
MITIGATED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)  
AND 

FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE (FONPA) 
EASTERN RANGE PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT  

CAPE CANAVERAL SPACE FORCE STATION, 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 proposed infrastructure improvements at Cape Canaveral 
Space Force Station (CCSFS), Florida. The EA, incorporated by reference into this finding, also 
provides environmental protection measures to avoid or reduce potential adverse environmental 
impacts.  

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION  
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to enable USSF to meet Department of Defense (DoD) and 
tenant mission requirements by improving, modernizing, and expanding the infrastructure at 
CCSFS as described in the CCSFS District Development Plan (USSF 2022). Proposed improvements 
were identified during a two-year planning process that incorporated stakeholder input and an 
assessment of the current infrastructure condition and mission capability gaps.  

The Proposed Action is needed because the current infrastructure at CCSFS, much of which dates 
back to the 1950s, lacks both the capability and capacity to support current USSF and tenant 
mission requirements. Legacy infrastructure systems are showing signs of stress (e.g., accelerating 
failures, outages, and anomalies) at the current Range usage levels, causing delays for launch 
operations and other missions at CCSFS. Therefore, infrastructure improvements are necessary to 
successfully implement the Eastern Range mission in a safe and efficient manner.  Outdated legacy 
facilities have been re-purposed for current needs, but they do not provide the state-of-the-art 
capabilities that are required to achieve mission success. In addition, the current geographical 
layout of operations at CCSFS and the existing transportation network create inefficiencies, 
including mandatory evacuations and excess travel for personnel, which expose base operations to 
disruption, delays, and increased costs. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION/ALTERNATIVES  
Infrastructure improvements within the Proposed Action would be implemented throughout CCSFS 
and align with the following planning goals identified in the CCSFS District Development Plan: 

• Provide reliable infrastructure capable of supporting mission requirements – 
Infrastructure improvements would enhance the existing infrastructure (e.g., potable water, 
wastewater, power, and communications).  Outdated facilities would be modernized to 
meet mission requirements. 

• Reduce impacts to personnel and equipment from launch operations – Infrastructure 
improvements would relocate personnel and critical equipment out of launch exclusionary 
safety zones.  
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• Eliminate critical periods at CCSFS – Infrastructure improvements would provide 
additional redundancy and reduce/eliminate the need for critical periods.  Currently, 
critical periods are established before and during critical mission operations.  During these 
periods, the Range is “locked” and many activities, including maintenance, are restricted to 
ensure no critical infrastructure is damaged.  

• Improve base logistics capacity – Infrastructure improvements would support more 
efficient operations at CCSFS with a focus on consolidating similar functions and 
modernizing the transportation network.  

• Expand developable areas in support of mission requirements – Infrastructure 
improvements would maximize developable areas while considering environmental and 
operational constraints. 

The Proposed Action would include site preparation activities (e.g., vegetation clearing, grubbing, 
and grading), facility construction and demolition, and transportation and utility improvements. . A 
summary of proposed improvements with estimated acreages by planning goal is presented in 
Table 1. 

Table 1. Estimated Required Area for Proposed Improvements by Planning Goal  

Planning Goal/Improvement 
Site 

Preparation 
(acres) 

New 
Impervious 

(acres) 

Facility 
Construction 

(acres) 

Facility 
Demolition 

(acres) 
Provide reliable infrastructure 153.8 8.8 2.2 1.2 

New ICBM/Phillips Parkway utility corridor 100 0 0 0 
Potable water improvements 0.5 0 0 0 
Wastewater improvements 5 0.02 0 0 
Power improvements 0.3 0.3 0 0 
Munitions storage consolidation/expansion 48 8.5 2.2 1.2 

Reduce impacts to personnel 119 63.0 15.3 9.4 
New administrative/warehouse facilities 119 63.0 15.3 9.4 

Eliminate critical periods 84 0 0 0 
Concrete duct bank for critical 
communication lines 84 0 0 0 

