to ensure successful base operations, adequate
support capacity, and continued ability to support its assigned mission sets. The goals of the DDP
are to maximize the installation’s long-term capabilities; identify areas suitable for future
development; direct the scale of development; and define how and where that development should
occur to best meet the ongoing mission needs and long-term planning vision. Installation planning
must integrate the NEPA process: to ensure that planning and decisions reflect environmental and
community values; to identify alternatives considered and document which alternatives shall be
carried forward for full analysis (and the rationale for those dismissed); and to avoid delays and
potential conflicts later in the process.

1.3 NEED FOR INSTALLATION DEVELOPMENT

Installation development at Patrick SFB is needed to improve the physical infrastructure and
functionality of the base in support of SLD 45 and tenant unit missions in a manner that:

e Accommodates increased launch operations at Cape Canaveral SFS, tenant and transient flying
missions, Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) operations, pararescue and combat
rescue training, and expanded Department of Defense (DoD) training requirements.

e Supports the quality of life (QOL) of tenants and service members hosted at Patrick SFB.

Meets applicable DoD installation master planning criteria, consistent with Unified Facilities
Criteria (UFC) 2-100-01, Installation Master Planning, and USAF comprehensive planning
policy/directives.

e Meets all applicable DoD, federal, state, and local laws and regulations including EO 12898,
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, Endangered Species Act (ESA), National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Clean
Water Act (CWA), Clean Air Act (CAA), Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA), and Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA). More detailed information regarding resource-specific laws and regulations
are in the respective resource sections in Section 3.

1.4 PROJECTS IDENTIFIED IN THE DDP

As part of installation development, planning districts are delineated based on the existing
transportation network, architecture, and land use patterns. Within each district, planning areas
are defined by land use in relation to mission and operations. The DDP identifies projects that are
correlated with the goals and objectives of the planning districts and areas.

Patrick SFB is divided into two planning districts and 10 planning areas (Figure 1-2). Descriptions
of the planning districts and areas are summarized in Table 1-1.
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Purpose of and Need for Action

Table 1-1. Patrick SFB Plannin
River Planning District
e Encompasses central areas of the base between the Banana River and State Road (SR) A1A, north to the fence
line at the North Housing Area’s southern perimeter and south to the Manatee Cove Golf Course’s northern

District and Area Descriptions

perimeter.

e Includes the following five planning areas:
North Administration Area

e  Serves as the Patrick SFB administrative center.

e Includes SLD 45 Headquarters and administrative offices, DEOMI training center, dormitory housing, lodging
quarters, wellness and recreational facilities, chapel, A1A East Gate, Housing Administration office, and other
storage and support facilities.

Airfield Operations Area

e Consists of runways, associated taxiways, aprons/ramps, and airfield facilities (e.g., hangars, equipment

storage, and support facilities).
North Mission Support Area

e  Characterized by facilities and operations that support 920 RQW and optimize airfield access.

e Includes fuel storage, 920 RQW operations and maintenance facilities, Squadron Operations and Aircraft
Maintenance, indoor Combat Arms Training and Maintenance (CATM) facility, Guardian Angel facilities, and
various Civil Engineer Squadron (CES) functions.

Central Recreation Area
e  Contains facilities supporting physical fitness training and recreational activities.
e Includes Chevron Park and the Family Campground (FAMCAMP).

South Administration and Mission Support Area

e  Characterized by maintenance, operations, or mission-specific buildings and facilities.

e Includes the fire station, AFTAC facilities, Hazardous Materials (HazMat) operations facility, DoS air
operations, the air passenger terminal, Traffic Management, Logistics Readiness Squadron (LRS) storage
facility, Security Forces Squadron, CES storage, mechanical, and electrical shops, Commercial Vehicle Gate,
and Munitions Storage Area (MSA).

Ocean Planning District
® Encompasses the area east of SR A1A from the installation’s northern boundary to SR 404; west of SR A1A,

this district includes the north housing area and is bounded by the South Administration and Mission Support
Area, the Airfield Operations Area, and SR 404. Pelican Coast is also located in this district.

® Includes the following five planning areas:
North Housing Area

e  Provides permanent housing and includes the privately operated North Housing.
Housing and Community Support Area
e  Supports health and welfare through retail, health care, entertainment, and leased housing facilities.
e Includes the Child Development Center, Exchange, pharmacy, fueling station with car wash, and fast food
restaurant.
South Mission Support Area
e  Provides mission and support services for Patrick SFB.
e Includes Security Forces Squadron kennel and operations, medical, dental, and veterinary clinics, Air Rescue
Medical Training facilities, South Gate, warehouse facilities, and recreational vehicle (RV) parking.
South Recreation Area
e Provides recreational opportunities.
e Includes the Patrick SFB Golf Course and Clubhouse and support facilities and Patrick SFB Marina and Club.
Oceanfront Area
e Provides beachfront recreational, dining, and lodging opportunities with public access to the Atlantic Ocean.
e Includes the beachfront cottages, the Beach House, Tides Club, Patrick SFB Beaches, base radar facilities, and
Pineda Beach Park.

The land use goals of each planning area were used to identify 19 individual projects within the
DDP evaluated for this EA. These projects include initiatives for facility construction (C),
infrastructure improvement (N), renovation/repair (R), and facility demolition (D). Table 1-2 lists
these projects.
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Table 1-2. Projects Identified in the DDP to be Evaluated in the EA
Approximate
Project Name Description of Project Implementation
Year

Project

ID

River Planning District

North Administration Area

Construct SLD 45 Construct a headquarters facility with administrative and

c1 Headquarters operations areas for SLD 45 Operations staff. 2028
Construct a Visiting Quarters (VQ) lodging facility to replace
Cc2 Construct Lodging Facility | the current VQ facilities that would be demolished for the 2025
construction of the proposed A1A East Gate (See Table 1-3).
Construct SLD 45/Judge COl’lStI‘l:lCt a facility to support t.he SLD 45/]JA mission that.
C3 s would include a courtroom, office space, and administrative | 2024
Advocate (JA) Facility -
support functions.
Construct an intersection at the proposed A1A East Gate
N1 Improve Space Lift Avenue | (Matador Street) and Space Lift Avenue, resurface Space Lift | 2023
Avenue, and improve sidewalks in the project area.
_ Demolish Buildings 556, Demolish obsolete buildings within the airfield operation B
D1-D3 560, and 561 clear zone (CZ). 2023-2028
Airfield Operations Area
Construct 3-Bay C-130] Construct a 3-bay C-130] hangar and associated facilities,

C4 ) . X - . 2024
Hangar including corrosion control and washing stations.

cs Construct 920 RQW Construct a high-bay, industrial, climate-controlled Aerospace 2024
Equipment Storage Facility | Ground Equipment (AGE) storage facility.

. Repair and upgrade the lighting at the 750 Ramp for nighttime

R1 Repair e.md ppgrade 750 and low-visibility operations in accordance with AF1 31-118, | 2024

Ramp Lighting

Security Forces Standards and Procedures.

North Mission Support Area

Construct 920 RQW Construct an outdoor, deep-water pararescue, and combat

c6 Aquatic Training Center rescue aquatic training center. 2024
Relocate Main Sewer Lift . . . .
R2 Station (Building 650) Relocate main sewer lift station away from the Banana River. | 2028
Central Recreation Area
Construct Low-impact Construct low-impact recreational area near FAMCAMP for
N2 - - 2027
Recreation Area use by visitors and base personnel.
Improve RV Sites at - .
R3 FAMCAMP Pave the existing gravel RV sites at FAMCAMP. 2024
South Administration and Mission Support Area
Construct 45 CES Construct an administrative building, maintenance shop,
c7 Administration, Operations,| storage facility, and supporting infrastructure to consolidate | 2025
and Storage Complex 45 CES operations.
R4 Improve MSA Capacity Demolish and replace existing munitions storage bunkers. 2025
D4 Demolish Building 961 Demolish vacant building that is beyond practical repair. 2024
Ocean Planning District
South Recreation Area
RS Repair Marina Bulkhead Re.pa.lr bul_khead and add electric power connections to 2025
existing slips at F Dock.
Multi-District
Construct Multi-use Path Construct a multi-use path for pedestrians and cyclists that
N3 from A1A East Gate to connects the proposed A1A East Gate to recreational facilities | 2026

South Gate near the South Gate.
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Purpose of and Need for Action

Actions that were analyzed under previous, separate NEPA documents (Table 1-3) will be used as
tiering documents per 32 CFR 989.10 to “eliminate repetitive discussions and focus on the issues
related to the specific actions” evaluated under this EA. Previously approved actions will be
incorporated by reference in Section 3 of this EA, which provides a baseline description of the
existing physical, social, and economic environment within and around Patrick SFB.

Table 1-3. Previously Approved Actions at Patrick SFB
Project Name Approval Document (Year) l;l;g]ticst

River Planning District

North Administration Area

Construct A1A East Gate Environmental Assessment of the General Plan and Maintenance | Awaiting
of Patrick Air Force Base, Florida (2012) funding
ConstrucF Copsolldated Network Environmental Assessment of the General Plan and Maintenance | Awaiting
Communications Control Center ; ; ; .
o e of Patrick Air Force Base, Florida (2012) funding
(Communications Facility)
North Mission Support Area
Construct 39th Rescue Squadron (39 | Environmental Assessment for the 920t Rescue Wing Beddown, | Awaiting
RQS) Building Addition Patrick Air Force Base, Florida (2005). funding
. . Categorical Exclusion (CATEX), Construct Guardian Angel Under
Construct Guardian Angel Facility Facility (2016) Construction
South Administration and Mission Support Area
. ) Environmental Assessment of the General Plan and Maintenance | Awaiting
Construct Commerecial Vehicle Gate of Patrick Air Force Base, Florida (2012) funding
Ocean Planning District
South Mission Support Area
Construct South Gate Environmental Assessment of the General Plan and Maintenance | Awaiting
of Patrick Air Force Base, Florida (2012) funding
Oceanfront Area
Construct Beach Cottages Environmental Assessment for Outdoor Recreation Beach Awaiting
8 Cottages on Patrick Air Force Base, Florida (2020) funding

1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS APPROACH

The environmental analysis within this EA evaluates the 19 priority projects identified in the DDP
that may be implemented over the next five years (2023-2028). This analysis focuses on future
development activities and priorities of the installation as established by the Delta Commander in
conjunction with Major Command (MAJCOM) and USSF mission planning. Changing the order of
projects or selecting/removing projects would not preclude action on the remaining projects. Any
additional projects or future activities proposed on areas associated with the installation must be
evaluated on their own merit under the USAF EIAP guidelines to determine the scope of
environmental impacts and the appropriate level of NEPA analysis.

1.6 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPOSED PROJECTS

Each of the proposed projects included in the EA has a specific purpose and need that supports the
land use and development goals of its planning area. The goals for planning areas with projects
evaluated in this EA are summarized in Table 1-4. The purpose and need for each of the projects
considered for analysis are presented in Table 1-5.
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Purpose of and Need for Action

Table 1-4. Goals of Planning Areas with Projects Evaluated in the EA

River Planning District

North Administration Area

e  C(Create a campus plan with pedestrian-friendly circulation, perimeter parking and vehicular circulation, and
buildings to maximize green space and river viewsheds.

e Focus development on administration, training, lodging, community support, physical fitness, and recreation
facilities.

e Consolidate functions, where possible, and utilize existing buildings efficiently.

e Relocate functions from the airfield operation CZ into developable areas within this planning area, where
appropriate.

Airfield Operations Area

e  Optimize land use for airfield operations.
e Focus development on airfield operations, maintenance, and repair activities.

North Mission Support Area

e  Optimize land use for airfield access.
e  Focus development on mission support functions for SLD 45, 920 RQW, and other tenants, as required.

Central Recreation Area

e Provide additional features to support physical fitness training, and recreational activities.

South Administration and Mission Support Area

e  Optimize land use for administration, maintenance, storage, and operations facilities to support mission
operations for SLD 45, 45 CES, and other tenants.

e  Optimize land use for airfield access.

e  Maximize MSA storage capacity.

e Relocate functions from the airfield operation CZ into developable areas within this planning area, where

appropriate.
Ocean Planning District

South Recreation Area

e  Provide additional features to support physical fitness, entertainment, and recreational activities.
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Table 1-5. Purpose and Need for Each Proposed Action

Project Project Name

ID

River Planning District

Purpose of the Action

Need for the Action

North Administration Area

Provide a headquarters
facility for SLD 45

The current headquarters facility does not provide

C1 Construct SLD 45 Operations staff to meet adequate functional space for current space launch
Headquarters L . o
current and future launch mission operations or future mission growth.
mission requirements.
Provide on-base lodeine to Three existing lodging facilities would be demolished
accommodate visitir% 8 to allow for the construction of the proposed A1A East
Construct . g . Gate (See Table 1-3), which would result in a shortage
Cc2 . i military personnel within . : s :
Lodging Facility walkine distance of of required lodging opportunities on base in
. & s accordance with Air Force Manual (AFMAN) 34-135,
installation facilities. ) .
Air Force Lodging Program.
The SLD 45/]A mission currently uses the courtroom in
Building 562, which contains unsafe levels of mold and
. . mildew and would require extensive renovation to
Provide continual SLD . . o ..
c3 Construct SLD 45 /JA support for the meet mission requirements. Building 562 is in the
45/]A Facility space lauI;lpch mission airfield operation CZ and is planned for demolition in
p ’ accordance with UFC 3-260-01, Airfield and Heliport
Planning and Design. A new facility is required prior to
demolition to maintain continual SLD 45/JA functions.
Improve the traffic flow
and visual quality of the The relocated A1A East Gate is anticipated to increase
N1 Improve Space base while enhancing traffic on Space Lift Avenue. The current intersection
Lift Avenue driver and pedestrian pattern would result in traffic congestion with
safety at the proposed A1A | pedestrian and vehicle conflicts.
East Gate location.
Buildings 556, 560, and 561 are obsolete, have no
future use, and are beyond practical repair. Demolition
. Reduce unnecessary - . . )
Demolish operation of facilities no would eliminate the maintenance costs associated with
D1-D3 Buildings 556, lopn er required to support sustaining these facilities. These buildings are in the
560, and 561 & 4 PP airfield operation CZ; therefore, demolition would also

the Patrick SFB mission.

eliminate the need for a permanent CZ waiver in
accordance with UFC 3-260-01.

Airfield Operations Area

Construct 3-Bay

Maximize the life span of

The existing C-130] storage and maintenance area is
outside on the apron/ramp and exposed to the salt-air

Ramp Lighting

C4 C-130J Hangar the C-130J aircraft stored environment, which reduces the aircraft lifespan by
§ at Patrick SFB. approximately 15 years and increases maintenance
costs.
Construct 920 . o The 920 RQW AGE is currently stored on .
. Maximize the service life of | aprons/ramps that are exposed to the salt-air
Cc5 RQW Equipment . . . . .
e AGE at Patrick SFB. environment, reducing equipment lifespan by 70% and
Storage Facility . ) .
increasing maintenance costs.
The existing lighting on the 750 Ramp provides
Repair and Enhance personnel safety insufficient nighttime visibility on the apron/ramp and
R1 Upgrade 750 and physical security at the | surrounding area. In addition, the existing lighting does

750 Ramp.

not meet Security Forces requirements in accordance
with AFI1 31-118.
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Project
ID

Project Name

North Mission Support Area

Purpose of the Action

Need for the Action

920 RQW does not have a facility to conduct deep-

at FAMCAMP

Construct 920 Enable 920 RQW to water rescue training. An aquatic training center with
cé6 RQW Aquatic conduct deep-water rescue | adequate depth is necessary to develop and maintain
Training Center training at Patrick SFB. core proficiencies vital to the pararescue and combat
rescue mission.
Provide continued and
. enhanced wastewater The infrastructure of the current wastewater facility
Relocate Main s el
. . conveyance for the base has reached the end of its life expectancy and is failing.
R2 Sewer Lift Station . . : )
(Building 650) and to reduce the potential | A complete system failure could result in loss of service
for environmental impacts or raw sewage entering the Banana River.
to the Banana River.
Central Recreation Area
The base lacks outdoor recreational opportunities near
ConstructLow- | Improve QOLand morale | b yicaMp Currently, Rescue Road beyond FAMCAMP
N2 impact by providing recreational Y . ) .
. A is utilized as a walking trail; however, parking,
Recreation Area facilities on base. - .
restrooms, and other amenities are not provided.
Improve RV Sites | Increase the efficiency of The. RVsites at FAMCAM-P are fre.quently washed out
R3 during storm events, which requires regular

FAMCAMP maintenance.

maintenance and repair.

South Administration and Mission Support Area

Construct 45 CES
Administration,

Increase the efficiency of

The current 45 CES operations buildings are notin a
consolidated location, which reduces efficiency. The
current 45 CES administrative and office facilities are
in the airfield operation CZ and are scheduled for

¢7 Operations, and 45 CES operations. demolition in accordance with UFC 3-260-01. The
Storage Complex existing maintenance shop and storage facility are
planned for demolition to construct the proposed
Communications Facility (see Table 1-3).
Bring magazines to current
standards, provide safer The current MSA is over 80 years old and does not have
Improve MSA and more modern . -
R4 . " sufficient storage capacity to support the 920 RQW and
Capacity munitions storage, and o
. . SLD 45 missions.
increase storage capacity
for SLD 45 and 920 RQW.
Reduce unnecessary Building 961 has no future use and is beyond practical
D4 Demolish operation of facilities no repair. Demolition would eliminate the maintenance
Building 961 longer required to support | costs associated with sustaining facilities.

the Patrick SFB mission.

Ocean District

South Recreation Area

R5

Repair Marina
Bulkhead

Improve the safety of the
marina bulkhead at F Dock.

The existing marina bulkhead at F Dock is in poor
condition, resulting in increased safety risks and
maintenance costs.

Multi-District

N3

Construct Multi-
use Path from
A1A East Gate to
South Gate

Enhance pedestrian and
cyclist safety and
circulation between the
north and south ends of
the base.

Patrick SFB does not have a contiguous multi-use path
connecting the A1A East Gate to the recreational
facilities near the South Gate. Pedestrians and cyclists
must utilize existing roadways and roadway shoulders,
which increases driver and pedestrian conflicts.
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Purpose of and Need for Action

1.7 INTERAGENCY COORDINATION/INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION AND
CONSULTATIONS

1.7.1 Interagency Coordination and Consultations

Scoping is an early and open process for developing the breadth of issues to be addressed in the EA
and for identifying substantial concerns related to the Proposed Action. Per the requirements of
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 (42 USC 4231(a)) and EO 12372, Intergovernmental
Review of Federal Programs, federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction that could be affected
by the Proposed Action were notified during the development of this EA. The agencies contacted
during this analysis are listed in Section 6. Copies of agency correspondence are included in
Appendix A.

1.7.2 Government to Government Consultations

NHPA implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800 directs federal agencies to coordinate and
consult with Native American tribal governments whose interests might be directly and
substantially affected by activities on federally administered lands. Consistent with those
regulations, DoD Issuance 4710.02, Interactions with Federally-Recognized Tribes, and AF1 90-2002,
Air Force Interactions with Federally Recognized Tribes, federally-recognized tribes that are
historically affiliated with the Patrick SFB geographic region were invited to consult on proposed
undertakings that have a potential to affect properties of cultural, historical, or religious
significance to the tribes. The tribal consultation process is distinct from NEPA consultation or the
interagency coordination process, and it requires separate notification to all relevant tribes. The
timelines for tribal consultation are also distinct from those of other consultations. The Patrick SFB
point-of-contact for Native American tribes is the Installation Commander.

In September 2021, the USSF solicited early comment from the three Native American tribal
governments whose interests might be directly and substantially affected by the Proposed Action.
Letters and emails informing the tribes of the intent to prepare the EA and requesting input from
the tribes were sent to the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida,
and the Seminole Tribe of Florida. Correspondence with the Native American tribal governments
regarding these actions is included in Appendix A.

1.7.3 Other Agency Consultations

Pursuant to the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA and implementing regulations (36 CFR
Part 800), findings of effect and request for concurrence will be transmitted to the Florida Division
of Historic Resources (FDHR), State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). Similarly, per Section 7 of
the ESA and implementing regulations (50 CFR 402), and the MBTA (16 USC 703-711), findings of
effect and request for concurrence will be transmitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
Correspondence from SHPO and USFWS regarding the findings, concurrence, and/or resolution of
any adverse effect will be included in the Final EA.

Other state and local agencies will be consulted through the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) Office of Intergovernmental Programs State Clearinghouse Process. These
agencies will be provided an opportunity to review the Draft EA. Correspondence with state
agencies regarding the findings, concurrence, and/or resolution of any adverse effect will be
included in the Final EA.