Improve logistics 128 38.5 1.2 1.1 
Oversized-load haul routes 115 32.0 0 0 
New gas station/restaurant 5 4.0 0.1 0.1 
Support shops consolidation 0 0 1 1 
South gate redesign 8 2.5 0.1 0 

Expand developable areas 256 105.0 27.9 0.8 
New launch support facilities 219 90.0 22.3 0.5 
New engineering test facility 37 15.0 5.6 0 
Stand-alone facility demolition 0 0 0 0.3 

Grand Total 740.8 215.3 46.6 12.5 

Based on conceptual planning, it is anticipated that the Proposed Action would result in 
approximately 740 acres of ground disturbance throughout the installation and would impact up to 
20 acres of wetlands, one acre of surface waters, and 240 acres of the 100-year floodplain. 
Improvements within the Proposed Action would be reevaluated during project design to verify 
final environmental impacts do not exceed those proposed. Impacts not included in this assessment 
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would require supplemental NEPA documentation (e.g., supplemental EA or EIS), which would 
include additional public review and comment periods.  

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration (EA Section 2.3) 
This EA has considered all reasonable alternatives under the CEQ regulation, 40 CFR 1502.14(a), 
which states that all reasonable alternatives that have been eliminated must be briefly discussed. 
The scope and location of the improvements within the Proposed Action were reviewed by 45th 
Civil Engineer Squadron (45 CES) personnel, local government agencies, and supporting installation 
and USSF staff specialists.  

Alternatives dismissed from further consideration did not meet the purpose and need for the 
Proposed Action or established selection criteria. For example, the conceptual siting locations in the 
Proposed Action went through an extensive vetting process to minimize environmental conflicts. It 
is anticipated that other facility siting locations, though viable, would have equivalent 
environmental impacts as those included in the Proposed Action. Alternatives were also examined 
to reutilize existing facilities within or outside of CCSFS; however, existing available facilities on 
CCSFS would not meet personnel and equipment requirements. Additionally, reusing existing 
facilities in the industrial area would not relocate personnel out of launch exclusionary safety 
zones. Reducing new development on CCSFS by relocating facilities to the Kennedy Space Center 
does not meet the purpose and need for the action. 

Description of the No-Action Alternative (EA Section 2.2) 
CEQ regulations (44 CFR 1502.14) require agencies to consider a “no action” alternative in their 
NEPA analyses to compare the effects of not taking action with the effects of the action 
alternative(s). Under the No-Action Alternative, the environmental, social, and economic conditions 
described as the affected environment in the EA would not be affected by activities described under 
the Proposed Action. Any existing activities or operations would occur in accordance with existing 
laws and permits. Existing uses would continue at current levels. Individual actions within the 
Proposed Action may proceed but would have to be evaluated on their own merit under the EIAP 
guidelines to determine the scope of environmental impacts and the appropriate level of NEPA 
analysis.  

Under the No-Action Alternative for this EA, the status quo at CCSFS would be maintained and the 
proposed infrastructure improvements (Proposed Action) would not be implemented. The 
infrastructure at CCSFS would be maintained but would not be improved. The capacity and 
condition of existing facilities would be insufficient to meet SLD 45 and tenant mission 
requirements. New facilities would not be constructed and USSF would continue to use existing 
facilities for mission support functions (e.g., research, testing, and payload processing), limiting 
DoD’s technological advantage and impacting mission deployment.  

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS  
Environmental analyses focused on the following areas: air quality and climate; water resources; 
noise; soils and geological resources; historical and cultural resources; biological resources; land 
use and visual/coastal zone resources; infrastructure (transportation and utilities); health and 
safety; hazardous materials and wastes; socioeconomics; environmental justice; and airspace. USSF 
has concluded that no significant impacts would result to these resources as summarized below. 
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Air Quality and Climate (EA Section 3.2.1) 
No significant impacts have been identified. Long-term, minor, direct, 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). All 
attainment criteria pollutants are expected to be below the significance indicators during 
construction; however, site preparation to allow for demolition, new construction, facility 
renovation, and infrastructure improvements would have the potential to generate fugitive dust 
and increase the particulate matter in the air. Once the construction phase of the Proposed Action is 
complete, steady state emissions would be well below de minimis threshold values. Brevard County 
and CCSFS are in attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and 
therefore the General Conformity Rule does not apply. Best Management Practices (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. 

Water Resources (EA Section 3.2.2) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action would result in short- and long-
term, minor to moderate, direct and indirect, adverse impacts on water resources. Proposed 
demolition, new construction, facility renovation, and infrastructure improvements would impact 
up to 20 acres of wetlands and one acre of surface waters. Wetland and surface water impacts were 
estimated using desktop GIS and field reviews. Wetland limits will be field verified during final 
project design. However, those impacts would not result in a permanent loss of function, threaten 
hydrologic characteristics, endanger public health, or violate laws. During the design and 
permitting phase of the Proposed Action, jurisdictional wetlands and surface waters would be 
delineated in accordance with the United States Army Corps of Engineers (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 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 obtained prior to construction. Environmental permits 
would include a detailed description of any required mitigation, such as the purchase of wetland 
mitigation credits or on-site wetland restoration per the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method 
(UMAM)/functional assessment. 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., Erosion and Sediment Control Plan [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 240 acres of the 100-year floodplain. The Proposed Action 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 and EO 13690 for construction in a floodplain to 
the extent practicable, including site grading so that structures are elevated above the base flood 
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elevation. Remaining floodplain impacts would be compensated to ensure no net loss of floodplains. 
Additional BMPs to minimize impacts to water resources are listed in the EA. 

Noise (EA Section 3.2.3) 
No significant impacts have been identified. Construction activities related to the Proposed Action 
would result in short-term, minor, direct, adverse impacts to the noise environment; however, no 
change to the noise contours currently experienced within the region of CCSFS are anticipated.  

Soils and Geological Resources (EA Section 3.2.4) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action may result in short-term, minor, 
direct, adverse impacts on earth resources during construction through increased soil disturbance 
and erosion. None of the soils affected are considered as prime or unique farmland soils and all are 
locally or regionally common. All proposed improvements would be required to comply with 
USACE, Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and St. Johns River Water 
Management District (SJRWMD) permitting requirements. Under these permits, CCSFS would be 
required to implement BMPs as part of the ESPC Plan. Implementation of the BMPs listed in the EA 
would minimize the potential for incremental impacts associated with soil disturbance and erosion.  

Historical and Cultural Resources (EA Section 3.2.5) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The conceptual siting of facilities and improvements 
avoided documented cultural resources to the greatest extent practicable. Any potential adverse 
effects from the undertakings proposed in this EA have been mitigated by means of the previous 
SLD 45 actions listed in Section 3.2.5.3.2.1 of the EA. In coordination with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), SLD 45 will resolve any potential adverse effects identified during 
project design in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and the SLD 45 
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP). Required actions would be integrated 
into the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP). 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. 

Biological Resources (EA Section 3.2.6) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action would result in short-term, 
moderate, direct and indirect, adverse impacts to biological resources during construction and 
long-term, minor, indirect, adverse impacts due to habitat loss and alteration. With the 
implementation of approved mitigation and BMPs, the Proposed Action would not jeopardize the 
continued existence of a species or adversely modify critical habitat. No impacts to essential fish 
habitat (EFH), critical habitat, and aquatic wildlife are anticipated. Several state and federally listed 
wildlife species that inhabit, utilize and/or frequent CCSFS may be affected by the Proposed Action.  

Consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act resulted in concurrence with following effect determinations (with number 
of federally listed species affected): may affect and is likely to adversely affect (3 species), may 
affect but is not likely to adversely affect (12 species), and no effect (12 species). Further detail 
on these effects determinations are discussed in Section 3.2.6.3.2.3 of the attached EA.  