In September 2021, letters and emails were sent to federal, state, and local agencies and
municipalities potentially affected by the Proposed Action informing them of the intent to prepare
the EA and requesting input. This correspondence is included in Appendix A.
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for

Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Purpose of and Need for Action

1.8 PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW

The Proposed Action may impact wetlands and/or floodplains; therefore, it is subject to the
requirements of EO 11990, EO 11988, and EO 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management
Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input. USSF published
early notice that the Proposed Action may occur in a floodplain/wetland in Florida Today and the
Hometown News (Beaches and North Brevard Editions) in November 2021. The comment period for
public and agency input on these projects lasted for 30 days. A copy of this notice is included in
Appendix A. No public comments were received.

Upon completion of the Draft EA and FONSI/FONPA, a Notice of Availability (NOA) will be
published in Florida Today and The Hometown News (North Brevard and Beaches Editions)
announcing the availability of the NEPA documents for review. The NOA will invite the public to
review and comment on the Draft NEPA documents. The public review period will last for 30 days.

The NOA and comments received will be included in the Final EA.

Copies of the Draft EA and FONSI/FONPA will also be made available for review on the Patrick SFB
website (https://www.patrick.spaceforce.mil/) and at the following locations:

Cocoa Beach Public Library
550 North Brevard Ave.
Cocoa Beach, FL 32931

Satellite Beach Public Library
751 Jamaica Blvd, Satellite
Beach, FL 32937

Melbourne Public Library
540 E. Fee Ave.
Melbourne, FL 32901

Patrick SFB Library
Building 722

842 Falcon Ave
Patrick SFB, FL 32925

Suntree / Viera Public Library
902 Jordan Blass Dr
Melbourne, FL 32940

1.9 DECISION TO BE MADE

The EA evaluates whether the Proposed Action may result in significant impacts on the
environment. If significant impacts are identified, Patrick SFB would: quantify impacts, define
mitigation to minimize impacts, and provide the analysis in the EA; undertake the preparation of
an EIS addressing the Proposed Action; or abandon the Proposed Action.

This EA is a planning and decision-making tool that will be used to guide Patrick SFB in
implementing the Proposed Action in a manner consistent with USSF standards for environmental

stewardship.
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
2.1 PROPOSED ACTION

This EA evaluates the potential environmental impacts that may occur from the Proposed Action,
which includes 19 projects identified in the DDP anticipated for implementation within the next five
years (2023-2028) at Patrick SFB. This EA treats each project as a discrete action and evaluates
each project and its alternatives separately.

2.2 SELECTION STANDARDS FOR PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The scope and location of each proposed project have undergone extensive review by 45 CES
personnel, local government agencies, and supporting installation and USSF staff specialists. Project
alternatives were each evaluated based on three universal selection standards. Each project
description in Section 2.3 provides details regarding how these universal selection standards apply
to specific project requirements.

Standard 1: Planning Constraints (IDP Chapter 6; USAF 2017b) - Planning constraints are man-
made or natural elements that can create substantial limitations to the operation or construction of
buildings, roadways, utility systems, airfields, training ranges, and other facilities. These
constraints, when considered collectively with the installation’s capacity opportunities, inform the
identification of potential areas for development, as well as those areas that can be redeveloped to
support growth. This standard addresses compatibility with installation operational aspects,
climate change adaptation and resilience, natural and cultural resources, and built constraints, and
largely dictates the location/placement of a proposed facility.

e Operational and Mission - Operational and mission constraints at Patrick SFB are generally
related to launch critical communications and telemetry; flying and maintaining aircraft;
and operating training ranges or fulfilling similar operational requirements that can limit
future development activity. Operational constraints at Patrick SFB include airfield
operation CZ, Accident Potential Zone (APZ), noise contours, lines of sight, and air
installation compatible use zones (AICUZ).

e Natural - Natural constraints at Patrick SFB include environmental and cultural resources.
These resources provide positive aesthetic, social, cultural, and recreational attributes that
substantially contribute to the overall QOL on base. At the same time, these resources can
also constrain development and restrict where mission activities can occur. Areas of
concern at Patrick SFB include sea-level rise, floodplains, erosion, Installation Restoration
Program (IRP) sites, bird /wildlife aircraft strike hazard (BASH), threatened and endangered
species, wetlands, the Banana River, and cultural and historical sites.

e Built - The built constraints at Patrick SFB associated with explosive safety quantity
distance (ESQD) arcs, antiterrorism force protection (AT/FP) standards, and fuel storage
are included in this standard. The condition and functionality of the remaining built
infrastructure (utility systems, airfield and transportation infrastructure, and facilities) are
in Standard 2 (below).

Standard 2: Installation Capacity Opportunities (IDP Chapter 7; USAF 2017b) - The capability of
the installation’s existing facilities /infrastructure to meet existing and future mission requirements
drives the scope of base development and/or improvement. This standard requires that proposed
facility and infrastructure development and improvement support the following aspects:
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

e Mission Operations - Mission operations include a broad range of functions with specific
requirements in terms of facilities, infrastructure, and systems needed to adequately
support the Patrick SFB launch support and tenant missions. At Patrick SFB, the capacity or
condition of the following systems, resources, or facilities could limit development or
threaten mission operations: developable land, airfield pavements, apron/ramp space, MSA,
radar and mission communications facilities, and fire protection.

e Mission Support - The ability of the installation and its facilities to accommodate and
manage essential mission support needs and related facilities is key to maintaining the
ongoing mission and potentially accepting expanded missions. Patrick SFB mission support
facilities include the fitness center, medical facilities, privatized housing, dormitories, dining
facilities, and lodging.

e Built Infrastructure - The capacity of the installation’s infrastructure and utility systems to
accommodate both the ongoing mission and potential growth is an important factor in
assessing overall installation capacity opportunities. At Patrick SFB, built infrastructure
encompasses fundamental assets such as gates, roadway network, electrical system, water
system, wastewater system, stormwater infrastructure, and natural gas system.

e Quality of Life - QOL capacity metrics are measurements of facilities intended to maintain
high personnel, family, and employee morale and welfare. These facilities impact the
installation’s ability to accommodate future growth and development. At Patrick SFB, the
Exchange, commissary, child development centers, youth center, and Morale, Welfare, and
Recreation (MWR) facilities are the primary QOL capacity metrics considered.

Standard 3: Sustainability Development Indicators (IDP Chapter 8; USAF 2017b) - A sustainable
installation can operate into the future without a decline in either the mission or the natural and
man-made systems that support it. Sustainability is a holistic approach to asset management that
seeks to minimize the negative impacts of USSF and tenant missions and operations on the
environment. This standard also generally drives the scope of the facility and infrastructure
development and/or improvement and supports sustainability of the installation. In addition,
alternatives would avoid adverse impacts to, and promote sustainability within, the communities
surrounding Patrick SFB.

Patrick SFB sustainability measures include energy use, renewable energy, water quantity and
quality, stormwater, wastewater quantity and quality, potable water intensity, air quality, waste
reduction, space optimization, facilities, housing, encroachment, airfields, natural/cultural
resources, community planning/land use, and socioeconomics.

2.3 PROPOSED PROJECTS AND ALTERNATIVES

NEPA and CEQ regulations mandate the consideration of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed
Action, where multiple viable courses of action exist. “Reasonable alternatives” are those that could
be utilized to meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action. Among the alternatives evaluated
for each project is a No-Action Alternative. The No-Action Alternative substantively analyzes the
consequences of not undertaking the Proposed Action and serves to establish a comparative
baseline for analysis.

The scope, location, and objectives of the proposed projects and reasonable alternatives are
described here and depicted on Figures 2-1 through 2-9. Alternatives that were considered, but
were not reasonable relative to the selection standards described in Section 2.2, are documented in
this section but were eliminated from further study in the EA.
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FACILITY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS:

@ CONSTRUCT SLD 45 HEADQUARTERS
@ CONSTRUCT LODGING FACILITY

@ CONSTRUCT SLD 45/ JAFACILITY

CONSTRUCT 3-BAY C-130J HANGAR

)

LEGEND

[ Airfield Operations Area

[ 1 Central Recreation Area

7771 Housing & Community Support Area
[0 North Administration Area

1 North Housing Area

[ North Mission Support Area

B Oceanfront Area

[~ ] South Administration & Mission Support Area
[ South Mission Support Area

[""1 South Recreation Area

[ River Planning District

mmm Ocean Planning District

7! Runway APZ

CONSTRUCT 920 RW EQUIPMENT
STORAGE FACILITY

CONSTRUCT 45 CES ADMINISTRATION,
OPERATIONS, AND STORAGE COMPLEX

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS:

IMPROVE SPACE LIFT AVENUE

CONSTRUCT LOW IMPACT RECREATION AREA

CONSTRUCT MULTI-USE PATH FROM A1A EAST GATE

TO SOUTH GATE

S
~é\l

RELOCATE MAIN SEWER LIFT STATION (BUILDING 650)
IMPROVE RV SITES AT FAMCAMP
IMPROVE MSA CAPACITY

REPAIR MARINA BULKHEAD

DEMOLITION PROJECTS:

DEMOLISH BUILDING 556

DEMOLISH BUILDING 560

DEMOLISH BUILDING 561

DEMOLISH BUILDING 961

PATRICK SPACE FORCE BASE EA
FIGURE 2-1: PROJECT OVERVIEW: LOCATIONS OF PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION
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*THIS MAP SHOWS POTENTIAL PROJECT FOOTPRINTS
AND EXAMPLE LAYOUTS.

LEGEND

1 North Administration Area Boundary
U2 Proposed Building Footprint
2% Proposed Pavement

,_———

! Proposed Infrastructure Improvements

NN\ Proposed Building Demolition

... Proposed Construction Site for Actions Approved
in Previous NEPA Documents

[ Actions Approved in Previous NEPA Documents
[ Existing Building Footprint
[ Existing Pavement

Recreation Areas

[ Installation

A1A EAST GATE —]

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SITE
(BUILDINGS 264 (VOQ), 265 (VOQ), 266,

404 (VOQ), 429, 543, 577 TO BE DEMOLISHED)

””””””

CONSTRUCT LODGING FACILITY

CONSTRUCT SLD 45/JUDGE ADVOCATE (JA) FACILITY

@@ IMPROVE SPACE LIFT AVENUE

CONTINUATION OF ALTERNATIVES N3-1 AND N3-2

RELOCATE MAIN SEWER LIFT STATION (BUILDING 650)
» SEE FIGURE 2-4 FOR ALTERNATIVES R2-1 AND R2-2

DEMOLISH BUILDING 556
DEMOLISH BUILDING 560

“ DEMOLISH BUILDING 561
CONSTRUCT MULTI-USE PATH FROM A1A EAST GATE TO SOUTH GATE
» SEE FIGURES 2-3, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9 FOR

— COMMUNICATIONS
FACILITY PROPOSED
CONSTRUCTION SITE
(BUILDINGS 511, 513,
515, 522, 523, 524 TO
BE DEMOLISHED)

7

PATRICK SPACE FORCE BASE EA
FIGURE 2-2: NORTH ADMINISTRATION AREA PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION
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*THIS MAP SHOWS POTENTIAL PROJECT FOOTPRINTS
AND EXAMPLE LAYOUTS.

LEGEND
- CONSTRUCT 920 RQW AQUATIC TRAINING CENTER
=1 North Mission Support Area Boundary awaQ
L2 Proposed Building Footprint “
@ RELOCATE MAIN SEWER LIFT STATION (BUILDING 650)
@R Proposed Pavement « SEE FIGURE 2-2 FOR ALTERNATIVE R2-3 DETAILS

U2 Proposed Pool

. Proposed Construction Site for Actions Approved
in Previous NEPA Documents

[ Actions Approved in Previous NEPA Documents
[ Existing Building Footprint

'sting g rootp 39 RQS BUILDING
[ Existing Pavement ADDITION PROPOSED
"] Recreation Areas CONSTRUCTION SITE

[ Installation

GUARDIAN ANGEL FACILITY
FE25 Runway APZ PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SITE

PATRICK SPACE FORCE BASE EA
FIGURE 2-4: NORTH MISSION SUPPORT AREA PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION
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FIGURE 2-5: CENTRAL RECREATION AREA PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION
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FIGURE 2-6: SOUTH ADMINISTRATION AND MISSION SUPPORT AREA PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.3.1 North Administration Area

The facility construction and infrastructure improvement projects identified in the North
Administration Area are described below. Demolition projects are discussed in Section 2.3.8.

Project C1: Construct SLD 45 Headquarters

This proposed project would construct headquarters facility with administrative and operations
areas for SLD 45 Operations staff. The facility would include two four-story buildings (totaling
250,000 SF of operational space and 62,500-SF footprint). To support parking requirements, a 700-
space parking garage would be constructed with four levels and a 61,000-SF footprint. Additional
site improvements would include approximately 34,000 SF of sidewalks, hardscape, and access and
service roads. The current SLD 45 headquarters facility, located in Building 423 (Figure 2-2), would
be renovated and reallocated to personnel from Building 989. Alternatives for implementing the
proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

The site must support a facility large enough to house existing functions as well as new personnel
and operations associated with current and future USSF mission requirements, including enhanced
risk assessment, specialized space, and new command entities (Selection Standards 1 and 2).

Alternatives must allow for continual SLD 45 operations throughout construction (Selection
Standard 2).

The site should be located along a main thoroughfare for visibility and comply with land use goals
as outlined in the DDP (Selection Standards 1 and 3).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, the headquarters facility would be constructed on a
300,000 SF site located along West Tech Road, east of the AFTAC headquarters facility, in the
South Administration and Mission Support Area (Figure 2-6). Buildings 945, 984, and 989
(180,000 SF) would be demolished. An existing 70-space parking lot and access drive would be
improved. A new access drive would be constructed at the intersection of South Patrick Drive and
the AFTAC entrance, where there is an existing traffic signal. This alternative meets Selection
Standards 1, 2, and 3.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the SLD 45 headquarters facility would
not be constructed and SLD 45 Operations staff would continue to utilize a portion of Building 423
(Figure 2-2). Building 423 is 166,294 SF and space is shared between SLD 45 Operations and
other users. This alternative does not meet Selection Standard 2, as Building 423 does not have
adequate functional space to allow for current and future mission expansion nor does it support
the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action Alternative is carried forward for further analysis,
consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a baseline against which the impacts of the action
alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Additional sites for consolidating SLD 45 Operations functions on base were limited by
environmental and operational constraints (e.g., wetlands, floodplain, airfield operation CZ, and
existing/planned development) (Selection Standards 1 and 2). Accommodating the SLD 45
headquarters by using existing facilities on base or leased space off base was eliminated early in the
planning process as there are no existing base facilities available and locating operations off base
would create unacceptable inefficiencies (Selection Standards 1 and 2). Renovating Building 423
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Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

would not allow for continual SLD 45 operations during the renovation (Selection Standard 2);
therefore, these alternatives were eliminated from consideration and not analyzed further.

Project C2: Construct Lodging Facility

This proposed project would construct a VQ lodging facility to replace the current VQ facilities
that would be demolished with the construction of the proposed A1A East Gate. Proposed
construction would include a 138,000-SF four-story building (34,500 SF footprint) with 200 guest
rooms and 79,000 SF of parking, sidewalks, and other impervious pavement. Alternatives for
implementing the proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

The site must be located within the North Administration Area and allow visitors convenient and
safe pedestrian access to base amenities and DEOMI and 920 RQW facilities without having to
traverse major roadways (Selection Standard 1 and 2).

The site must be large enough to accommodate the proposed lodging facility with required parking,
sidewalks, and stormwater management (Selection Standards 1 and 2).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, the lodging facility would be constructed on an
approximately 250,000-SF vacant, grassed site south of Matador Street (Figure 2-2). The proposed
location meets Selection Standards 1 and 2.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the lodging facility would not be
constructed, and visitors would continue to use the existing lodging facility (Buildings 265, 264,
and 404) located near the intersection of Matador Street and Falcon Avenue (Figure 2-2). These
facilities are scheduled for demolition with the construction of the proposed A1A East Gate. This
alternative does not support the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action Alternative is carried
forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a baseline against which
the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Additional sites for constructing a new lodging facility on base are limited by environmental and
operations constraints (e.g., wetlands, floodplain, and facility adjacency and access requirements)
(Selection Standards 1 and 2). There are no existing base facilities available that meet the project’s
purpose and need and requiring visitors to find housing off base would create unacceptable
inefficiencies (Selection Standards 1 and 2). Therefore, these alternatives were eliminated from
consideration and not analyzed further.

Project C3: Construct SLD 45 /]JA Facility

This proposed project would construct a facility to consolidate SLD 45/]JA operations that would
include a courtroom, office space, and administrative support functions. The SLD 45/JA mission is
currently housed in Building 423 since Building 562 was deemed to be unsafe due to mold and
mildew levels; however, JA still utilizes the courtroom in Building 562. This proposed project would
also demolish Building 562 (9,000 SF) upon move out and return the lot to greenspace. Alternatives
for implementing the proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives must comply with land use and operational goals as outlined in the DDP and with
requirements as designated in UFC 3-260-01 (Selection Standards 1 and 3).
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternatives must allow for continual SLD 45/JA operations during construction (Selection
Standard 2).

Alternatives should maximize the use of existing facilities before considering development on
previously undeveloped land (Selection Standard 3).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, Building 402 would be renovated to support the SLD

45 /]A mission. Building 402 is located on the northwest corner of Falcon Avenue and Edward
White Street (Figure 2-2). The repair and upgrades to the existing facility would house office space
and administrative support functions. A 4,500-SF courtroom facility would be added to Building
402 and would include a courtroom, judge’s chamber, jury deliberation room, witness waiting area,
defense waiting area, restrooms, mechanical room, and circulation space. The addition would be
constructed on the greenspace north of Building 402. Approximately 1,500 SF of parking,
sidewalks, and other impervious surfaces would be constructed under this alternative, which meets
Selection Standards 1, 2, and 3.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the JA facility would not be relocated, and
the mission would continue to operate courtroom proceedings in Building 562. Building 562
(14,506 SF) is located near the intersection of Saturn Road and O’'Malley Drive (Figure 2-2). This
alternative does not meet Selection Standards 1 and 3 because Building 562 needs substantial
repair and is in the airfield operation CZ. This alternative does not support the project’s purpose
and need. The No-Action Alternative is carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ
regulations, to provide a baseline against which the action alternative(s) impacts can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Additional sites for constructing a new JA facility are limited by environmental and planning
constraints (e.g., floodplain and area development) (Selection Standards 1 and 3). The renovation of
Building 562 was eliminated early in the planning process because of its location in the airfield
operation CZ and the need to maintain continual SLD 45/]JA operations during construction
(Selection Standards 1 and 2). This alternative was eliminated and not analyzed further.

Project N1: Improve Space Lift Avenue

This proposed project would construct an intersection at the proposed A1A East Gate (Matador
Street) and Space Lift Avenue (Figure 2-2). Additional proposed improvements would include
repaving approximately 0.5 miles of Space Lift Avenue from Riverside Trail to Atlas Avenue and
constructing an 8-foot multi-use path along the east and west sides of Space Lift Avenue. Design
would repurpose approximately 635 linear feet (LF) of existing 5-foot concrete sidewalk on the east
side of the roadway. Alternatives for implementing the proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives should meet the Patrick SFB Installation Facilities Standards (IFS) Section B02.2.
Hierarchy of Intersections (Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives must improve traffic flow at the proposed A1A East Gate (Figure 2-2), provide for safe
vehicle and pedestrian circulation, and reduce potential traffic congestion on SR A1A (Selection
Standard 2).
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Alternative N1-1: Under this alternative, a traffic circle would be constructed at the intersection of
Matador Street and Space Lift Avenue. The traffic circle would consist of a single, oversized lane
with exits to the A1A East Gate, Riverside Trail, Matador Street, and Space Lift Avenue. This
alternative meets Selection Standards 1 and 2.

Alternative N1-2: Under this alternative, a two-stop intersection would be constructed at Matador
Street and Space Lift Avenue. The roadway would be realigned such that the westbound traffic from
the A1A East Gate would proceed through a continuous lane, curving to the south onto Space Lift
Avenue southbound. Similarly, northbound traffic on Space Lift Avenue would proceed through a
continuous lane eastward to the A1A East Gate. The approaching traffic from Riverside Trail and
Matador Street would encounter stop signs at the intersection. This alternative meets Selection
Standards 1 and 2.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the Space Lift Avenue improvements
would not be constructed, maintaining a four-way stop at the intersection of Matador Street and
Space Lift Avenue, which would not meet Selection Standard 2 or the project’s purpose and need.
The No-Action Alternative is carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations,
to provide a baseline against which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Analysis:

A signalized intersection was considered; however, this alternative does not meet Selection
Standards 1 and 2 because it is not a passive intersection, as prioritized by the Patrick SFB IFS, and
it would not improve traffic flow. This alternative was eliminated from consideration and not
analyzed further.