With the implementation of approved mitigation and conservation measures described in the 
Biological Opinion (EA, Appendix A), USFWS determined that the Proposed Action would not 
adversely affect federally listed species. Impact estimates include a 20% contingency to provide 
assurance that proposed mitigation would compensate for final project impacts. It is understood 
that further consultation may be required should additional impacts be identified during project 
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design. The Proposed Action would also 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.  

Compatible Land Use, Visual Resources, and Coastal Zone Management (EA Section 3.2.7) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action is consistent with current and 
future land uses as determined by USSF and would result in no or negligible adverse impacts on 
land use and visual/coastal resources. The future land use plan for CCSFS considers land use 
compatibility, facility consolidation, mission sustainability, quality of life, safety, and security. Areas 
selected for rezoning minimize conflicts with a variety of environmental constraints, including 
operational restrictions, natural and cultural resource protection areas, and security and safety 
considerations.  

Infrastructure (EA Section 3.2.8) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action would improve the condition and 
capacity of utility and transportation infrastructure at CCSFS. Minor, short-term, direct, adverse 
impacts to transportation would occur during construction, but the proposed improvements to 
oversized load haul routes and traffic flow would benefit the CCSFS transportation network in the 
long-term. Temporary impacts would be minimized through the implementation of BMPs listed in 
the EA. 

Health and Human Safety (EA Section 3.2.9) 
No significant impacts to health and human safety have been identified. Short-term, minor, direct, 
adverse impacts on health and safety could occur from construction/demolition activities 
associated with the Proposed Action. Occupational health and safety hazards associated with 
construction and demolition would include loud noise, heavy machinery, debris, electricity, and 
hazardous materials used or encountered during work. Construction workers could also encounter 
soil or groundwater contamination from an Installation Restoration Program (IRP) site or 
previously unknown soil or groundwater contamination. However, implementation of appropriate 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and Air Force Instruction (AFI) safety 
standards during these activities would minimize the potential for impacts. Additional BMPs to 
minimize impacts to human health and safety are listed in the EA. With these protocols in place, 
health and safety risks would be reduced to acceptable levels.  

Hazardous Materials and Wastes (EA Section 3.2.10) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action could have short-term, minor to 
moderate, direct, adverse impacts associated with hazardous materials/waste and solid waste. 
Demolition and construction activities would increase the use and storage of hazardous materials 
(e.g., solvents, paints, adhesives, etc.) at CCSFS for the short-term. Some short-term increases would 
be realized in terms of the quantity of fuel used during construction activities. Demolition would 
increase the amount of hazardous/solid wastes generated, but these activities would last for 5 to 10 
years and all wastes would be disposed of properly.  

Several Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) managed by IRP are collocated with the Proposed 
Action, and planned construction activities have potential to impact these sites. Construction or 
excavation work within SWMUs must be coordinated with IRP, FDEP, and the 45 CES 
Environmental Office. 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, 
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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.  

Socioeconomics (EA Section 3.2.11) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action and other actions that would 
occur over the next 5 to 10 years would have short-term, minor to moderate, direct and indirect, 
beneficial economic impacts on surrounding communities through an 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 
result in 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 3.2.12) 
No significant impacts have been identified. Possible direct adverse effects from construction 
activities could include increased traffic and noise levels and decreased air quality. 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 installation and would not result 
in disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental justice populations. 

Airspace (EA Section 3.2.14) 
No significant impacts have been identified. The Proposed Action would have no impact on regional 
airspace. The Proposed Action would not impose any major restrictions on air commerce 
opportunities, significantly limit access, or require any modifications to Air Traffic Control systems.  

Cumulative Effects (EA Chapter 4) 
Overall, the Proposed Action would result in short- and long- term, minor to moderate, direct and 
indirect, adverse impacts that would be below significance thresholds described for each resource 
area. Impacts of the Proposed Action would be minimized using BMPs. Compensatory mitigation 
would be provided for unavoidable impacts as determined through consultation and coordination 
with federal and state regulatory agencies. As such, 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 CCSFS.   