2.3.2 Airfield Operations Area

The facility construction and repair projects identified in the Airfield Operations Area are described
below.

Project C4: Construct 3-Bay C-130] Hangar
This proposed project would construct a C-130] hangar (140,000 SF) and associated pavement

(70,000 SF). The facility would include three hangar bays and C-130] aircraft maintenance shop
facilities. One of the bays would be equipped with aircraft corrosion control and washing stations.
Buildings 605 (3,800 SF) and 651 (2,500 SF), which are existing maintenance and equipment
storage facilities, would be demolished. The functions of these facilities would be relocated within
the proposed 3-bay hangar or to existing storage facilities. Alternatives for implementing the
proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

The site should be located near 920 RQW facilities and adjacent to an aircraft apron/ramp with
access to the runway (Selection Standards 1 and 2).

Alternatives must not breach the imaginary surface(s) of Runways 03-21 or 11-29, as described in
UFC 3-260-01 (Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives must not impede mission requirements of SLD 45 or tenant units that utilize the
airfield (Selection Standard 2).
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, the three-bay hangar would be constructed on an
improved, grassy 230,000-SF site southeast of Building 629 (Figure 2-3). The proposed location
meets Selection Standards 1 and 2.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the hangar would not be constructed, and
the aircraft and equipment would continue to be stored on the apron/ramp (approximately
90,000 SF). This alternative does not support the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action
Alternative is carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a
baseline against which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

The range of potential sites was limited due to the building size requirements with access to the
airfield (Selection Standards 1 and 2). A location between Buildings 750 and 751 was eliminated
early in the planning process because the new hangar would impede access to these 920 RQW
facilities (Selection Standard 2). The former fire station location was evaluated; however, the
required hangar height would breach the imaginary surface(s) of Runway 03-21 based on the slope
of transitional surfaces requirements, as described in UFC 3-260-01 (Selection Standard 1). This
site is also not near existing 920 RQW facilities (Selection Standard 2). These alternatives were
eliminated from consideration and not analyzed further.

Project C5: Construct 920 RQW Equipment Storage Facility

The proposed project would construct an approximately 5,000-SF, high-bay, industrial, climate-
controlled AGE storage facility to support the 920 RQW mission. Buildings 605 (3,800 SF) and 606
(2,500 SF), which are existing maintenance and equipment storage facilities, would be
demolished. The functions of these facilities would be relocated within the proposed storage
facility or to existing storage facilities. Alternatives for implementing the proposed project are
described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives must not breach the imaginary surface(s) of Runways 03-21 or 11-29, as described in
UFC 3-260-01 (Selection Standard 1).

The site should be collocated with existing 920 RQW airfield facilities with access to the runway
(Selection Standards 1 and 2).

Alternatives must not impede mission requirements of SLD 45 or tenant units that utilize the
airfield (Selection Standard 2).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Alternative C5-1: Under this alternative, the AGE storage facility would be constructed on the site
of Buildings 605 and 606 (Figure 2-3). The building and supporting pavement would be located on
a previously paved area; no additional pavement would be required. This alternative meets
Selection Standards 1 and 2.

Alternative C5-2: Under this alternative, the AGE storage facility would be constructed on a
25,000-SF site adjacent to the proposed 3-bay hanger access road (Figure 2-3). Approximately
13,000 SF of pavement would be added to allow access to all sides of the building and provide
space for exterior storage and parking. The proposed location meets Selection Standards 1 and 2.
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternative C5-3: Under this alternative, the AGE storage facility would be constructed on the east
side of the runway (Figure 2-3). The building and supporting pavement would be located on a
previously paved area; no additional pavement would be required. The proposed location meets
Selection Standard 2; however, the facility would be subject to height limitations due to imaginary
surface(s) related to Runway 03-21. This alternative does not fully meet Selection Standard 1
because it is not collocated with 920 RQW facilities.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the storage facility would not be
constructed. The AGE would continue to be stored in Building 691 and on the apron/ramp. This
alternative is not supportive of the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action Alternative is
carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a baseline against
which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

No practicable alternatives were eliminated from consideration.

Project R1: Repair and Upgrade 750 Ramp Lighting

This project would repair and upgrade the lighting at the 750 Ramp (Figure 2-3) for nighttime and
low-visibility operations. Alternatives for implementing the proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives should avoid conflict with natural resource constraints (e.g., threatened and
endangered species) (Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives must comply with AFI 31-118 (Selection Standard 2).

Alternatives must provide a replacement for low-pressure sodium lighting, as its manufacture is
being phased out (Selection Standard 3).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, the low-pressure sodium lighting at the 750 Ramp would
be replaced with sea turtle compliant, limited wavelength, amber light emitting diode (LED)
lighting. A waiver from UFC 3-260-01 would be obtained based on the superseding requirement in
AFI 31-118 for illumination at 0.2 foot-candles, instead of 0.5 foot-candles, for security of aircraft
aprons/ramps. Additional lighting would be installed to provide uniform illumination across the
750 Ramp. Directed light carts would be used for operational/maintenance activities that have
color rendition requirements. This alternative meets Selection Standards 1, 2, and 3.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, lighting at the 750 Ramp would not be
repaired and upgraded and the existing low-pressure sodium would be maintained. This alternative
does not meet Selection Standards 1, 2, and 3 and does not support the project’s purpose and need.
The No-Action Alternative is carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations,
to provide a baseline against which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:
No practicable alternatives were eliminated from consideration.
2.3.3 North Mission Support Area

The facility construction and repair projects identified in the North Mission Support Area are
described below.
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Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Project C6: Construct 920 RQW Aquatic Training Center

The proposed project would construct a 20-foot deep, outdoor rescue training pool (3,000 SF)
with a concrete pool deck (5,000 SF) enclosed by a fence. Alternatives for implementing the
proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives should minimize conflicts with environmental constraints (e.g., wetlands and
floodplains) and comply with land use goals as outlined in the DDP (Selection Standards 1 and 3).

The site must be collocated with existing 920 RQW support facilities (Selection Standard 2).

Alternatives must meet pararescue and combat search and rescue training requirements (Selection
Standard 2).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, the facility would be constructed on a 10,000-SF,
cleared site on the west end of Relay Station Road, across from the Guardian Angel facility (Figure
2-4). The proposed location meets Selection Standards 1, 2 and 3.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the pool would not be constructed. This
alternative is not supportive of the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action Alternative is
carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a baseline against
which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Use of the fitness center pool for training exercises was considered early in the planning process;
however, the existing pool does not meet the depth requirements necessary for rescue training
(Selection Standard 2). An alternative site located west of the Guardian Angel facility was
evaluated; however, it does not meet Selection Standard 1 because it is located in the 100-year
floodplain and in an existing stormwater management area. These alternatives were eliminated
and not analyzed further.

Project R2: Relocate Main Sewer Lift Station (Building 650)

This proposed project would construct a one-million gallons per day lift station to replace the
main lift station, which would be demolished following construction of the new facility. A 50,000-
gallon storage tank would be installed on a 500-SF concrete slab adjacent to the lift station to hold
wastewater if the northern discharge line was disrupted. A 4,000-SF concrete basin surrounded
by a 2-foot wall would be constructed adjacent to the new lift station to provide emergency
containment in the event of a system failure. Alternatives for implementing the proposed project
are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives must be compatible with the installation’s existing water/sewer distribution network
and minimize the installation of new lines (Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives should minimize the risk of service disruption during the construction and demolition
phases (Selection Standard 2).

Alternatives must minimize the risk of a sewage leak or spill into the Banana River (Selection
Standards 1 and 3).
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternatives Considered for this Project:

Alternative R2-1: This alternative would construct the lift station on the northwest corner of Atlas
Avenue and Space Lift Avenue, adjacent to Building 313 in the North Administration Area (Figure 2-
2). This alternative meets Selection Standards 1, 2, and 3.

Alternative R2-2: This alternative would construct the lift station in the open field approximately
200 feet southeast of its current location (Figure 2-4). This alternative meets Selection Standard 2;
however, it does not fully meet Selection Standards 1 and 3 because the lift station would remain
close to the Banana River.

Alternative R2-3: This alternative would construct the lift station in the open field located in the
northwest corner of Atlas Avenue and Falcon Avenue in the North Administration Area (Figure 2-
2). This alternative meets Selection Standards 1, 2, and 3.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the main lift station would not be relocated,
and existing maintenance would continue. This alternative conflicts with Selection Standards 1, 2,
and 3 and is not supportive of the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action Alternative is carried
forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a baseline against which
the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:
No practicable alternatives were eliminated from consideration.
2.3.4 Central Recreation Area

The infrastructure improvement and repair projects identified in the Central Recreation Area are
described below.

Project N2: Construct Low-impact Recreation Area

This proposed project would construct a recreation area near FAMCAMP. Site improvements would
include day-use, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible, paved trails (35,000 SF), picnic
areas, safety fencing, waterless toilets, educational pavilion, fitness stations, disc golf facility,
landscaping, and a 5,000-SF parking lot. Alternatives for implementing the proposed project are
described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives must allow for convenient and safe pedestrian access from FAMCAMP without having
to traverse major roadways (Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives must minimize conflicts with environmental resources (e.g., wetlands) and must
comply with land use goals as outlined in the DDP and with requirements as designated in UFC 3-
260-01 (Selection Standards 1 and 3).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, a 1,000,000-SF (approximately 24 acres) site would be
developed for recreational land use on the closed landfill located south of FAMCAMP between the
Banana River and Rescue Canal (Figure 2-5). This alternative meets Selection Standards 1 and 3.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, additional recreational facilities would not
be constructed, and visitors and base personnel would continue to utilize existing facilities for
recreation. Existing recreational facilities near FAMCAMP include Chevron Park, small sandy
outcrops along the Banana River, and Rescue Road south to Rescue Canal, which is used as a
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

walking trail. This alternative is not supportive of the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action
Alternative is carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a
baseline against which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Alternative locations near Chevron Park, north of FAMCAMP, were evaluated; however,
development in this area would involve clearing wetlands (Selection Standard 1). Sites north and
east of FAMCAMP were also evaluated; however, they are within the Airfield Operations Area and
airfield operation CZ (Selection Standards 1 and 3). These alternatives were eliminated from
consideration and not analyzed further.

Project R3: Improve RV Sites at FAMCAMP

This proposed project would improve the existing gravel RV sites at FAMCAMP (Figure 2-5).
Alternatives for implementing the proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives must not increase sedimentation or turbidity in the Banana River (Selection Standards
1 and 3).

Alternatives must not increase the required maintenance for the RV sites (Selection 3).
Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, 79 existing gravel RV sites (approximately 42,000 SF)
would be paved using standard, non-permeable asphalt. Pavement markings would also be added.
This alternative meets Selection Standards 1 and 3.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the RV sites would not be paved, and RVs
would continue parking on gravel sites. This alternative does not meet Selection Standards 1 and 3
and is not supportive of the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action Alternative is carried
forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a baseline against which
the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Paving the gravel RV sites with permeable asphalt was considered; however, the porous capacity of
permeable asphalt degrades when sand is introduced to the surface, thus requiring more frequent
maintenance (Selection Standard 3). Additionally, permeable asphalt may result in increased runoff
and sedimentation into the Banana River (Selection Standards 1 and 3). This alternative was
eliminated from consideration and not analyzed further.

2.3.5 South Administration and Mission Support Area

The facility construction and repair projects identified in the South Administration and Mission
Support Area are described below. The demolition project is discussed in Section 2.3.8.

Project C7: Construct 45 CES Administration, Operations, and Storage Complex

This proposed project would construct three new buildings (totaling approximately 70,000 SF): an
administrative facility, a maintenance shop, and a storage facility, with paved parking areas,
driveways, driveway aprons, and supporting infrastructure to consolidate 45 CES Engineering,
Installation Management, Operations Shops (Metal, Wood, and Welding Shops), and storage.
Alternatives for implementing the proposed project are described below.
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Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Selection Standard Applicability:

The site must be large enough to accommodate a multi-facility complex that would support heavy
equipment storage, maintenance activities, administrative functions, and required infrastructure
(e.g., parking, drive-through facilities, and driveways) (Selection Standards 1 and 2).

Alternatives should be collocated with existing 45 CES facilities (Selection Standard 2).
Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, the 45 CES complex would be constructed on a 330,000-
SF site near Buildings 1353, 1332, and 968, west of Control Road and north of the golf course
(Figure 2-6). A 1,500-SF addition would be added to Building 1353. Site improvements would
include approximately 120,000 SF of parking, sidewalks, and service roads. Driveway access
would be off Control Road to the east. This alternative meets Selection Standards 2 and 3;
however, it does not fully meet Selection Standard 1 because a portion of the site is within the
100-year floodplain.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the 45 CES administration, operations,
and storage complex would not be constructed. The 45 CES operations shops would continue to
reside in Buildings 511, 515, 522 and 523, which would all be demolished with the construction of
the proposed Communications Facility. The 45 CES administrative and operations offices would
continue to reside in Buildings 534 and 535. This alternative does not fully meet Selection
Standards 1 and 2 because Buildings 534 and 535 are in the airfield operation CZ and it does not
consolidate 45 CES facilities. It is also not supportive of the project’s purpose and need. The No-
Action Alternative is carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to
provide a baseline against which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Additional sites for the 45 CES complex are limited by environmental and land use constraints (e.g.,
wetlands, floodplain, and existing/planned development) (Selection Standards 1 and 2). Siting the
complex near the AFTAC complex was evaluated; however, the requirements for the SLD 45
headquarters facility and the location of existing 45 CES facilities preclude this alternative
(Selection Standards 1 and 2). Consolidating functions by using existing facilities on base or leased
space off base was eliminated early in the planning process as there are no existing base facilities
available and locating operations off base would create unacceptable inefficiencies (Selection
Standards 1, 2, and 3). These alternatives were eliminated from consideration and not analyzed
further.

Project R4: Improve MSA Capacity

This proposed project would demolish and replace existing munitions storage bunkers and expand
capacity to the extent possible without altering the existing ESQD arcs. Alternatives for
implementing the proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives must be located within the existing ESQD arcs as a function of their use for explosives
storage (Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives must comply with Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board (DDESB)
Regulations (Selection Standard 2).

Alternatives should minimize munitions transport off base via local roads (Selection Standard 2).
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Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternatives must maximize the use of existing facilities and/or infrastructure and should not
increase maintenance and security costs (Selection Standard 3).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, the existing munitions bunkers (Buildings 1420, 1425,
1435, 1440, 1421, 1437, 1433, and 1432) (Figure 2-6), at approximately 9,800 SF, would be
demolished and replaced with earth covered magazines (ECM). Existing utilities would remain in
use. This alternative meets Selection Standards 1, 2, and 3.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the project would not be constructed and
use of the existing MSA would continue. This alternative would not support the purpose and need
for the proposed project. The No-Action Alternative is carried forward for further analysis,
consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a baseline against which the impacts of the action
alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Replacing the MSA bunkers with multi-cube munitions storage was considered early in the
planning process; however, multi-cube storage has not been approved by DDESB (Selection
Standard 2). The alternative to move all the munitions storage to Cape Canaveral SFS or MTA was
also considered; however, transporting munitions on the local road network increases safety and
security risks (Selection Standard 2). Additionally, storing munitions at MTA would require all new
construction (Selection Standard 3), the development of new ESQD arcs (Selection Standard 1), and
increased security measures (Selection Standard 3). These alternatives were eliminated from
consideration and not analyzed further.

2.3.6 South Recreation Area

The repair project identified in the South Recreation Area is described below.

Project R5: Repair Marina Bulkhead

This proposed project would repair the marina bulkhead at F Dock (Figure 2-9). Alternatives for
implementing the proposed project are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives must minimize work within wetlands and surface waters jurisdictional to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD)
(Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Action Alternative: Under this alternative, the marina at F Dock (Figure 2-9) would be repaired by
replacing the sheet pile wall (approximately 270 LF) around the existing bulkhead (approximately
8,000 SF) and replacing fill in areas of subsidence. This alternative would also extend electrical
power to the slips at F Dock. This alternative meets Selection Standard 1, as it would be
constructed within the footprint of the existing bulkhead.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, the bulkhead at F Dock would not be
repaired and regular maintenance would continue. This would not support the project’s purpose
and need. The No-Action Alternative is carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ
regulations, to provide a baseline against which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be
assessed.
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DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Analysis:
No practicable alternatives were eliminated from consideration.
2.3.7 Multi-District

One project was identified that spans multiple planning areas in the River and Ocean Planning
Districts. This project is depicted on Figures 2-2, 2-3, 2-6, 2-7, and 2-8 and described below.

Project N3: Construct Multi-Use Path from A1A East Gate to South Gate

This proposed project would construct an 8-foot, multi-use, asphalt path connecting the proposed
A1A East Gate to recreational facilities near the South Gate. The path would be marked with
designated pedestrian and bicycle lanes. The project would improve existing sidewalks and the
existing multi-use path from the proposed A1A East Gate to Control Road. Alternative paths from
Control Road to Recreation Road are described below.

Selection Standard Applicability:

Alternatives must minimize conflicts with environmental constraints (e.g., wetlands) and comply
with requirements as designated in UFC 3-260-01 (Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives should be near existing paved rights-of-way with convenient access to base facilities
and amenities (Selection Standards 1 and 2).

Alternatives should minimize travel distance and maximize efficiency (Selection Standard 2).
Alternatives should utilize existing facilities where practicable (Selection Standard 3).
Alternatives Considered for this Proposed Project:

Alternative N3-1: Under this alternative, a multi-use path would be constructed from the terminus
of the existing multi-use path at Control Road, along South Patrick Drive, and through the golf
course to Recreation Road, approximately 1.7 miles. This alternative meets Selection Standards 1,
2, and 3.

Alternative N3-2: Under this alternative, a multi-use path would be constructed from the terminus
of the existing multi-use path at Control Road, along Control Road and West Tech Road to its
terminus, a distance of approximately 0.5 miles. The existing multi-use path from West Tech Road
to Recreation Road would be resurfaced and marked, approximately 1.5 miles. This alternative
meets Selection Standard 3; however, it does not fully meet Selection Standards 1 and 2 because it
does not provide easy access to many community support facilities.

No-Action Alternative: Under the No-Action Alternative, a multi-use path from the A1A East Gate
to the South Gate would not be constructed, and the existing sidewalk network would be
maintained. This alternative does not support the project’s purpose and need. The No-Action
Alternative is carried forward for further analysis, consistent with CEQ regulations, to provide a
baseline against which the impacts of the action alternative(s) can be assessed.

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Analysis:
No practicable alternatives were eliminated from consideration.
2.3.8 Demolition Projects

These proposed projects would demolish four facilities at Patrick SFB that no longer meet mission
requirements, have deteriorated beyond repair, and/or are located in the airfield operation CZ.
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Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Selection Standard Applicability for All Demolition Projects:
Alternatives must comply with requirements as designated in UFC 3-260-01 (Selection Standard 1).

Alternatives must maximize existing operations and maintenance funding (Selection Standards 2
and 3).

Alternatives Considered for Demolition Projects:

Action Alternative for D1-D4: Under these alternatives, Buildings 556, 560, 561, and 961 would be
demolished. Buildings 556, 560, and 561 are located in a developed area near the intersection of
O’Malley Drive and Pershing Place, within the airfield operation CZ (Figure 2-2). Building 961 is
located in a developed area at the intersection of Control Road and West Tech Road (Figure 2-6).
Salvageable materials would be recycled, and unsalvageable materials would be disposed of
properly. Existing utility lines would be isolated, cut, and capped, and the building sites would be
backfilled /stabilized and graded for positive drainage. The sites of Buildings 556, 560, and 561
would be returned to open green space. The site of Building 961 would be available for future
development. None of the buildings are listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP). These alternatives meet Selection Standards 1, 2, and 3. Table 2-1 provides
a summary of the proposed demolition projects.

Table 2-1. Proposed Demolition Projects at Patrick SFB Evaluated in the EA

Project ID Building Number Function Construction Year Square Feet (SF)

River Planning District

North Administration Area

D1 556 Dormitory 1945 8,861
D2 560 Vacant 1940 9,107
D3 561 Vacant 1945 8,996
South Administration and Mission Support Area

D4 | 961 Vacant 1959 6,235

No-Action Alternative for D1-D4: Under the No-Action Alternatives, Buildings 556, 560, 561, and 961
would not be demolished, and a permanent CZ waiver in accordance with UFC 3-260-01 would be
required for Buildings 556, 560, and 561. This conflicts with Selection Standard 1. Under the No-
Action Alternative, buildings would be maintained and climate controlled. This alternative would
not include major repairs or renovation. Ongoing maintenance of these aging facilities would result
in continued expenditure of funds for sustainment and would not accomplish the goal of removing
excess, obsolete, deteriorating, and underused facilities and pavements throughout the installation,
which would conflict with Selection Standards 2 and 3. This is not supportive of the project’s
purpose and need. The No-Action Alternatives are carried forward for further analysis, consistent
with CEQ regulations, to provide a baseline against which the impacts of the action alternative(s)
can be assessed.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis:

Renovating the facilities was considered but would not be feasible because Buildings 556, 560 and
561 are in the airfield operation CZ and Building 961 has deteriorated beyond repair (Selection
Standards 1 and 2). Mothballing (i.e., abandoned but secured for future potential use) unneeded
and obsolete facilities was also considered; however, without maintaining operational climate
control systems, facilities would rapidly deteriorate due to the Florida climate (Selection Standard
3). These alternatives were eliminated from consideration and not analyzed further.
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Affected Environment

3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section serves as a baseline to identify potential project impacts on resource areas and to
determine which resource areas will be carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA. Because of
the geographic scope of the projects evaluated in the EA, the Affected Environment section
describes the resource areas at the installation level rather than the discrete project level. Further
location-specific analyses are detailed in Section 4.

3.2 AIRSPACE
3.2.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

Airspace management is defined as the direction, control, and handling of flight operations in the
navigable airspace that overlies the U.S. and its territories. “Navigable airspace” is airspace above
the minimum altitudes of flight prescribed by regulations under 49 USC, Subtitle VII, Part A and
includes airspace needed to ensure safety in the takeoff and landing of aircraft. The U.S. Congress
has charged the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) with administering this limited natural
resource in the interest of the public as necessary to ensure aircraft safety and its efficient use (FAA
2020). The FAA has designated four types of airspace within the U.S.: controlled, special use, other,
and uncontrolled. Military operations areas (MOAs) are airspace of defined vertical and lateral
limits outside of controlled airspace that are used to separate certain military flight activities and
areas where concentrated military aircraft operations may occur (USAF 2016d). All MOAs within
the U.S. are depicted on sectional aeronautical charts identifying the exact area, the name of the
MOA, altitudes of use, published hours of use, and the corresponding controlling agency.

AF191-212 (Air Force Guidance Memorandum 2021-01), Bird/wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard
(BASH) Management Program, requires a course of action for reduction of bird attractants to the
airfield area and active harassment protocol to prevent habituation by birds. Maintenance of the
airfield area includes techniques to deter bird nesting such as cutting grass regularly, removal and
trimming of vegetation within specific height criteria depending on its proximity to active runways,
dredging of canals, and removal of roosting/perching platforms in the airfield zone.

Accident Potential Zones (APZs), rectangular zones extending outward from the ends of active
runways at military bases, delineate those areas recognized as having the greatest risk of aircraft
mishaps, most of which occur during takeoff or landing. Airfield operation CZs are the areas closest
to the end of the runway, which are considered the most hazardous areas. APZs and noise zones
together form the AICUZ for an air installation. USAF guidance on the AICUZ program is found in
AFI 32-1015.

AICUZ guidelines are based on operational factors that aim to influence the use of land near
airfields by informing and working with local governments on the dangers and annoyances related
to military airfields. These include height restrictions, noise contours, and APZ. The AICUZ program
includes land use compatibility guidelines based on these factors, which are defined in order to
minimize the exposure of the public to noise and safety hazards, provide safer aircraft operations,
and help protect the airfield from encroachment by incompatible land development.

UFC 3-260-01 limits location and heights of objects around the airfield to minimize hazards to
airfield operations. Certain obstructions are permitted, if necessary to airfield operations. Other
pre-existing non-conforming features may be granted a waiver by MAJCOM.
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Affected Environment

3.2.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

The airfield at Patrick SFB comprises approximately 728 acres and contains two active runways
(USAF 2017b). Runway 3-21, the primary runway, is 9,000 feet long by 260 feet wide and runs
northeast to southwest. This runway is classified as a Class B runway and is primarily intended for
large, heavy aircraft. The secondary runway, Runway 11-29, crosses northwest to southeast and is
4,000 feet long and 200 feet wide. This runway is a Class A runway primarily intended for small,
lighter aircraft such as fighter jets.

The region of influence (ROI) for airspace includes areas within five miles of Patrick SFB. Areas with
an altitude of 2,500 feet and lower are controlled by USSF personnel at the Patrick SFB tower.
Airspace areas within five miles and at an altitude greater than 2,500 feet or at any altitude outside
of five miles from Patrick SFB are controlled by the Jacksonville Air Route Traffic Control Center
(USAF 2016d).

The airfield APZ for Patrick SFB crosses parts of the Patrick SFB beaches and extends into the
Atlantic Ocean as well as the Banana River (Figure 3-1). All equipment use within the APZ must be
coordinated with SLD 45 Airfield Operations to prevent/reduce accident risk.

The CZ for Runway 3-21 is 3,000 by 3,000 feet at each end. For Runway 11-29, the CZ is 1,000 feet
wide and 3,000 feet long (Figure 3-1). These areas must generally be kept free of aboveground
structures. However, there are several existing buildings within the CZ for Runway 3-21. The long-
term planning goal for Patrick SFB is to remove facilities and obstructions out of the CZ and
eliminate hazards in the APZ to align more closely with planning and AICUZ objectives.

3.3 NOISE
3.3.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

Any unwanted sound that interferes with normal activities or the natural environment is defined as
noise. The measurement and human perception of sound are based on three principal physical
characteristics: intensity, frequency, and duration. Intensity is a measure of a sound’s acoustic
energy and is related to sound pressure. The greater the sound pressure, the more energy is carried
by the sound and the louder the perception of that sound. Frequency, which is measured in terms of
cycles per second, also called hertz, determines how the pitch of the sound is perceived. Duration is
the length of time a sound can be detected.

Human response to increased sound levels varies according to the source type, characteristics of
the sound source, distance between the source and receptor, receptor sensitivity, and time of day.
Affected receptors are specific (e.g., residential areas, schools, churches, or hospitals) or broad (e.g.,
nature preserves or designated districts) areas in which occasional or persistent sensitivity to noise
above ambient levels exists. These are generally referred to as noise sensitive receptors.

The decibel (dB), which is a logarithmic unit that accounts for the large variation in sound pressure
amplitudes, is the standard unit for the measurement of sound. Sound levels that have been
adjusted to correspond to the frequency response of the human ear are referred to as A-weighted
(dBA) sound pressure levels. Environmental noise is often expressed in terms of dBA. The
threshold of audibility is generally within the range of 10 to 25 dBA for normal hearing. The
threshold of pain occurs at the upper boundary of audibility, which is normally in the region of 135
dBA (USEPA 1981). Table 3-1 compares common sounds and shows how they rank in terms of
auditory impacts.
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Affected Environment

Table 3-1. Sound Levels and Human Response

Noise Level Common Sounds Effect
(dBA)

10 Just audible Negligible

30 Soft whisper (15 feet) Very quiet

50 Light auto traffic (100 feet) Quiet

60 Air conditioning unit (20 feet) Intrusive

70 Noisy restaurant or freeway traffic Telephone use difficult

80 Alarm clock (2 feet) Annoying

90 Heavy truck (50 feet) or city traffic Very annoying. Hearing damage (8 hours)

100 Garbage truck Very annoying

110 Pile drivers Strained vocal effort

120 Jet takeoff (200 feet) or auto horn (3 feet) Maximum vocal effort

140 Carrier deck jet operation Painfully loud

Source: USEPA 1981.

Under the Noise Control Act of 1972 (42 USC 4901), the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) established workplace standards for noise. The minimum requirement
states that constant noise exposure must not exceed 90 dBA over an 8-hour period. The highest
allowable sound level to which workers can be constantly exposed to is 115 dBA, and exposure to
this level must not exceed 15 minutes within an 8-hour period. These standards limit instantaneous
exposure, such as impact noise, to 140 dBA. If noise levels exceed these standards, employers are
required to provide hearing protection equipment that will reduce sound levels to acceptable
limits.

The average day/night sound level (DNL) metric is a measure of the total community noise
environment. DNL is the average A-weighted sound level over a 24-hour period, with a 10-dBA
adjustment added to the nighttime levels (between 2200 and 0700 hours). This adjustment is an
effort to account for increased human sensitivity to nighttime noise events. Noise levels occurring
at night generally produce a greater annoyance than those of the same levels occurring during the
day. It is generally agreed that people perceive intrusive noise at night as being 10 dBA louder than
those occurring during the day, at least in terms of its potential for causing community annoyance.

DNL is endorsed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for use by federal agencies
(USEPA 1974, FICAN 1997) in quantifying annoyance to humans from general environmental noise,
including aviation and construction noise. Land use compatibility and incompatibility are
determined by comparing the predicted DNL at a site with the recommended land uses. Values of
DNL can be measured with standard monitoring equipment or predicted with computer models
such as NOISEMAP. AFI 32-1015 requires plotting DNL contours of 65, 70, 75, 80, and 85 dB for use
in analyzing land use compatibility for both the current mission and the projected mission in the 5-
to 10-year range. Air Force Handbook 32-7084, AICUZ Program Manager’s Guide (USAF 2017c),
requires the use of NOISEMAP to produce these noise contours and to analyze noise levels at noise-
sensitive areas, except at major commercial airports where the NEPA noise requirement is met
using the FAA methodology and noise model.

3.3.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

Patrick SFB operates within the AICUZ program in accordance with AFI 32-1015. Noise levels
around industrial facilities at Patrick SFB approximate those of any urban industrial area, reaching
levels of 60 to 80 dBA. Flight operations remain the largest source of noise generation at the base.
The AICUZ study and Aircraft Noise Study for Patrick AFB identifies noise contours that range from
65 dBA to 80+ dBA (USAF 2001, 2011b). The majority of noise exposure occurs on base, with
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Affected Environment

reduced levels over the Atlantic Ocean and Banana River. At Patrick SFB, no incompatibly sited
facilities are within the 65 to 80 dBA noise contours (USAF 2017b).

The 2001 AICUZ study identified Tortoise Island and Merritt Island as primary areas where
development should be restricted for noise due to their proximity to the Patrick SFB airfield (USAF
2001). Tortoise Island is partially located within the installation’s 65 dB DNL noise contour (USAF
2001). With the exception of the 45th Medical Group Medical Center, which is located on Patrick
SFB, the only sensitive receptor in the vicinity is Sea Park Elementary School to the south. All other
hospitals, churches, and schools in the vicinity of Patrick SFB are located more than 1 mile from the
base’s boundaries (USAF 2017a). The ROI for noise includes the installation, adjacent sections of
the Atlantic Ocean and Banana River, and the closest populated areas (i.e., Cocoa Beach and Satellite
Beach).

3.4 HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY
3.4.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

A safe environment is one in which there is no, or an optimally reduced, potential for death, serious
bodily injury or illness, or property damage. The elements of an accident-prone environment
include the presence of a hazard and an exposed population at risk of encountering the hazard.
Numerous approaches are available to manage the operational environment to improve safety,
including reducing the magnitude of a hazard or reducing the probability of encountering the
hazard. Factors involving primary occupational safety and health issues are addressed in the OSHA
and Air Force Occupational Safety and Health (AFOSH) Standards (29 CFR 1910 and AFI 91-202,
The USAF Mishap Prevention Program, respectively).

Both natural and man-made environmental hazards may be present on base at any time due to the
varied activities that take place at Patrick SFB. Naturally occurring potential health and safety
hazards include insects, snakes, climatic conditions, and flash floods. Potential man-made health
and safety hazards can include construction, demolition, transportation, maintenance and repair
activities, the creation of noisy environments, and certain military activities. The proper operation,
maintenance, and repair of vehicles and equipment carry important safety implications. Any facility
or human-use area with potential explosive or other rapid oxidation processes create unsafe
environments for nearby populations. Extremely noisy environments can also mask verbal or
mechanical warning signals such as sirens, bells, or horns.

The primary safety categories discussed in this analysis include construction and demolition safety
and mission safety.

3.4.1.1 Construction and Demolition Safety

Construction site safety is largely a matter of adherence to regulatory requirements imposed for the
benefit of employees and implementation of operational practices that reduce risk of illness, injury,
death, and property damage.

All contractors performing construction and demolition activities on Patrick SFB are responsible for
following OSHA regulations, as well as AFOSH standards set forth in AF1 91-202 and AFMAN 91-
203, Air Force Occupational Safety, Fire, and Health Standards. AFOSH standards follow OSHA
regulations (29 CFR 1926) and require work activities to be conducted in a manner that does not
increase risk to workers or the public.

For activities during which there is the potential for construction workers to encounter
contamination from IRP sites, it is recommended that a health and safety plan be prepared in
accordance with OSHA requirements prior to commencement of construction activities. Workers
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Affected Environment

performing soil-removal activities within IRP sites are required to have OSHA 40-hour Hazardous
Waste, Operations, and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) training. In addition to this training,
supervisors are required to have an OSHA Site Supervisor certification. Should contamination be
encountered, the handling, storage, transportation, and disposal activities would be conducted in
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations; AFMAN /AFI; and Patrick SFB
programs and procedures.

3.4.1.2 Mission Safety

Mission safety on USSF installations is maintained through adherence to DoD and Air Force safety
policies and plans. The Air Force safety program ensures the safety of personnel and the public on
the installation by regulating mission activities in accordance with AFI 91-225, Safety Aviation
Programs.

The primary safety concern at facilities with aircraft operations is the potential for aircraft mishaps
(i-e., crashes), which may be caused by mid-air collisions with other aircraft or objects, weather
difficulties, pilot error, equipment malfunction, or bird-aircraft strikes.

Defense Explosives Safety Regulation (DESR) 6055.09_AFMAN 91-201, Explosives Safety Standards,
requires that defined ESQD arcs be maintained between explosive materials storage (e.g.,
munitions) and handling facilities and a variety of other types of facilities. Within ESQD arcs,
development is either restricted or altogether prohibited in order to maintain personnel safety and
minimize the potential for damage in the event of an accident.

3.4.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

Patrick SFB is a secure military installation with access limited to military personnel, civilian
employees, military dependents, and approved visitors. Operations and maintenance activities
conducted on the installation are performed in accordance with applicable Patrick SFB safety
regulations, published Air Force Technical Orders, and standards prescribed by AFOSH
requirements. Adherence to industrial-type safety procedures and directives ensures safe working
conditions. The safety-related ROI for this EA corresponds to the footprints of the individual project
sites where construction, demolition, and operational activities would occur.

Patrick SFB has one fire station that is located within two miles of the proposed project sites. The
USSF is also party to mutual-aid agreements with fire protection in local communities and the fire
department at Cape Canaveral SFS. Fire hydrants are distributed around the installation and tied to
the potable water supply system. Fire flow capability is 1,000 gallons per minute at any single point
(USAF 2012). The Cocoa Beach Fire Department is located approximately 3.3 miles north of the
installation, and the Satellite Beach Fire Department is located 2.8 miles to the south.

Development at Patrick SFB is managed to ensure compliance with explosive safety requirements
(DESR 6055.09_AFMAN 91-201). ESQD arcs cover 268 acres at Patrick SFB (Figure 3-1), primarily
around the MSA and airfield. Incompatible development is restricted within the ESQD arc
boundaries to reduce the safety risk and protect the mission requirements. None of the proposed
projects would utilize explosives; however, several projects would require construction within
existing ESQD arcs.

3.5 AIRQUALITY
3.5.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

Air quality impacts can range from localized effects to the dispersal and transport of air pollutants
across large geographic areas. Air quality is determined by the type and amount of pollutants
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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/ms3). For the air quality
impact assessment, potential air emissions associated with the Proposed Action are quantified and
disclosed, compared against any applicable thresholds, and discussed in the context of the air
quality control framework applicable to Brevard County, which is the ROI for air quality.

USEPA sets National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for specific pollutants determined to
be of concern with respect to the health and welfare of the general public (42 USC 7401 et seq).
Ambient air quality standards are classified as either primary or secondary (40 CFR 50). The major
pollutants of concern, or criteria pollutants, are carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide
(NO2), ozone (03), particulate matter (PM) less than 10 microns (PMio), PM less than 2.5 microns
(PM2s), and lead (Pb). NAAQS represent the maximum levels of background pollution that are
considered safe, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and welfare.
NAAQS are included in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2. Federal Air Quali

Pollutant

Primary/Secondary

Standards

Averaging

Threshold

Standards*

Time

Carbon Monoxide Primary 1 Hour 35 ppm Not to be exceeded more than once
(CO) 8 Hours 9 ppm per year
Lead (Pb) Primary/Secondary ll\%/[(z)lll;g;g :verage 0.15 pg/ms3 Not to be exceeded
98th percentile of 1-hour daily
Nitrogen Dioxide Primary 1 Hour 100 ppb maximum concentrations
(NO2) (averaged over 3 years)
Secondary 1 Year 53 ppb Annual Mean
Annual fourth-highest daily
Ozone (03) Primary/Secondary 8 Hours 0.070 ppm maximum 8-hour concentration
(averaged over 3 years)
Primary 1 Year 12.0 pg/m? Annual Mean (averaged over 3
) years)
Particle PMzs Secondary 1 Year 15.0 ug/m3 A:;:;‘l Mean (averaged over 3
Pollution g sth p q 3
(PM) Primary/Secondary 24 Hours 35 pug/m?3 yearsl))ercen ile (averaged over
PM1o Primary/Secondary 24 Hours 150 pg/m3 Not to be exceeded more than once
per year on average over 3 years
99th percentile of 1-hour daily
L Primary 1 Hour 75 ppb maximum concentrations,
?;%ft;r Dioxide (averaged over 3 years)
2 Secondary 3 Hours 0.5 ppb Not to be exceeded more than once

per year

Source: https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naags-table

*Primary standards provide public health protection and secondary standards provide public welfare protection.
ppb: parts per billion by volume; ppm: parts per million by volume; pg/m3: micrograms per cubic meter

Areas where monitored outdoor air concentrations exceed the NAAQS are designated by the USEPA
as nonattainment areas. Nonattainment designations for some pollutants (e.g., O3) can be further
classified based on the severity of the NAAQS exceedances. Areas that have historically exceeded
the NAAQS but have since instituted controls and programs that have successfully remedied these
exceedances are known as maintenance areas. Areas that meet both primary and secondary
standards are known as attainment areas. The Federal Conformity Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and
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93) specifies criteria or requirements for conformity determinations for federal projects occurring
in non-attainment areas. The rule mandates that a conformity analysis must be performed when a
federal action generates air pollutants in a region that has been designated as a nonattainment or
maintenance area for one or more NAAQS.

The General Conformity Rule divides the air conformity process into two distinct areas,
applicability and determination. Federal agencies must initially assess if an action is subject to the
Conformity Rule (Applicability Analysis) and then if the action conforms to an applicable
implementation plan (Conformity Determination). A Conformity Applicability Analysis is the
process used to determine whether a federal action meets the requirements of the General
Conformity Rule. It requires the responsible federal agency to evaluate the nature of a Proposed
Action and associated air pollutant emissions and calculate emissions as a result of the Proposed
Action. If the emissions exceed established limits, known as de minimis thresholds, a more detailed
Conformity Determination is required. The CAA provides that federal actions occurring in non-
attainment and maintenance areas should not hinder future attainment with the NAAQS and would
conform to the applicable State Implementation Plan.

In 2020, the State of Florida repealed sections of the Chapter 62-204, Florida Administrative Code
(FAC), Air Pollution Control, which outlines the general provisions for air pollution control in the
state. In its place, the State of Florida adopted all federal regulations under a modified Chapter 62-
204.800, FAC. FDEP is responsible for administering the air quality program in the state. In July
2021, USEPA approved FDEP’s State Implementation Plan for attaining and maintaining compliance
with NAAQS under 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart K-Florida. Table 3-3 lists the applicable air quality
regulations, laws, and the responsible agencies.

3.5.1.1 Hazardous Air Pollutants

According to USEPA, hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) are those pollutants that cause or may cause
cancer or other serious health effects, such as reproductive effects or birth defects, or adverse
environmental and ecological effects. Although HAPs (e.g., benzene, which is found in gasoline) do
not have established NAAQS, USEPA is required under the CAA to control 188 HAPs (42 USC 7412).
Some volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are classified as HAPs. VOCs are also ozone precursors
and include any organic compound involved in atmospheric photochemical reactions, except those
designated by a USEPA administrator as having negligible photochemical reactivity.
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Table 3-3. Air Quality Re

Law or Regulation

Clean Air Act of 1970, as
amended (42 USC 7401 et seq)

ulation Requirements

DRAFT Environmental Assessment for

Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Actions and Requirements

Comprehensive Federal law that regulates all sources of air
emissions.

Prevention

40 CFR Part 50 Establishes primary and secondary ambient air quality standards USEPA
40 CFR Part 51 and the requirements for air emissions reporting.
40 CFR Part 52, Subpart K Gives the states the authority to establish air quality rules and
’ regulations and provide oversight on meeting federal regulations
62-204.800, FAC, Federal and State Implementation Plan on air quality.
Regulations Adopted by FDEP is required to establish the State Implementation Plan and
Reference monitoring stations to ensure compliance with the CAA.
62-210, FAC, Stationary Sources Establishes the general permit requirements and programs for
’ ’ stationary sources of air emissions for the State of Florida.
Establishes National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air
40 CFR Part 61 Pollutants (NESHAPs), which are emissions standards for air
pollutants not covered by NAAQS that may cause an increase in USEPA/FDEP
fatalities or in serious, irreversible, or incapacitating illness (e.g, | pivision of Air
National Emission Standards for Asbestos). Additionally, 40 CFR | Resource
Part 63 identifies and categorizes sources that emit or have the Management
40 CFR Part 63 potential to emit one or more hazardous pollutants.
FDEP is required to ensure compliance with the CAA and these
regulations.
Establishes comprehensive state air quality permitting systems
consistent with the requirements of CAA. It also regulates the
facilities that are required to have air quality permits. Permits
40 CFR Part 70 include federal and state pollution-control requirements that
apply to a source.
USEPA has oversight of this program and FDEP is responsible for
review of permit applications, issuance, and compliance for the
State of Florida.
Requires a federal action to conform with Federal or State
40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B Implementation Plan in accordance with CAA before the action is | USEPA
taken.
Directs federal agencies to consider all available tools and
. . resources in assessing greenhouse gas emissions and climate
Elgallghgsr?&}gzztgzzg‘% :rljzzlrii and change effects of their proposed actions, including, as appropriate
Restoring Science to Tackle the and relevant, the Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies | USEPA
Climate Crisis on Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of
Climate Change in National Environmental Policy Act Reviews
(2016).
EO 14008, Tackling the Climate | Requires that federal permitting decisions consider the effects of DoD
Crisis at Home and Abroad greenhouse gas emission.
AFI32-1001, Civil Engineer Formulates Air Force instructions and implementing guidance for DoD
Operation, Chapter 15 facility asbestos management programs.
AFMAN 32-7002, Environmental Requires USSF to minim_ize loss and recovery, stockpile_, recycle,
Compliance and Pollution and use of ozone depleting substance (ODS) to the maximum DoD

practical extent and to manage the release of ODS into the
environment.
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3.5.1.2 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) affect the earth’s atmospheric temperature through physical processes
involving both light and thermal energy. GHGs trap the sun’s radiation in the Earth’s lower
atmosphere and re-radiate the absorbed energy, warming the atmosphere and the planet’s surface
(i.e., the greenhouse effect). GHGs exist in the atmosphere as a result of both natural processes and
human activity. Among the most prominent GHGs associated with human activities are carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20). These gases are a combustion byproduct of
fossil fuel (i.e., gasoline, diesel, oil, coal, and natural gas) and other organic matter such as wood.
Other pollutants that are considered to be GHGs, but which are much less prevalent in the
atmosphere, include hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SF),
and nitrogen trifluoride (NF3). GHGs are presented in terms of CO, equivalent (COz.) emissions per
year. The COx. is a term for describing different greenhouse gases in a common unit (metric tons).

Under EO 13990, CEQ is reviewing, revising, and updating the 2016 Guidance for Federal
Departments and Agencies on Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate
Change. Currently, the EO recommends using the guidance for assessing the Proposed Action’s
potential effect on climate change. The guidance also emphasizes that agency analyses should be
commensurate with projected GHG emissions and climate impacts and ensure useful information is
available to inform the public and the decision-making process in distinguishing between
alternatives and evaluating required mitigation. Currently, there are no published thresholds of
significance for greenhouse gas emissions, but the federal government recognizes the need to
reduce energy consumption and shift to renewable and alternative fuels to reduce emissions.

DoD Directive 4715.21, Climate Adaptation and Resilience, states that DoD must assess and manage
risks associated with the impacts of climate change on DoD missions and installations and
strengthen resilience to those impacts. DoD must consider all the strategic implications of climate,
as well as continue to assess the ways climate impacts DoD installations, operations, and planning.
Additionally, EO 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis At Home and Abroad, requires DoD to review
hazards, risks, and security implications of climate change as well as incorporate consideration of
climate into relevant strategy, planning, and processes (DoD 2021a, 2021b).

3.5.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions
3.5.2.1 Climate

Climate is defined as the year-to-year persistence of weather patterns over time in a particular area.
Patrick SFB is located on a barrier island on the central east coast of Florida approximately 3.3
miles south of the City of Cocoa Beach. Because of its geographic position, Patrick SFB has a humid,
subtropical climate that is influenced by the Atlantic Ocean, Gulf of Mexico, and Caribbean Sea. In
Cocoa Beach, the summers are long, hot, oppressive, wet, and mostly cloudy and the winters are
short, cool, windy, and partly cloudy. Over the course of a year, the temperature typically varies
from 55 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) (13 degrees Celsius [C°]) to 88°F (31°C) and is rarely below 42°F
(6°C) or above 91°F (33°C) (Southeast Regional Climate Center 2021). The climate of central
Florida is characterized with two seasons: warm and cool. The warm season is from May to
October, with an average daily high temperature above 84°F (29°C), and the cool season is from
November to April with an average daily high temperature below 73°F (23°C).

The average precipitation for Cocoa Beach is 53.0 inches per year. The wet season is from June to
September. The peak of wet season is the month of August with 18.1 days of rain and an average
precipitation accumulation of 1.7 inches per day (Southeast Regional Climate Center 2021). The dry
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season is from October to May. The peak of the dry season is the month of January with 4.5 days of
rain and an average precipitation accumulation of 0.28 inches per day.

Increasing temperatures, changing precipitation patterns, and more frequent, intense, and
unpredictable extreme weather conditions are predicted due to climate change. Climate projections
for Patrick SFB suggest minimum and maximum temperatures will increase over time under two
emission scenarios (Representative Concentration Pathway [RCP] 4.5 and RCP 8.5). For the decade
centered around 2030, both scenarios project a similar increase in annual average temperature of
between 2.2 °F (1.2 °C) and 2.6 °F (1.4 °C) over the historic average. The two emission scenarios
show higher warming by 2050, with RCP 4.5 expressing a warming of 2.8 °F (1.6 °C) and RCP 8.5
expressing a slightly greater warming of 4.0 °F (2.2 °C). However, due to uncertainties with ocean-
atmosphere dynamics, the annual average precipitation varies between emission scenarios with
RCP 4.5 predicting a 0.4% increase in precipitation and RCP 8.5 predicting a 5% decrease.
Projections for a 20-year storm surge event (5% probability occurring in any year) at Patrick SFB
estimate between 53.9% inundation of the installation area for the RCP 4.5 scenario in 2035 to 85%
for the RCP 8.5 scenario in 2065 (USAF 2020a). Section 2.2.1.4 of the SLD 45 Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan (INRMP) contains additional information on climate change
projections for SLD 45 installations.

3.5.2.2 Ambient Air Quality of Brevard County

Brevard County is considered by the USEPA to be in attainment for all criteria pollutants (40 CFR
81.310 - Florida); therefore, the General Conformity rule does not apply, nor are there any
requirements posed by FDEP for a conformity analysis of the Proposed Action. Although General
Conformity does not apply, USSF is required to evaluate the significance of the emissions increases
from the Proposed Action (40 CFR 1500-1508).

FDEP measures ambient air pollutant levels throughout Florida, and there are two monitoring
stations located in Brevard County: Cocoa Beach and Melbourne. The Melbourne monitoring station
measures for Oz, PM3 s, and PM1o, and the Cocoa Beach monitoring station measures for Os. No other
criteria pollutants are currently measured within Brevard County. Table 3-4 summarizes levels of
criteria pollutants for 2020 in Brevard County.

Table 3-4. Highest Ambient Air Quality of Criteria Pollutants by Monitoring for 2020 Station

Criteria Pollutants

Highest Daily Average
Highest Daily Average of Ozone of PM Concentrations
Site Name Concentrations (ppb)
m3
and Number AL G
1-hour Max 1- Max 8-
hour hour PM1o
Average
Average Average
400 West Florida
Melbourne Avenue
C009-0007 Brevard County 68 69 63 276 93.7
Melbourne, FL 32901
Cocoa Beach 400 South. 4th Street
€009-4001 Cocoa Beach, FL 73 73 64
32931-2734
Source: https://fldep.dep.state.fl.us/air/flags/selectreport.asp?
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3.5.2.3 Emissions at Patrick SFB

Patrick SFB prepares annual air emissions inventories using the Air Program Information
Management System (APIMS), which identify actual emission levels associated with operations at
the base. The 2020-2021 air emissions inventory for Patrick SFB is presented in Table 3-5.
Common sources of emissions include emergency generators, cooling towers, natural gas boilers,
and munitions training. Patrick SFB, which had previously been permitted under the federal Title V
air permitting program, was reclassified in March 2017 as an exempt air emission source due to a
reduction in stationary source air emission levels.

Table 3-5.2020-2021 Facility Emissions for Patrick SFB
Emissions (tons/year)

NOx : VOC HAPs
2020 2.14 0.002 3.18 0.61 0.88 0.01 1.84 0.19
2021 2.76 0.002 4.68 0.77 1.11 0.01 2.13 0.22

3.5.2.4 Greenhouse Gases

The Facility Level Information on Greenhouse gases Tool (FLIGHT) was reviewed to provide the
COz. factor for Brevard County (USEPA 2021b). The review of this database indicated that Brevard
County had approximately 2,444,972 metric tons of COz. emitted into the atmosphere in 2019. Over
99% of these emissions (2,444,548 metric tons of CO3¢) are generated from power plants.

3.6 EARTH RESOURCES
3.6.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

Earth resources include the soil, underlying geology, and potential for geologic hazards and erosion
within the ROI of the Proposed Action. The term “soil” refers to unconsolidated materials overlying
bedrock or other parent material. Soil structure, elasticity, strength, shrink-swell potential, and
erodibility all determine the ability of the ground to support man-made structures and facilities,
provide a landscaped environment, and control the transport of eroded soils into nearby drainages.
In undeveloped areas, the quality and productivity of soil are critical components of agricultural
production. The ROI for earth resources includes Patrick SFB north of SR 404 and adjacent sections
of the Banana River and Atlantic Ocean, with a focus on the locations of the 19 projects evaluated
within this EA.

3.6.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

Patrick SFB is located on a barrier island off the central east coastline of Florida. The barrier islands
are a system of beach ridges that separate the Atlantic Ocean from brackish lagoons such as the
Banana River, which forms the western boundary of Patrick SFB. The island attains a maximum
width of approximately 4.5 miles and is approximately 90 miles long. Land surface elevations
across Patrick SFB range from 0 to 16 feet above mean sea level (MSL), with the highest elevations
corresponding to the sand dunes that parallel the Atlantic Ocean beachfront (USAF 2011a). From
the dunes, the land slopes down gently west toward the shorelines along the Banana River. Some
artificially high locations are found close to the southern end of the installation along a closed
landfill that was in operation from the 1950s to the 1970s.

The geology of Patrick SFB consists of the Anastasia Formation, Caloosahatchee Marl Formation,
and Tamiami Formation (in descending order from the land surface) (USAF 2012). The Anastasia
formation lies 10 feet below land surface (bls) and has a thickness of 20 feet. Its lithology is coquina
and shell conglomerates, quartz sand and clay. The Caloosahatchee Marl Formation is found at a
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depth of approximately 30 feet bls and is 50 feet thick. Within the RO], it is described as a gray to
greenish-gray sandy shell marl with green clay and fine sand of Pliocene age. The approximate
thickness of the Tamiami Formation is 20 feet, and it is located 80 feet bls. It is composed
predominantly of a white sandy limestone that is discontinuous in the region.

The unconsolidated surficial materials that underline Patrick SFB are the undifferentiated
Pleistocene/Holocene deposits known as the Pamlico sands (USAF 2012). These deposits are
primarily composed of marine sands, which are sandy, well drained, and generally suitable for
development. Along the shorelines of the Banana River and Atlantic Ocean, soils are less stable,
highly susceptible to erosion, and more suitable for lower intensity development.

Ten soil types are located within Patrick SFB (Table 3-6 and Figure 3-2). Most of the mapped soils
on Patrick SFB are sands. The most prominent soil association is the Canaveral-Anclote complex.
This association is composed of nearly level and gently sloping ridges interspersed with narrow
wet sloughs that generally parallel the ridges and includes areas of broad floodplains (Huckle et al.
1974). No prime or unique farmland soils occur within Patrick SFB (Natural Resources
Conservation Service [NRCS] 2021).

Soil Type

Canaveral-Anclote

Acres

Table 3-6. Major Soil Type Descriptions for Patrick SFB

Slope

Description

Somewhat poorly drained soil, with a water table

Action
Alternative

by Soil Type

complex

highly susceptible to wind erosion.

complex, gently 812 0-5% that is 12 to 36 inches below ground surface. This ;43' (}:{53' (12164 l\é27’
undulating soil is highly susceptible to wind erosion. e
Nearly level to moderately steep areas where the
soils have been altered or obscured by urban €1,C2,C3,D1,
Urban land 512 | N/A o y D2, D3, D4, C5-3,
works and structures. Buildings and pavement N1 N3 R2
cover more than 85% of the surface. T
Canaveral-Palm Beach- Somewhat poorly drained soil, with a water table
246 0-2% thatis 12 to 36 inches below ground surface. This | N3-2
Urban land complex S : : .
soil is highly susceptible to wind erosion.
Poorly drained sandy soil, with a water table that
Immokalee sand 169 0-2% is 10 to 40 inches below ground surface. This soil | C7,N3-1
is highly susceptible to wind erosion.
Excessively drained soil, with a water table that is
Welaka sand 41 0-2% more than 80 inches below ground surface. This N3-1
soil is highly susceptible to wind erosion.
Beaches 34 N/A Beaches on marine terraces. -
Canaveral-Urban land Moderately well drained soil, with a water table
31 0-2% that is 30 to 60 inches below ground surface. This | R5
complex s : : .
soil is highly susceptible to wind erosion.
Excessively drained soil, with a water table that is
Palm Beach sand 15 0-5% more than 80 inches below ground surface. This N3-1
soil is highly susceptible to wind erosion.
Poorly drained sand soil, with a water table that
Basinger sand 15 0-2% is 10 to 40 inches below ground surface. This soil | C7
is highly susceptible to wind erosion.
Pomello-Urban land Moderately well drained soil, with a water table
7 0-2% that ranges between 30 and 60 inches. This soil is | -

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) NRCS Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) accessed September 2021.
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FIGURE 3-2: NRCS SOILS
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3.7 WATER RESOURCES

3.7.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

Water resources analyzed in this EA include surface water, wetlands, floodplains, and groundwater.
Surface water resources include lakes, rivers, and streams and are important for a variety of
reasons, including economic, ecological, recreational, and human health factors. Wetlands are areas
of transition between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is usually at or near the
surface, or the land is covered by shallow water (Mitsch & Gosselink 2000). Wetlands provide a
variety of functions, including groundwater recharge and discharge, flood flow attenuation,
sediment stabilization, sediment and toxicant retention, nutrient removal and transformation,
aquatic and terrestrial diversity and abundance, and uniqueness. Floodplains are lowland areas
adjacent to surface water bodies (i.e., lakes, rivers, oceans), where flooding events periodically
cover areas with water. Floodplains and riparian habitat are biologically unique and highly diverse
ecosystems providing a rich diversity of aquatic and terrestrial species, as well as promoting stream
bank stability and regulating water temperatures. Floodplain areas are likely to be impacted by
predicted sea level rise (SLR). Recent predictions for SLR in Florida are approximately 1-4 feet in
the next century (USEPA 2016). Groundwater resources include all water reserves contained in soil
and geologic deposits below the ground surface. These resources are important for a variety of
reasons, including drinking water, irrigation, power generation, recreation, agriculture, and human
health. Additionally, this section includes a discussion of coastal resources management for
consistency with the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) (16 USC 1451 et seq). The ROI
for water resources includes Patrick SFB north of SR 404 and adjacent sections of the Atlantic
Ocean and Banana River, with a focus on the 19 project locations evaluated in this EA.

Water quality is defined as the chemical, physical, and biological condition of water resources. The
CWA (33 USC 1251-1387), as amended, is the primary law that seeks to ensure water quality in the
U.S. The CWA established water quality standards, surface water classifications, state reporting of
impairment of water quality in streams and open water bodies, development of programs to
remediate impairment by setting Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), and the requirement of water
quality certification for federally permitted projects under Section 401 of the CWA (33 USC 1341-
1342). In Florida, the Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) Program (62-330, FAC), administered
jointly by FDEP and Florida’s Water Management Districts, regulates activities involving the
alteration of water resources. This includes new activities in uplands that generate stormwater
runoff from upland construction, as well as dredging and filling in wetlands and other surface
waters. SJRWMD is regulatory agency responsible for implementing the ERP program on Patrick
SFB. Water resource laws and requirements related to the projects are summarized in Table 3-7.

3.7.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

3.7.2.1 Surface Water

Patrick SFB is located within the Northern Indian River Lagoon watershed (SJRWMD Drainage
Basin 21) and the South Banana River subwatershed (Hydrologic Unit Code 030802020203) (USAF
2012). Major surface waters that affect Patrick SFB include the Banana River to the west and the
Atlantic Ocean to the east. The Banana River is part of the Indian River Lagoon complex. The Indian
River Lagoon was established as an Estuary of National Significance and joined the National Estuary
Program in 1990 (USAF 2012). FDEP classifies most of the Banana River as Class Il waters, which
provide protection of coastal waters where shellfish harvesting occurs (FDEP 2021). The Banana
River is designated as an "Outstanding Florida Water," and the majority of the lagoon south of the
Beachline Expressway (SR 528) is managed by FDEP as the Banana River Aquatic Preserve.

Page 3-15 June 2022



~N N kW~

DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Affected Environment

The topography at Patrick SFB is flat and storm water runoff is managed through a network of
upland cut drainage ditches, canals, and stormwater retention ponds. Patrick SFB contains five
man-made ponds (totaling 31.3 acres), 4.1 miles of drainage ditches, and 40.2 acres of canals (USAF
2020a). Most of the drainage ditches contain water throughout the year because they intersect the
shallow water table aquifer. A few canals are connected to the Banana River and are slightly
brackish. Projects C4, C7, R4, and R5 contain surface waters.

Table 3-7. Summa

Law or Rule

Permit/Action(s)

of Water Resource Regulation Requirements

Requirement

Agency or

_Organization

A National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit
and a state water quality certificate for

Clean Water Act ollutant discharee from a “point Ensure the “restoration and USEPA/FDEP/
(Sections 401 and Source" into an ;gurface watr:: - maintenance of the chemical, Water
402; 33 USC e y . . physical, and biological integrity of Management
Facilities that store oil and oil-based o ” o
1341-1342) ) . the Nation’s waters. Districts
products are required to have Spill
Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures Plans.
Clean Water Act A general or individual permit for Regulate the discharge of dredged
(Section 404; 33 discharge of dredge or fill material into | and fill material into WOTUS, USACE/FDEP
USC 1342) waters of the U.S. (WOTUS). including wetlands.
A general or individual permit for
62-330, FAC, work in wetlands and surface waters Implement the comprehensive,

. . . . . : FDEP/Water
Environmental (as defined and delineated in Chapter statewide environmental resource Management
Resource 62-340, FAC) or permit (ERP) program under Section Distri%ts
Permitting construction/alteration of stormwater | 373.4131,F.S.

management systems.
Promote improvements in water
403.067 Florida Establishment and implementation of quality throughout the state through FDEP
Statutes (F.S.) TMDLs. the coordinated control of point and
nonpoint sources of pollution.
Selzctlon 10 of the A general or 1r.1d1v1dual permit .for any Prohibit the unauthorized
Rivers and work or creation of structures in, over, . .
: . obstruction or alteration of any USACE
Harbors Act (33 under, or affecting the course, location, navieable WOTUS
USC 403) or condition of navigable waters. 5 )
Reduce the risk of flood loss,
EO 11988, Avoidance of floodplain impacts to the minimize the impact of floods on
. . .1 human safety, health and welfare,
Floodplain extent practicable, prepare Finding of DoD
. L and restore and preserve the natural
Management No Practicable Alternative if necessary. .
and beneficial values served by
floodplains.
EO 11990, Avoidance of wetland impacts to the Mmlmlze' the destruction, loss, or
; . . degradation of wetlands, and to
Protection of extent practicable, prepare Finding of DoD
. . preserve and enhance the natural
Wetlands No Practicable Alternative if necessary. -
and beneficial values of wetlands.
EO 13690,
Establishing a
Federal Flood Risk . . - Improve the resilience of
Follow implementing guidelines to o
Management . e . . communities and Federal assets
increase the resilience against flooding . . .
Standard and a against the impacts of flooding and
and help preserve the natural values of . . .
Process for floodplains provide guidance to agencies on the
Further Soliciting P ' implementation of EO 11988.
and Considering
Stakeholder Input
Energy Development of a federal facility with a
Independence footprint that exceeds 5,000 SF must Ma_ngge stormwater on federal DoD
. ; . . : facilities.
and Security Act use site planning, design, construction,
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Agency or
_Organization

Law or Rule Permit/Action(s) Requirement

of 2007 (42 USC and maintenance strategies to

17001 et seq) and | maintain or restore the

UFC 3-210-10, predevelopment hydrology of the

Low Impact property with regard to the

Development temperature, rate, volume, and

duration of flow.

Fish and Wildlife Consultation/coordination with the Regulate the impoundment,

Coordination Act | USFWS and the Florida Fish & Wildlife | diversion or modification of streams | USFWS/FWC

(16 USC 661-667) | Conservation Commission (FWC) or other bodies of water.
Conserve and protect coastal

Coastal Zone environment through standards and

Management Act | Coordination with FDEP and Federal criteria for regulations and FDEP

(16 USC 1451 et Consistency Determination. guidelines for uses of the coastal

seq) zone consistent with Florida Coastal
Management Program (FCMP).

3.7.2.2 Wetlands

Wetland habitats on Patrick SFB are largely concentrated along the Banana River and Atlantic coast
and include estuarine and marine wetlands. The USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) also
identified surface water features on Patrick SFB, which are primarily excavated canals used for
storm water drainage. Isolated wetlands are present on Patrick SFB and are identified on a case by
case basis with delineations through USACE and SJRWMD based on proposed project limits and
permitting requirements (USAF 2020a). Figure 3-3 identifies the location of wetlands on Patrick
SFB based on the NWI (USFWS 2018). Project R5 contains estuarine wetlands.

3.7.2.3 Floodplains and SLR

Floodplains are defined by EO 11988 as “the lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and
coastal waters including flood-prone areas of offshore islands, including at a minimum, the area
subject to a 1 percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year” (that area inundated by a
100-year flood). Recent federal guidance (EO 13690) refers to the 500-year floodplain. The 500-
year flood is a flood that has a 0.2 percent chance of occurring in any given year. According to
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps for Patrick SFB, flood elevations extend
from 3 to 9 feet above MSL along the Banana River and from 12 to 16 feet above MSL along the
Atlantic Ocean (USAF 2011a). Areas most prone to flooding include the golf course and the open
areas surrounding the runways and taxiways. Designs for structures in the 100-year floodplain
must incorporate measures per EO 11988 to reduce loss of property and life. The location and
extent of floodplain areas within Patrick SFB are shown on Figure 3-4 (FEMA 2021). Projects C7,
N2, N3, R3, R4, and R5 would occur within the 100-year floodplain.

Climate change and sea level rise may also modify the Patrick SFB landscape in the long term. The
DoD Regional Sea Level (DRSL) Database (DoD 2021c) was used to predict future SLR at Patrick
SFB (https://drsl.serdp-estcp.org/sealevelrise/1273). Details on the development and use of this
database are described in Hall et al (2016). Coastal flooding projections at Patrick SFB were
modeled for five SLR scenarios in 2035, 2065, and 2100. Model outputs for the “medium” SLR 2065
scenario and the “low” SLR 2100 scenario predict approximately a two-foot SLR for Patrick SFB.
Figure 3-5 displays the predicted permanent coastline and inundation in low-lying areas given a
two-foot SLR. Portions of Projects C7, N2, and R3 would occur within these areas.

3.7.2.4 Groundwater

Patrick SFB is underlain by both confined and unconfined aquifers. The hydrologic units (aquifers)
underlying Patrick SFB include the surficial water table aquifer; semi-artesian and artesian aquifers
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within the Caloosahatchee Marl, Tamiami Limestone, and Hawthorn Group; and the artesian
Floridian aquifer (USAF 2012). The surficial water table aquifer underlying Patrick SFB is the major
hydro-stratigraphic system that can be influenced by installation operations. This system,
consisting primarily of marine sands, shell fragments, and coquina limestone, extends
approximately 50 feet bls. The water table is generally within five feet of the ground surface. The
general direction of groundwater flow in the surficial aquifer is westward, toward the Banana
River. Localized flow in the surficial aquifer is from topographic highs (e.g., mounds, swells, and
dune ridges) toward surface water bodies (e.g., creeks, ponds, and drainage canals).

3.7.2.5 Coastal Zone Management Act Consistency

In 1972, the U.S. Congress enacted the CZMA (16 USC 1451-1464) to assist coastal states, Great
Lakes states, and U.S. territories with the development of coastal management programs that
comprehensively manage and balance competing uses of coastal resources. The FCMP was
approved by the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) in 1981 and is codified as Florida Statutes, Chapter 380, Part II. The geography of Florida
and the CZMA dictate that the entire state, including Patrick SFB, be designated as a Coastal Zone
and be subject to the FCMP. The FCMP consists of a network of 24 Florida Statutes administered by
eight state agencies and five Water Management Districts. Under provisions of the CZMA, any
federal activity that has the potential to affect Florida’s coastal resources is reviewed for
consistency with the FCMP, which is administered by FDEP. The USSF CZMA Federal Consistency
Determination is included as Appendix B. The consistency statement will be submitted to the
Florida Clearinghouse as part of the Draft EA multi-agency review.

3.7.2.6 Water Quality

A TMDL is the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive and still meet water
quality standards. The CWA requires FDEP to establish TMDLs for impaired waters and implement
plans to reduce impairment by point and non-point sources. For the State of Florida, FDEP is
responsible for development of Basin Management Action Plans (BMAPs). These plans provide the
framework for water quality restoration and contain commitments from federal, state, and local
stakeholders to reduce pollutant loading through current and future projects. The BMAPs contain a
comprehensive set of solutions, such as permit limits on wastewater facilities, urban and
agricultural best management practices (BMPs), and conservation programs designed to achieve
pollutant reductions established by a TMDL. BMAPs are adopted by FDEP Secretarial Order and are
legally enforceable pursuant to 403.121, 403.141, and 403.161, F.S.

The Banana River Lagoon has been listed on the CWA Section 303(d) as impaired for nutrients (i.e.,
nitrogen and phosphorous) and dissolved oxygen (DO). The Banana River BMAP identifies
structural BMPs (e.g. stormwater ponds, stormwater reuse, and shoreline restoration) and non-
structural BMPs (e.g., public education, discontinuing fertilizer application, and street sweeping)
(FDEP 2021). Patrick SFB is a stakeholder in the BMAP and has committed to implementing
projects and BMPs that will reduce nutrient and DO loading to the Banana River.

Patrick SFB operates an NPDES Phase Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permitted
under FDEP Facility Identification Number FLRO4E074 (expires August 21, 2023). Under this
permit, Patrick SFB is identified as a point source of urban runoff into the Banana River and
structural and non-structural BMPs that reduce nutrient loading are listed. Patrick SFB also has an
NPDES Multi-Sector Generic Permit (FLO5A948, expires September 30, 2025). This permit
addresses stormwater management and pollution prevention from the industrial activities that
occur at Patrick SFB including hazardous waste storage facilities, scrap and recycling facilities, air
transportation facilities, and water transportation facilities.
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3.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
3.8.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

Biological resources include native or naturalized plants, fish, wildlife, and the habitats in which
they occur. Sensitive biological resources are defined as plant, fish, and wildlife species that are
federally and state-listed as threatened, endangered, or candidate and their habitat. Sensitive
habitats include those areas designated as critical habitat protected by the ESA and sensitive
ecological areas as designated by federal or state court rulings. Sensitive habitats also include
wetlands, sensitive upland communities, plant communities that are unusual or of limited
distribution, and important seasonal use areas for wildlife (e.g., migration routes, breeding areas,
feeding/forage areas, and crucial summer/winter habitats). The ROI for biological resources
includes Patrick SFB north of SR 404 and adjacent sections of the Atlantic Ocean and Banana River,
with a focus on the 19 project locations evaluated within this EA.

The ESA (16 USC 1531 et seq) of 1973, as amended, was enacted to provide a program for the
preservation of endangered and threatened species and to provide protection for the ecosystems
upon which these species depend for their survival. Federal species of concern are not protected
under the ESA; however, these species could become listed and therefore are given consideration
when addressing biological impacts of an action.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and USFWS share responsibility for implementing
the ESA. Generally, USFWS manages land and freshwater species, while NMFS manages marine and
anadromous species. USFWS and NMFS also share responsibility for implementing the Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) (16 USC 1361 et seq): NMFS is responsible for the protection of
whales, dolphins, porpoises, seals, and sea lions, and USFWS is responsible for the protection of
walrus, manatees, sea otters, and polar bears. NMFS is also the regulatory agency responsible for
the nation’s living marine resources and their habitats, including Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). This
authority is designated by the MSFCMA (16 USC 1801 et seq), as amended. FWC identifies and lists
state-protected species and habitats. Florida state-listed species and their habitats are protected in
accordance with 379.2291, F.S. Specific biological resource laws and requirements related to the
Proposed Action are summarized in Table 3-8.

Table 3-8. Summary of Natural Resource Regulation Requirements
Agency or
Organization

Law or Rule Permit/Action(s) Requirement

Conserve ecosystems that
support threatened and
Consultation with USFWS and if endangered species. Section 7
. necessary, obtain and comply with requires federal agencies to
igf?? 6g%r§ g 15 g; ilii biological opinions/inc_identgl Fake ensure_that any action . USFWS
seq) permits, and comply with existing authorized, funded, or carried out
threatened and endangered species by them is not likely to
permits and commitments. jeopardize the continued
existence of listed species or
modify their critical habitat.
Florida Endangered Follow approved Species Conservation
and Threatened Measures and Permitting Guidelines Conserve and protect threatened
Species Act (FETSA) for projects that may adversely affect and endangered species as a FWC
of 1977 (379.2291, . natural resource.
FS) protected species.
Sikes Act Cooperation between the Department Develop an INRMP that is
(16 USC 670 et seq) of Interior and DoD with state agencies | reviewed/approved by USFWS, DoD
to plan, develop and maintain fish and NMFS, FDEP, and FWC.
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Permit/Action(s)

Requirement

Agency or

Organization

wildlife resources on U.S. military
installations.
Prohibit intentional destruction
. . of the eggs or nest of migratory
Migratory Bird . . birds without a permit. Beach
Treaty Act Consultation with USFWS as necessary. . . USFWS
(16 USC 703-712) nesting locations must be
protected and avoided during
beach restoration activities.
Prohibit, with certain exceptions,
the "take" of marine mammals in
Marine Mammal . . WOTUS and by U.S. citizens on
Protection Act (16 EZ?:;:;?UOH with USFWS and NMFS as the high seas, and the USFWS/NMFS
USC 1361 et seq) Y importation of marine mammals
and marine mammal products
into the U.S.
ﬁ:ﬁgﬁszgfgg;/j;;n Promote the conservation and
and Mz}ilna ement Act Consultation with NMFS as necessary. management of marine fisheries NMFS
(16 USC 1‘301 et seq) and essential fish habitat.
Prohibit, without a permit issued
Bald and Golden Coordination with USFWS and if by the USFWS, the taking of bald
Eagle Act (BGEA, 16 necessary, obtain individual or eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) | USFWS
USC 668-668c) programmatic permits. or golden eagles (Aquila
chrysaetos).
. Prevent the introduction of
Eoeiis;ilz’ Invasive Remove and control invasive species. invasive species and provide for DoD
p their control.
Egslgiig} lities of Protect migratory birds, in
p . Incorporate migratory bird protection accordance with the MBTA,
Federal Agencies to . o . - DoD
Protect Migratory measures into federal agency activities. | BGEA, the Fish and Wildlife
Birds Coordination Act, ESA, and NEPA.
Implement INRMP and
Integrated Cultural Resources
AFMAN 32-7003, Management Plan (ICRMP).
; Long-term management of natural and . ;
Environmental . . Protect listed species, DoD
; cultural resources on the installation. g . - .
Conservation biodiversity, migratory birds,
wetlands, floodplains, and
cultural /historic resources.
45 Space Wing Use full cut off, well shielded, low Reduce the amount of exterior
Instruction (SWI) 32- L lighting visible from the beach
; wattage, limited wavelength amber . . SLD 45
7001, Exterior LED lights during the sea turtle nesting
Lighting Management ghts. season to reduce mortality.
Marine Animal Ensure FWC has the appropriate
Regulation. Florida authority and resources to
st i Coordination with FWC and implement its responsibilities
Marine Turtle . . USFWS/FWC
Protection consultation with USFWS as necessary. | under the recovery plans of the
Act (379.2431, FS)) USFWS for five species of marine
) T turtle.
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Agency or
_Organization

Law or Rule Permit/Action(s) Requirement

Protect hatchling marine turtles
from the adverse effects of
Model Lighting artificial lighting, provide overall
Ordinance for Marine Consultation with USFWS as necessary improvement in nesting habitat USFWS
Turtle Protection " | degraded by light pollution, and
Rule (62B-55, FAC) increase successful nesting
activity and production of
hatchlings.
Protect and preserve mangrove
Mangrove Trimming resources valuable to the
and Preservation Act | Coordination with FDEP and SJRWMD. | environment and economy from FDEP/SJRWMD
(403.9323,F.S.) unregulated removal, defoliation,
and destruction.

3.8.2 Affected Environment

3.8.2.1 Vegetation and Habitat

Patrick SFB is heavily developed, with most of the vegetation consisting of turf and landscaped
areas. However, small areas of natural communities occur along the Banana River and Atlantic
Ocean. The Florida Land Use, Cover, and Forms (FLUCFCS) classification (SJRWMD 2014) identifies
four undeveloped vegetative communities at Patrick SFB: swimming beach, mixed scrub-shrub
wetland, shrub and brushland, and mixed upland (non-forested) (Figure 3-6).

The beach dune community, east of SR A14, is the most extensive natural community at Patrick SFB
(29 acres). The dunes are dominated by sea oats (Uniola paniculata), beach elder (Iva imbricata),
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), and beach cordgrass (Spartina patens). Mixed scrub-shrub wetlands
include the mangrove and salt marsh communities that primarily occur along the Banana River
shoreline. A 35-acre shrub and brushland area along the Survival Canal is an active restoration area
that is being returned to native vegetation, including cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto) and native
shrubs. Project N2 would occur within this area.

3.8.2.2 Essential Fish Habitat

The MSFCMA defines EFH as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding,
feeding, or growth to maturity” (16 USC 1802 [10]). Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs)
have also been designated within EFH areas; these include localized areas that are vulnerable to
degradation or are especially important ecologically. NMFS defines EFH for highly migratory
species under its jurisdiction, while regional management councils define EFH for species under
their jurisdiction. The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) currently manages
fisheries for several species in the vicinity of Patrick SFB, including the South Atlantic snapper and
grouper fishery; dolphin and wahoo fishery; South Atlantic shrimp; coastal migratory pelagic
species; highly migratory species; spiny lobster; golden crab (Chaceon fenneri); coral, coral reefs,
and live/hardbottom habitats; and sargassum (Sargassum spp.). Substrates designated as EFH and
HAPC include live/hard bottom, coral reefs, submerged aquatic vegetation (e.g., seagrasses and
macroalgae), outcroppings around the shelf break zone, estuarine nursery areas, oyster reefs or
shell banks, unconsolidated bottom (i.e., soft sediments), estuarine scrub/shrub (e.g., mangrove
fringe), shelf current systems, sandy offshore shoals/bars, tidal creeks, coral, and coastal inlets.
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Coquina and Sabellariid rock reef, also identified as EFH, is found in the nearshore Atlantic Ocean
waters of Patrick SFB in patches starting in the central section with a concentration along the
southern half and beyond, past the Patrick SFB south boundary.

Seagrass has been observed in the Banana River along Patrick SFB's western shoreline by SJRWMD.
Seagrass is generally in patchy distribution with occasional dense beds in addition to several
macroalgae species. Mangroves are found along the Banana River shoreline, within canals
connected to the Banana River, and along some docks of the Manatee Cove Marina. These
mangroves are noncontiguous and interspersed in between mostly herbaceous wetland vegetation.
Florida laws also provide some protection to mangroves through the Mangrove Trimming and
Preservation Act (403.9323, F.S.). Mangroves adjacent to Project R5 may provide EFH.

3.8.2.3 Wwildlife

The developed areas of Patrick SFB may provide roosting and/or nesting habitat for bird and bat
species and the landscaped areas may also support foraging, nesting, and other behaviors of
wildlife. Patrick SFB provides habitat to various wildlife species, including nine mammalian species,
four fish species, three amphibian species, 21 reptile species, 15 bird species, and one invertebrate
species with documented observations on, or in waters adjacent to, the installation. A detailed list
of the wildlife documented at Patrick SFB is provided in the SLD 45 INRMP (USAF 2020a). Wildlife
occurrence in the developed portions of the base is likely limited, consisting mostly of species found
in urban areas and tolerant of human presence and activity (e.g., rodents and other small mammals,
lizards, and some bird species).

In addition, Patrick SFB manages birds and wildlife under the AF1 91-212. The purpose of this
program is to minimize bird/wildlife strike damage to aircraft by reducing the presence of wildlife
in the developed areas.

3.8.2.4 Critical Habitat

Critical habitat is generally defined as specific areas that contain physical or biological features
essential to the conservation of the species, which may need special management or protection.
Although there are no federally designated critical habitat areas located on Patrick SFB, critical
habitat does occur within the waterways that border of Patrick SFB. The Atlantic Coast, along the
eastern border, is critical habitat for the North Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis),
loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), and the West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus). The
Banana River, which forms the western border, is also critical habitat for the West Indian manatee
(Figure 3-7).

3.8.2.5 Other Protected Species or Habitats

Bald Eagle

The bald eagle was removed from protection under the ESA in August 2007; however, it is still
protected under the MBTA (16 USC 703-712), BGEA (16 USC 668-668c), Lacey Act (16 USC 3371-
3378) and Chapter 68A-16.002, FAC. The USFWS has jurisdictional responsibility for the species. To
reduce the potential for human activity to adversely affect bald eagles, USFWS Management
Guidelines suggest the protection of a 660-ft habitat buffer around each active and alternate bald
eagle nest (USFWS 2007). A bald eagle nest (BE106) is documented within the Pelican Cove
residential area near the baseball fields, approximately 1.8 miles south of the nearest proposed
project (Audubon 2022).
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Migratory Birds

DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
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Migratory birds are protected under the MBTA. Patrick SFB is located along one of the major
migratory flyways for neo-tropical migrants that breed in eastern North America. The USFWS has
jurisdictional responsibility for species covered under MBTA. During migratory bird surveys at
Patrick SFB, many neotropical migrants were observed using the dune habitat. There are no state-

recognized Important Birding Areas (IBA) at Patrick SFB.

Bats

There are 13 bat species native to Florida, and the majority of these species are listed by Florida as
Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN). Patrick SFB has five of these insectivorous bat
species (2019 survey), some of which are more solitary while others can be colonial. They can be
found roosting/nesting in trees and buildings, and a few bat houses on base. It is illegal to kill bats
per 68A-4.001 and 68A-9.010, FAC. Loss of natural roosting sites such as trees and caves are a
threat to the species. The most critical times to avoid activities near roosting bats are during
maternity /breeding season, defined as April 15t to August 15t%. Should bats need to be removed
from buildings, the Florida Code requires exclusions to be conducted outside of maternity season
and exclusionary devices must be in place a minimum of four nights when the overnight
temperature is forecast to be at least 50°F (10°C).

3.8.2.6 Sensitive Species

Sensitive species within this document are defined as those listed under Section 7 of the ESA;
Chapter 68A-27, FAC, Florida Endangered and Threatened Species List; Chapter 5B-40, FAC,
Regulated Plant Index (Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS)); species
with other regulatory protection; and those that are otherwise considered rare or vulnerable to
human disturbance. The SLD 45 INRMP (USAF 2020a) identifies 27 threatened, endangered, or rare
species with a known occurrence on the installation. A review of the Florida Natural Areas
Inventory (FNAI) Biodiversity Matrix (FNAI 2021) and USFWS Information for Planning and
Consultation (IPaC) database (USFWS 2021a), identified an additional 32 sensitive species with the
potential to occur at Patrick SFB. The resulting list of sensitive species is included in Table 3-9.

Table 3-9. Sensitive Species with Known or Potential Occurrence within or near Patrick SFB

o Federal State Potential of
Common Name Scientific Name
Status Status Occurrence
Birds
American oystercatcher Haematopus palliates T Low
Bald eagle! Haliaeetus leucocephalus BGEA 222_16'002’ Observed
Black skimmer Rynchops niger - T Observed
Florida scrub-jay Aphelocoma coerulescens T T Low
Eastern black rail Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. T T Low
Florida burrowing owl Athene cunicularia floridana T Observed
Florida sandhill crane Grus canadensis pratensis T Low
Least tern Sternula antillarum T Observed
Little blue heron Egretta caerulea - T Observed
Piping plover Charadrius melodus T T Low
Red knot Calidris canutus rufa T T Low
Reddish egret Egretta rufescens T Observed
Southeastern American Kestrel Falco sparverius paulus T Observed
Roseate spoonbill Platalea ajaja T Observed
Tricolored heron Egretta tricolor - T Observed
Wood stork Mycteria americana T T Observed
Fish
Atlantic sturgeon | Acipenser oxyrinchus E E | Moderate
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Scientific Name

Federal

State

Status

Potential of
Occurrence

Status

Oceanic whitetip shark Carcharhinus longimanus T T Low
Giant manta ray Manta birostris T T Low
Smalltooth sawfish Pristis pectinata E E Moderate
Reptiles

American alligator Alligator mississippiensis T(S/A) T Observed
Atlantic salt marsh snake Nerodia clarkia taeniata T T Moderate
Eastern indigo snake Drymarchon corais couperi T T Low
Gopher tortoise Gopherus polyphemus C T Observed
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas T T Observed
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata E E Low
Kemp’s ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii E E Low
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta T T Observed
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea E E Observed
Mammals

North Atlantic right whale Eubalaena glacialis E E Low
Southeastern beach mouse Peromyscus polionotus niveiventris T T Low
West Indian manatee Trichechus manatus T T Observed
Plants

Beach star Cyperus pedunculatus - T Observed
Blunt-leaved peperomia Peperomia obtusifolia - E Low
Carter’s mustard Warea carteri E E Low
Celestial lily Nemastylis floridana - E Low
Coastal hoary-pea Tephrosia angustissima var. curtissii | - E Low
Coastal vervain Glandularia maritima - E Low
Curtiss’ sandgrass Calamovilfa curtissii - T Low
Giant orchid Pteroglossaspis ecristata - T Low
Florida beargrass Nolina atopocarpa - T Low
Hand fern Ophioglossum palmatum - E Low

Hay scented fern Dennstaedtia bipinnata - E Low
Inkberry Scaevola plumieri - T Observed
Atlantic Coast Florida lantana Lantana depressa var. floridana - E Low
Large-flowered rosemary Conradina grandiflora - T Low
Lewton'’s polygala Polygala lewtonii E E Low
Many-flowered grass-pink Calopogon multiflorus T Low
Nodding pinweed Lechea cernua - T Low
Piedmont jointgrass Coelorachis tuberculosa - T Low

Pine pinweed Lechea divaricata - E Low

Sea rosemary Heliotropium gnaphalodes - E Low
Shell mound prickly-pear cactus | Opuntia stricta - T Observed
Short-leaved rosemary Conradina brevifolia E E Low
Sand butterfly pea Centrosema arenicola - E Low
Sand-dune spurge Euphorbia cumulicola E E Low
Terrestrial peperomia Peperomia humilis - E Low
Titusville balm Dicerandra thinicola - E Low
Tampa vervain Glandularia tampensis - E Low
Sources: USAF 2020; USFWS 2021a; FNAI 2021.

Notes: E: Endangered; T: Threatened; C: Candidate, BGEA: Bald and Golden Eagle Act, T(S/A): Threatened by
Similarity of Appearance; Observed: species that were observed and documented in previous studies and reports at
Patrick SFB

1Removed from Florida’s Endangered and Threatened Species List in 2008, but is still protected under the Bald and
Golden Eagle Act (BGEA) and FAC.
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Affected Environment

The species identified with a “Low” potential of occurrence are not described further, because
although potential foraging or nesting habitat may occur within the region (i.e. within Brevard
County), there is no/minimal suitable habitat present within project areas. Additionally, species
have not been documented during general wildlife or species-specific surveys within the
installation. Live trap studies for southeastern beach mouse were conducted at Patrick SFB in the
1990s and again in the early 2000s and no beach mice were captured (Oddy et al. 1999); therefore,
it is assumed there are no longer viable populations of this species within Patrick SFB due to habitat
fragmentation and isolation. The nearest documented occurrence of the Florida scrub-jay is
approximately 4.5 miles to the north of Patrick SFB with little to no habitat between the two
locations. None of the project areas within the Proposed Action contain scrub habitat. Three
federally listed species (giant manta ray, oceanic whitetip shark, and North Atlantic right whale)
may occur in Atlantic Ocean deep-water habitats adjacent to Patrick SFB; however, no suitable
habitat or documented occurrences occur within the proposed project areas. Full descriptions of
the species listed in Table 3-9 can be found in the SLD 45 INRMP (USAF 2020a) and Florida’s
Endangered and Threatened Species list (FWC 2021a, 2021b).

Species with a “Moderate” potential of occurrence based on available habitat and documented
occurrences within Patrick SFB are discussed below. Documented protected species observations
on Patrick SFB and adjacent critical habitats are depicted on Figure 3-7.

3.8.2.6.1 Federally Listed Species
Birds

Wood Stork

Wood storks, federally listed as threatened pursuant to the ESA and state listed as threatened
pursuant to the FETSA, are large, long-legged wading birds. USFWS has jurisdictional responsibility
for the management and continued existence of this species. Wood storks nest in hardwood
swamps, sloughs, mangroves, and cypress domes (USFWS 1997). They forage on small to medium-
sized fish, crayfish, amphibians, and reptiles in a variety of wetlands including both freshwater and
estuarine marshes where depths are typically less than 10-12 inches. Wood storks are very social in
nesting habitats, as they are often seen nesting in large colonies of 100-500 nests. Wood storks
need periodic flooding and drying of the environment for successful rookeries. Patrick SFB falls
within the 15-mile core foraging area of three wood stork colonies (USFWS 2019). The nearest
colony is located approximately 13 miles northwest of Patrick SFB. There is no nesting habitat
present within Patrick SFB; however, wood storks have been observed occasionally foraging in
shallow canals in the interior of Patrick SFB. Proposed project areas that contain upland-cut surface
waters (i.e., Projects C4, C7, and R4) may provide limited suitable foraging habitat for this species.

Fish

Atlantic Sturgeon

The Atlantic sturgeon, federally listed as endangered pursuant to the ESA and state listed as
endangered pursuant to the FETSA, inhabits both salt and fresh water habitats. NFMS has
jurisdictional responsibility for the management and continued existence of this species. Some
sturgeon migrate into brackish and saltwater during the fall and feed there throughout the winter
months and migrate into fresh water rivers during the spring and summer months, while others
remain at sea for years (Atlantic Sturgeon Status Review Team [ASSRT] 2007). This species of
sturgeon can be found from Canada to the St. Johns River in Florida. Patrick SFB does not contain
habitat for the Atlantic sturgeon, but the adjacent waters of the Banana River may provide suitable
habitat (USAF 2020a). Surface waters adjacent to Project R5 may support Atlantic sturgeon.
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Smalltooth Sawfish

The smalltooth sawfish is listed as endangered pursuant to the ESA and state listed as endangered
pursuant to the FETSA. NFMS has jurisdictional responsibility for the management and continued
existence of this species. Juveniles utilize unvegetated mud and sand bottoms along red mangrove
shorelines within estuaries, river mouths, and bays (NMFS 2009a). Adults are typically found in
open water habitats, but females have been encountered near coral reefs and inshore during the
spring. The historical range of the smalltooth sawfish included estuarine habitats of all coastal
waters of Florida, including the Banana River. Patrick SFB does not occur within designated critical
habitat for the smalltooth sawfish (NMFS 2009b) and no documented occurrences were found near
Patrick SFB. However, suitable habitat is present in surface waters adjacent to Project R5 (USAF
2020a).

Reptiles

American Alligator

The American alligator (alligator) is listed under the ESA based on its similarity of appearance to
the threatened American crocodile (Crocodylus acutus). USFWS has jurisdictional responsibility for
the management and continued existence of this species. Patrick SFB does not fall within the range
of the American crocodile. Alligators are highly mobile and can be found in most permanent bodies
of freshwater in Florida. They have been observed along the Banana River shorelines of Patrick SFB.
Proposed project areas that contain upland-cut surface waters (Projects C4, C7, and R4) may
provide suitable habitat for this species; however, no alligators were observed during field reviews.

Atlantic Salt Marsh Snake

The Atlantic salt marsh snake is listed as threatened pursuant to the ESA and state listed as
threatened pursuant to the FETSA. USFWS has jurisdictional responsibility for the management and
continued existence of this species. The Atlantic salt marsh snake is a pale olive, slender water
snake about two feet in total length, with a pattern of dark brown stripes that are variously broken
into blotches. This snake inhabits coastal salt marshes and mangrove swamps along shallow tidal
creeks and pools and is commonly associated with fiddler crab (Uca sp.) burrows. The Banana River
shoreline along Patrick SFB does provide limited habitat (USAF 2020a); however, there have been
no documented occurrences of this snake or fiddler crabs within or near Patrick SFB. Mangrove
habitat that could support Atlantic salt marsh snakes occurs adjacent to Project R5.

Eastern Indigo Snake

The eastern indigo snake (indigo snake) is listed as endangered pursuant to the ESA and state listed
as endangered pursuant to the FETSA. USFWS has jurisdictional responsibility for the management
and continued existence of this species. The indigo snake is a non-venomous, bluish-black colored
snake that inhabits pine flatwoods, hardwood forests, moist hammocks, and areas that surround
cypress swamps. They often take refuge in gopher tortoise burrows and are more likely to inhabit
areas that have a mixture of wetlands and tortoise-inhabited uplands. The indigo snake’s diet
consists of a variety of species, including small mammals, birds, toads, frogs, turtles and their eggs,
lizards, and small alligators. Patrick SFB does contain gopher tortoise burrows; however, suitable
habitat is limited, and no documented occurrences were found within or near Patrick SFB.

Gopher Tortoise

The gopher tortoise is state listed as threatened pursuant to the FETSA and is federally listed as a
candidate species pursuant to the ESA due to habitat loss, degradation, and a declining number of
individuals. FWC has jurisdictional responsibility for the management and continued existence of
this species. The gopher tortoise is a moderate-sized, terrestrial turtle, averaging 9-11 inches in
length when fully grown. Gopher tortoises are found in dry habitats such as longleaf pine sandhills,
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xeric oak habitats, dry pine flatwoods, and coastal dunes; however, they also commonly occur in
developed areas including urban green space, road rights-of-way, and vacant lots. Suitable gopher
tortoise habitat consists of well-drained sandy soils for digging burrows and nesting and abundant
herbaceous plants for foraging. Gopher tortoises are known to occur on Patrick SFB and suitable
habitat is available within the proposed project areas. No burrows or individuals were observed
during the field reviews. Critical habitat has not been designated for the gopher tortoise in Florida.

Sea Turtles

Sea turtles, including the loggerhead, green, leatherback, hawksbill, and Kemp’s Ridley, are listed
pursuant to the ESA and FETSA. Jurisdiction of these species is the responsibility of NFMS for
turtles in the water and USFWS for nesting. Beaches at Patrick SFB provides sea turtle nesting
habitat from March to November (official nesting season is May 1 to October 31). Sea turtle nesting
activity on Patrick SFB has been documented for over twenty years with a range in total nest
numbers annually from 600 to 2,000 of loggerhead, green, and leatherback sea turtles (USAF
2020a, Figure 3-7). Nesting patterns at Patrick SFB follow the same trends seen in Peninsular
Florida nesting data. The threatened loggerhead and green sea turtles are the most common species
found nesting on Patrick SFB beaches, but the endangered leatherback sea turtle has also been
known to intermittently nest on this beach. The endangered hawksbill and Kemp’s ridley sea turtles
are not known to nest on the beach along Patrick SFB but in rare occurrences may utilize the waters
of the Atlantic Ocean adjacent to Patrick SFB.

As a developed area on the beach of the Atlantic Ocean, Patrick SFB manages facility lights to reduce
the indirect impacts to nesting/hatching sea turtles. Artificial lighting is known to cause
disorientation (loss of bearings) for sea turtle hatchlings when it overwhelms the natural moonlight
reflecting off the ocean’s breaking waves. When sea turtles are disoriented, or energy is wastefully
expended due to disorientation caused by artificial lighting, they become easy prey, dehydrated, or
unable to make it back to the ocean, which reduces or prevents survival. SLD 45 currently has an
active Biological Opinion (BO) for sea turtle protection through light management (USFWS Log
#4191 0-2009-F-0087). Project R1 for 750 Ramp lighting replacement requires ESA Section 7
consultation with USFWS because of the number and angles necessary for the fixtures and height of
the poles required for illumination, despite the use of amber LED.

Mammals

West Indian Manatee

The West Indian manatee (manatee) is listed as threatened pursuant to the ESA and state listed as
threatened pursuant to the FETSA. USFWS has jurisdictional responsibility for the management and
continued existence of this species. The manatee is known to occur within marine, brackish, and
freshwater systems in coastal and riverine areas throughout their range. Manatees are herbivores
that feed opportunistically on a wide variety of marine, estuarine, and freshwater plants, including
submerged, floating, and emergent vegetation. USFWS has designated the Atlantic Ocean and
Banana River adjacent to Patrick SFB as critical manatee habitat due to the presence of warm water
refuges and seagrass beds for foraging. Additionally, FWC Manatee Protection Zones (Chapter 68C-
22.006, FAC), that restrict the speed and operation of vessels to protect manatees, are located
throughout the Banana River (Figure 3-7). Manatees have been observed adjacent to Patrick SFB in
the Banana River, Survival Canal, and Patrick SFB Marina. No seagrass or other food sources have
been documented within the Survival Canal or marina because they are dredged regularly.
Manatees are documented from the marina channel adjacent to Project R5.
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3.8.2.6.2 State-listed Species
Birds

Florida Burrowing Owl

The Florida burrowing owl (burrowing owl) is listed as threatened pursuant to the FETSA. FWC has
jurisdictional responsibility and has developed Species Conservation Measures and Permit Guidelines
(FWC 2019a) for this species. The burrowing owl is a pint-sized bird that lives in open, treeless
areas. The burrowing owl spends most of its time on the ground, where its sandy brown plumage
provides camouflage from potential predators. Due to degradation of native prairie habitat, owls
may inhabit golf courses, airports, pastures, agricultural fields, and vacant lots. An active burrow
with a pair of burrowing owls has been observed just south of the Patrick SFB indoor firing range.
Suitable habitat is available within the proposed project areas.

Florida Sandhill Crane

The Florida sandhill crane (sandhill crane) is listed as threatened pursuant to the FETSA. FWC has
jurisdictional responsibility and has developed Species Conservation Measures and Permit Guidelines
(FWC 2016a) for the sandhill crane. This species resides in Florida year-round and is one of
Florida’s largest birds, reaching heights up to four feet with a wingspan of six feet. They are mostly
gray with a red head and long neck, which can be seen stretched out in flight. Sandhill crane
foraging habitat consists of shallow herbaceous wetlands, freshwater marshes, and improved
pastures and croplands. Individuals may also forage within suburban neighborhoods, golf courses,
and roadside ditches. Their typical diet includes seeds, grains, berries, insects, and frogs. Sandhill
cranes are monogamous breeders and nesting locations will vary year to year. No sandhill crane
nests have been documented at Patrick SFB, and proposed project areas do not provide suitable
nesting habitat. However, sandhill cranes may forage within grassy areas proposed for
development.

Southeastern American Kestrel

The southeastern American kestrel (kestrel) is state listed as threatened pursuant to the FETSA,
and FWC has jurisdictional responsibility for this species. Species Conservation Measures and
Permitting Guidelines (FWC 2020) have been developed for the continued protection of this species.
Kestrels utilize open habitats for foraging and nests in tree cavities. Habitats such as pine scrub, dry
prairies, mixed pine and hardwood forests, and pine flatwoods are preferable for kestrels. This
species has been observed on Patrick SFB; however, limited suitable habitat is available. No
individuals or nests were observed during the field reviews.

Shorebirds: American Oystercatcher, Black Skimmer, and Least Tern

The American oystercatcher, black skimmer, and least tern are all state listed as threatened
pursuant to the FETSA, and FWC has jurisdictional responsibility for these species. American
oystercatcher, black skimmer, and least tern inhabit beaches, sandbars, spoil islands, shell rakes,
salt marsh, and oyster reefs. These shorebirds are found along the Atlantic Coast of the U.S. Black
skimmers and least terns have been observed nesting on flat roofs within Patrick SFB (USAF 2020a,
Figure 3-7).

Wading birds: Little Blue Heron, Reddish Egret, Tricolored Heron, and Roseate Spoonbill
The little blue heron, reddish egret, tricolored heron and roseate spoonbill are all state listed as
threatened pursuant to FETSA. FWC has jurisdictional responsibility and has developed Species
Conservation Measures and Permit Guidelines (FWC 2019c) for these species. These wading birds
occur statewide where they forage in a variety of coastal and inland wetlands including swamps,
marshes, and the edges of water bodies. Nesting occurs in a variety of forested or shrub wetlands.

Page 3-33 June 2022



O 001N N h W N~

—
(e}

—
—

e e T e T s S e S Y
O 1 ON DN B~ W

NN NN NN —
NN WN = OO

W W W NN
NN — O O 0

DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Affected Environment

Proposed project areas that contain upland-cut surface waters (i.e., Projects C4, C7, and R4) may
provide limited suitable foraging habitat for these species.

Plants

No federally listed plants are documented from Patrick SFB; however, three state-listed plants have
been observed on Patrick SFB: shell mound prickly-pear cactus, beach star, and inkberry. Shell
mound prickly-pear cactus is large cactus that grows in coastal dunes, coastal grasslands, coastal
hammocks and on shell mounds. Beach star and inkberry are small plants that grow in coastal dune
habitats. These species were not observed during field reviews. The State of Florida affords no
protection to plants except from commercial exploitation.

3.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.9.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

Cultural resources consist of prehistoric and historic districts, sites, structures, artifacts, and any
other physical evidence of human activity considered important to a culture or community for
scientific, traditional, religious, or other reasons. They include archaeological resources (both
prehistoric and historic), historic architectural resources, American Indian sacred sites, traditional
cultural properties (TCPs), and historic properties (as defined in 36 CFR 32 CFR 60.4). Historic
properties are significant archaeological, architectural, or traditional resources that are either
eligible for listing or listed on the NRHP.

As defined under 36 CFR 800.16(d), “the Area of Potential Effects is the geographic area or areas
within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause changes in the character or use of
historic properties, if such properties exist. The area of potential effects (APE) is influenced by the
scale and nature of the undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the
undertaking.” The APE for cultural resources is the footprint of each proposed project and a 50-foot
buffer zone surrounding each proposed activity. Given the auditory and visual environment of an
active base, this buffer should capture all locations from which individual project construction or
demolition activity may be visible or audible. Specific cultural resource laws and requirements
related to Proposed Action are summarized in Table 3-10.

The Seminole Tribe of Florida and the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida have stated, during
review of the SLD 45 ICRMP (USAF 2015a), that they do not wish to review or participate in any
action unless it involves a prehistoric archaeological site or there is a Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA, 25 USC 3001 et seq) issue. Patrick SFB has no recorded
archaeological sites and no potential for NAGPRA issues.
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Table 3-10. Summary of Cultural Resource Re

Law or Rule

National Historic
Preservation Act
(Section 106; 36 CFR
Part 800)

DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Permit/Action(s)

Section 106 compliance process
consists of four primary stages:
initiation of the Section 106 process
with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP), SHPO,
Tribal Historic Preservation Offices
(THPO), and other appropriate
consulting parties; identification of
historic properties potentially
affected by the Proposed Action;
assessment of adverse effects, which
determines whether the Proposed
Action will affect historic properties
and if effects to those resources
might be adverse; and resolution of
adverse effects between the affected
and consulting parties, which
includes developing and evaluating
alternatives that could avoid,
minimize, or mitigate impacts on
historic resources.

ulation Requirements

Requirement

Consider the effects of the
Proposed Action on historic
properties listed or eligible for
listing on the NRHP.

Agency or
Organization

ACHP/SHPO/
THPO

AFMAN 32-7003,
Environmental
Conservation

Manage cultural resources on the
installation.

Protect cultural resources on
USAF managed lands.

DoD

Archeological and
Historic Preservation
Act (AHPA, 16 USC
469) of 1974

Consultation with SHPO, any
potentially impacted Native
American groups, and the
responsible Department of Interior
Bureaus and offices.

Preserve historical and
archeological data (including
relics and specimens) which
might otherwise be irreparably
lost or destroyed as the result of
an alteration of the terrain
caused as a result of any federal
construction project or federally
licensed activity or program.

National Park
Service/SHPO/
THPO

American Indian
Religious Freedom Act
(AIRFA, 42 USC 1996)
of 1978

Consultation with SHPO and any
potentially impacted Native
American groups.

Protect the rights of Native
Americans to exercise their
traditional religions by ensuring
access to sites, use and
possession of sacred objects, and
the freedom to worship through
ceremonials and traditional rites.
Any effects that may occur, as a
result of providing access to such
sites may trigger Section 106
review under the NHPA.

SHPO/THPO
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Law or Rule

Native American
Graves Protection and

DRAFT Environmental Assessment for
Installation Development at Patrick SFB, Florida

Permit/Action(s)

Permits for the excavation and/or
removal of “cultural items”
protected by the Act require Tribal

Requirement

Provide a process for museums
and federal agencies to return
certain Native American cultural
items - human remains, funerary

Agency or
_ Organization

Repatriation Act . . . objects, sacred objects, or objects | SHPO/THPO
consultation, as do discoveries of . .
(NAGPRA, 25 USC “ . ” . of cultural patrimony - to lineal
cultural items” made during
3001 et seq) o . descendants, and culturally
activities on federal or tribal lands. i : :
affiliated Indian tribes and
Native Hawaiian organizations.
Ensure policy compliance,
AF190-2002, Follow AFI procedure for assigns responsibilities,
Interactions with interactions with tribes who have a and outlines procedures to guide DoD
Federally Recognized documented interest in Department | Department of the Air Force
Tribes of the Air Force lands and activities. | interactions with federally

recognized tribes.

3.9.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

Patrick SFB was established in 1940 as the BRNAS, and World War II-era and Cold War buildings
are found on the installation. Patrick SFB contains five historic districts based on uniform themes
(USAF 2015a):

e BRNAS Historic District: This district was the training center for seaplane pilots and was
the primary purpose for the development of BRNAS.

o High Explosive Storage Facility Historic District: This district was the ammunition storage
area for high explosives and bombs at BRNAS. It continues to serve as a storage facility for
explosives.

o Patrick AFB Missile Instrumentation Station Historic District: This district was used to
track early missile launches from both Cape Canaveral AFS and Patrick AFB, now SFS and
SFB respectively, and still serves in that capacity. It is NRHP eligible due to its association
with the Cold War.

e Bomarc-Semi-Automatic Ground Environment (SAGE) Tracking Facility Historic
District: The Bomarc-SAGE program was an early Cold War defense tracking system
developed by USAF. The warning and tracking system was tested at Patrick AFB, now SFB,
and was linked to Bomarc missile testing at Cape Canaveral AFS, now SFS.

e Patrick AFB Facilities Landplane Historic District: This district is associated with both
World War II and the Cold War. The facilities are linked primarily to the Cold War use of the
airfield and includes the Lighter-than-Air Facility Archaeological Site (8BR2477).

o Patrick AFB Administrative Historic District: This district is associated with activities on
Patrick AFB, now SFB, during both World War II and the Cold War. Buildings within this
district were defined by their importance to both historic periods.

All structures 45 years old or older are potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. In 2009, the SLD
45 Cultural Resource Manager entered into consultation with SHPO to update the previous
inventory to obtain a current opinion of historic buildings at Patrick SFB. The updated report and
proposed status of all buildings at Patrick SFB 45 years and older was accepted by SHPO in
November 2011 (FDHR Project File No. 2011-3861) (USAF 2015a). Figure 3-8 depicts the historic
districts and the NRHP-eligible historic buildings located on Patrick SFB. Projects C4, C5, R1, R2,
and R4 would occur within historic districts. NRHP-eligible buildings 989 and 423 occur within
Project C1.
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3.10 LAND USE

3.10.1 Definition of the Resource

The term land use refers to either natural conditions or the types of human activity occurring on a
parcel. In many cases, land use descriptions are codified in local zoning laws. For the USSF, the term
“land use” refers to real property classifications that indicate either natural conditions or the types
of human activity occurring on a parcel. USSF land use planning commonly uses the 12 general land
use classifications listed in Table 3-11.

Table 3-11. Existing Land Use at Patrick SFB

Land Use Type Typical Facilities
Administrative Headquarters, security operations, office
Alr.ﬁeld Operations & Hangars, aircraft maintenance, squadron operations, tower, fire station
Maintenance
Airfield Runways, taxiways, aprons, overruns, and safety zones
Community - Commercial Club, dining facility
Community - Service Commissary, exchange, gym, theater
Housing - Accompanied Family housing
Housing - Unaccompanied ?er.v.icle-member housing, visitor housing - visitor quarters, temporary lodging

acilities
Industrial Base engineering, maintenance shops, warehouses
Industrial - Fuels and s
o Fuel and munitions storage areas

Munitions
Medical/Dental Clinic, pharmacy
Outdoor Recreation Outdoor courts, athletic fields, golf course, marina, camping, picnic
Open Space Conservation area, buffer space

As a part of the Comprehensive Planning Process, installations are divided into identifiable
Planning Districts based on geographical features, land use patterns, building types, and/or
transportation networks. The ROI for land use includes Patrick SFB north of SR 404 and adjacent
sections of the Atlantic Ocean and Banana River, with a focus on the locations of the 19 projects
evaluated within this EA.

3.10.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

The airfield dominates the land use at Patrick SFB. Administrative facilities, including SLD 45
command facilities, account for 75.9 acres and are concentrated in the cantonment area (i.e., main
installation) (USAF 2017b). Smaller commercial, community services, unaccompanied housing, and
industrial facilities are also concentrated in this area just north of the airfield. Another large
administrative parcel is located on the southeastern quadrant of the installation. The Community
Center, including the Commissary, Exchange, and Medical Clinic, is located on the southern edge of
Patrick SFB. Outdoor recreation areas include the golf course and marina in the southwest,
FAMCAMP and picnic areas along the Banana River, and four designated recreation areas on the
Atlantic Ocean. Family housing is divided into three distinct neighborhoods: North, Central, and
South Housing.

The proposed projects analyzed in this EA are located within all of the land use categories listed in
Table 3-11 except Medical and Community Service. The current installation land use and the
proposed project locations are depicted on Figure 3-9.
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3.11 SOCIOECONOMICS
3.11.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

Socioeconomic resources are defined as the basic attributes associated with the human
environment and generally include factors associated with population, housing, education, and
economic activity. Economic activity is typically described in terms of employment, personal
income, and regional industries. Changes to these fundamental components can influence other
community resources, such as housing availability, utility capabilities, and public services. The
socioeconomic conditions of the ROI could be affected by changes in the rate of population growth,
changes in the demographic characteristics of the RO, or changes in employment within the ROI
caused by the implementation of the Proposed Action.

Socioeconomic analyses involve economic and social elements such as population levels, workforce,
and consumer activities. Factors that characterize the socioeconomic environment represent a
composite of several interrelated and nonrelated attributes. Indicators of economic conditions for a
geographic area can include demographics, median household income, employment, and housing
data. Data on employment identify employment by industry or trade and unemployment trends.
Data on personal income in a region are used to compare the before and after effects of any jobs
created or lost as a result of the Proposed Action. Data on industrial, commercial, and other sectors
of the economy provide baseline information about the economic health of a region. Changes in
demographic and economic conditions are typically accompanied by changes in other community
components, such as housing availability, education, and the provision of installation and public
services, which are also discussed in this section.

3.11.2 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

The ROI for socioeconomics is defined as the geographical area in which the principal direct and
secondary socioeconomic effects of actions associated with the Proposed Action would likely occur
and where most consequences for local jurisdictions would be expected. Patrick SFB is located
south of the City of Cocoa Beach and north of South Patrick Shores and the City of Satellite Beach in
Brevard County, Florida. The ROI for the analysis of socioeconomic impacts for the Proposed Action
is the census tracts including and surrounding Patrick SFB, which are Census Tracts 669, 671,
681.01, and 694. This ROI illustrates socioeconomic characteristics for the area nearest to Patrick
SFB and the geographic area where most impacts from the Proposed Action would be expected to
occur. Census Tract 671 consists of just Patrick SFB, so it directly reflects the demographic data for
the base. Additionally, data for Brevard County, Florida and the U.S. are provided for further
information and areas of comparison. Information pertaining to the existing social and economic
characteristics of the ROI was gathered from data published by the U.S. Census Bureau. Specifically,
the most recent published data used were the American Community Survey (ACS) Five-Year
Estimates (2019).

3.11.2.1 Population

Table 3-12 presents the census tracts, ROI, county, state, and U.S. population trends. Based on data
from the U.S. Census Bureau, the estimated population of the ROl in 2019 was 17,704, which
represents a 12.9% increase since 2010. The population of Brevard County increased by 7.2% since
2010. Census Tracts 669 and 671 experienced a more than double increase in population from
2010 to 2019 compared to Brevard County. Census Tract 694 saw a smaller increase of about 7.0%
in comparison to Brevard County and Florida.
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Table 3-12. Population Trends

Total Population

Geographic Area 2010 Census Change (+/- % Change

grap (2019 Est.) ge (+/-) % o

Census Tract 669 6,084 7,361 1,277 17.3%

Census Tract 671 1,222 1,533 311 20.3%

Census Tract 681.01 2,000 2,235 235 10.5%

Census Tract 694 6,113 6,575 462 7.0%

ROI* 15,419 17,704 2,285 12.9%

Brevard County 543,376 585,507 42,131 7.2%

Florida 18,801,310 20,901,636 2,100,326 10.0%

U.S. 308,745,538 324,697,795 15,952,257 4.9%

Source: US Census Bureau. (2010). Decennial Census. Retrieved from https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-

census/data/tables.2010.html. US Census Bureau (2019). ACS 5-Year Estimates. Retrieved from https://data.census.gov/cedsci/

*Data for the ROI was found by combining and averaging the census tract data.

3.11.2.2 Race and Ethnicity

Based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau, Patrick SFB is more diverse than the surrounding
census tracts, ROI, and Brevard County. Most of the population in the ROI, census tracts, county, and
state identify as White. The 2019 race and ethnicity characteristics for the census tracts, RO],
county, state, and U.S. are summarized in Table 3-13.

Minority populations include American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American,
Hispanic or Latino, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. The minority population of the
census tracts range from 6.0% to 39.3%; Census Tract 671 has the highest minority population
(39.3%), with 18.1% of the population identifying as Hispanic or Latino. The minority population is
17.0% in the ROI, 25.6% in Brevard County, 46.1% in Florida, and 39.3% in the U.S.

Table 3-13. Population by Race and Ethnici

Native

American Black or Hispanic Hawaiian Other Txo

Geographic Area Indian and Asian African or and Other

. . . . p Race More

Alaska Native American Latino Pacific
Races
Islander

Census Tract 669 0.0% 0.2% 2.0% 3.5% 0.0% 91.6% | 0.0% 2.7%
Census Tract 671 0.8% 5.9% 10.9% 18.1% 0.0% 60.7% | 0.8% 2.8%
Census Tract 681.01 | 1.0% 3.9% 0.0% 9.4% 0.0% 85.6% | 0.0% 0.0%
Census Tract 694 0.0% 1.5% 0.7% 3.3% 0.0% 94.0% | 0.0% 0.6%
ROI* 0.5% 2.9% 3.4% 8.6% 0.0% 83.0% | 0.2% 1.5%
Brevard County 0.3% 2.3% 9.3% 10.3% 0.1% 744% | 0.3% 3.0%
Florida 0.2% 2.7% 15.3% 25.6% 0.0% 53.9% | 0.4% 1.9%
U.S. 0.7% 5.5% 12.3% 18.0% 0.2% 60.7% | 0.2% 2.4%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2019). ACS 5-Year Estimates. Retrieved from https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
*Data for the ROI was found by combining and averaging the census tract data.

3.11.2.3 Age and Gender

Age and gender data shown in Table 3-14 indicate that the median age for Census Tract 671 (27.5
years) is below the median age for the surrounding census tracts (48.4-51.6 years), ROI (44.4
years), Brevard County (47.3 years), Florida (42.0 years), and the U.S. (38.1 years). Census Tracts
669 and 694 have higher 65+ populations than Brevard County (23.4%), Florida (20.1%), and the
U.S. (15.6%).

Elderly individuals are more likely to face specific challenges such as health care, social isolation,
limited mobility, and fixed incomes. Due to their limitations, the elderly population is considered
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more vulnerable. The ROI has a population of 19.7% over the age of 65. This is slightly below the
population of 65 years and older for the county (23.4%) and the state (20.1%).

Table 3-14. Age and Gender

: Under18  18-64 Median SEE

Geographic Area Years Years 65+ Years Age
Female

Census Tract 669 14.8% 60.0% 252% 48.4 51.9% 48.1%
Census Tract 671 28.4% 62.5% 9.1% 27.5 58.2% 41.8%
Census Tract 681.01 | 7.4% 72.1% 20.5% 50.0 54.3% 45.7%
Census Tract 694 19.8% 56.1% 24.1% 51.6 53.4% 46.6%
ROI* 17.6% 62.7% 19.7% 44.4 54.5% 45.5%
Brevard County 18.4% 58.2% 23.4% 47.3 48.9% 51.1%
Florida 20.0% 59.9% 20.1% 42.0 48.9% 51.1%
U.S. 22.6% 61.8% 15.6% 38.1 49.2% 50.8%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2019). ACS 5-Year Estimates. Retrieved from https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
*Data for the ROI was found by combining and averaging the census tract data.

3.11.2.4 Economic Activity (Employment and Earnings)

Table 3-15 presents economic activity in the census tracts, ROI, county, state, and U.S. The total
number of employed people in the civilian labor force in the ROl in 2019 was 8,691. The industry
employing the highest percentage of the civilian labor force in the ROI, Census Tracts 671 and 694,
Brevard County, and Florida was the education services/health care and social assistance industry.
The per capita income in the ROI in 2019 was $42,404. The unemployment rate was 12.0% at
Patrick SFB and 7.0% for the ROI, which are higher than that of the surrounding census tracts (5.0-
5.8%), county (5.2%), and state (5.6%).

According to the Economic Impact Analysis for the Patrick Space Force Base and Cape Canaveral
Space Force Station, the combined total economic impact for both Patrick SFB and Cape Canaveral
Space Force Station during Fiscal Year 2020 was approximately $596 million.

Table 3-15. Economic Activi

. Employed (civilian Unemployment Per Capita
Geographic Area In Labor force labor force) Rate Income (dollars)

Census Tract 669 3,560 3,336 5.0% $46,180
Census Tract 671 698 390 12.0% $25,455
Census Tract 681.01 1,353 1,237 5.8% $47,547
Census Tract 694 3,080 2,866 5.3% $50,434
ROI* 8,691 7,829 7.0% $42,404
Brevard County 267,746 252,483 5.2% $32,176
Florida 10,116,026 9,495,353 5.6% 31,619

U.S. 164,629,492 154,842,185 5.3% 34,103

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2019). ACS 5-Year Estimates. Retrieved from https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
*Data for the ROI was found by combining and averaging the census tract data.
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3.11.2.5 Housing

Three housing options are available for Patrick SFB personnel, including privatized military family
housing, unaccompanied housing, and community housing. According to the U.S. Census Bureau,
there were 8,489 total households in the ROI in 2019. Owner-occupied housing accounted for
74.3% of the available housing in Brevard County. Only about half of the housing units in Census
Tract 681.01 were owner-occupied, while Census Tract 671 reported no owner-occupied housing.
Income and household characteristics for the census tracts, ROI, county, state, and U.S. are
presented in Table 3-16.

The median household income for Census Tract 669 ($85,355) and 694 ($93,729) are higher than
the median household income of the county ($56,775) and state ($55,660). The median house value
for all census tracts and the ROI is well above the county ($196,400) and state ($215,300).

Table 3-16. Income and Household Characteristics

e Median House iy
Geographic Area Household Value Occupied Total Households
Income Housing
Census Tract 669 $85,355 $301,700 81.4% 3,430
Census Tract 671 $56,591 - 0.0% 497
Census Tract 681.01 $50,688 $330,400 50.7% 1,763
Census Tract 694 $93,729 $383,900 92.7% 2,799
ROI* $71,591 $338,667 56.2% 8,489
Brevard County $56,775 $196,400 74.3% 278,173
Florida $55,660 $215,300 65.4% 9,448,159
U.S. $62,843 $217,500 64.0% 137,428,986
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2019). ACS 5-Year Estimates. Retrieved from https: //data.census.gov/cedsci/
*Data for the ROI was found by combining and averaging the census tract data.
Note: Census Tract 671 presents the demographic data for Patrick SFB; Median House Value not available.

3.11.2.6 Education

Patrick SFB is located in the Brevard County School District. There are five schools within close
proximity to Patrick SFB. Roosevelt, Sea Park, and Holland Elementary Schools are kindergarten
through 6th grade schools located in Cocoa Beach and Satellite Beach. DeLaura Middle School (7th-
8th grade) and Satellite Beach High School (9th-12th grade) are located in Satellite Beach. School
Liaison Officers are available at Patrick SFB that work closely with school district staff to network,
educate, and work in partnership with local schools and establish support programs.

3.11.2.7 Installation and Public Services

Law enforcement services (police) at Patrick SFB are provided by the 45th Security Forces
Squadron and fire protection and emergency services through the Patrick SFB Fire and Emergency
Services. The 45th Medical Group operates as an outpatient medical facility with family practice,
pediatrics, dental, flight medicine, and women's health clinics. Services provided at the clinics
include radiology and a clinical laboratory. The group also offers a clinical pharmacy, nutritional
medicine programs, and base support services such as public health, bioenvironmental engineering,
and aerospace physiology.

Public services in the ROI consist of law enforcement, fire protection, emergency medical services,
and medical services. The Brevard County Sheriff’s Office provides law enforcement services for the
County and has civil and patrol divisions. Other law enforcement agencies in the area include the
Satellite Beach Police Department and the Cocoa Beach Police Department; both municipalities also
have Fire Departments within five miles of Patrick SFB. A Brevard County Fire and Rescue Station is
located just south of Patrick SFB. Brevard County Emergency Medical Services system is the sole
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911 ambulance provider in Brevard County. The nearest major hospital to Patrick SFB is the Cape
Canaveral Hospital which offers emergency room services and inpatient care.

3.12 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

3.12.1 Definition of the Resource/Regulatory Setting

USEPA defines Environmental Justice (EJ) as "the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all
people regardless of race, ethnicity, income, national origin, or education level, for development,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies." EO 12898
requires federal agencies to consider disproportionately high adverse effects on the human or
environmental health to minority and low-income populations resulting from implementation of
federal actions. The Air Force Guide for Environmental Justice Analysis under the EIAP (USAF
2020c) also provides guidance on how to fulfill the requirement for environmental justice analysis.

Environmental Justice populations are communities of minority and/or low-income populations.
Minority populations include Black or African American, Hispanic, Asian American, American
Indian/Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. Low-income populations can be any
race or ethnicity.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination based on race, color, or national
origin in programs receiving federal assistance. EO 12898 requires each federal agency, to the
greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, and consistent with the principles set forth in the
report on the National Performance Review, to achieve environmental justice as part of its mission
by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health
or environmental effects, including int