MITIGATIONS 
Specific mitigation measures identified in the EA to reduce the impacts of the Proposed Action to 
insignificant are outlined below: 

Southeastern beach mouse: The USSF will implement 135.9 acres of southeastern beach mouse 
habitat restoration in locations not to overlap the location(s) of the 118 acres of Florida scrub-jay 
habitat restoration activities and which are currently not suitable for southeastern beach mouse 
occupation. The USSF will identify these locations within 12 months after the issuance of the BO. 
Once southeastern beach mouse habitat restoration locations are identified, future development of 
these locations will result in a habitat restoration ratio of 2 acres of restoration for every acre 1 of 
impact (2:1) on top of the baseline ratio. 

Florida scrub-jay: USSF SLD 45 Environmental staff will coordinate with USFWS staff to determine 
the appropriate location and methods for scrub restoration within 12 months of the issuance of the 
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BO. The total acreage of restoration shall be a minimum of 118 acres and should be within a 
contiguous area to the greatest extent practicable. Once Florida scrub-jay habitat restoration 
locations are identified, future development of these locations will result in a habitat restoration 
ratio of 2 acres of restoration for every 1 acre of impact (2:1) on top of the baseline ratio. 

Cultural resources: Mitigation for impacts to cultural resources at CCSFS has been provided in 
consultation with SHPO and includes measures described in Section 3.2.5.3.2.1 of the EA. In 
accordance with SHPO correspondence, the undertakings described in the EA that involve historic 
properties or archaeological sites would be assessed on a case-by-case basis during project design, 
and consultation for potential adverse impacts would be completed prior to any demolition, 
construction, or renovation in compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA and as set forth in the SLD 
45 ICRMP (USSF 2023a). 

Wetlands/Surface waters: Prior to construction and consistent with the ERP/Section 404 dredge 
and fill permit obtained for the project, required mitigation will be provided for up to 20 acres of 
NWI-mapped, jurisdictional wetlands and one acre of surface waters. Mitigation may include the 
purchase of wetland mitigation credits, replacement of wetlands in-kind following construction, or 
on-site wetland restoration/construction. 

As the proponent for the proposed installation development at CCSFS, 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 
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. It is 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 also 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 August 2022, 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 August 2022. A response 
from the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma was received. Additional attempts to contact tribal 
representatives were made throughout the preparation of the EA by the SLD 45 Cultural Resources 
Manager. Appendix A of the EA includes records of correspondence with the tribes. 

In June 2022, 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. In April 2023, 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 
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(Beaches and North Brevard Editions) in 2023. The documents were also available for review on the 
internet at https://www.patrick.spaceforce.mil/ and at the following locations: 

Cape Canaveral Public Library 
201 Polk Avenue 

Cape Canaveral, FL 32920 

Titusville Public Library 
2121 S. Hopkins Ave. 
Titusville, FL 32780 

Port St John Public Library 
6500 Carole Ave 
Cocoa, FL 32927 

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

PSFB Library 
Building 722 

842 Falcon Ave 
Patrick SFB, FL 32925 

Merritt Island Public 
1195 North Courtenay Parkway 

Merritt Island, FL 32953 

The public comment period was 30 days. All comments received regarding the Draft EA were 
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 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, 11990, and 13690, and considering all supporting 
information, I find there is no practicable alternative to the Proposed Action, 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 based on conceptual siting 
requirements and existing environmental constraints.  Wetland impacts would be avoided and 
minimized to the greatest extent practical during project design and permitting. The proposed 
improvements (i.e., launch support facilities, a consolidated MSA, redesigned South Gate, oversized-
load haul routes, water storage tanks, utility corridor, concrete duct banks, and percolation ponds) 
would be located within the floodplain throughout the installation. The location of existing facilities 
and utilities, limited developable area outside of the floodplain, and the requirement to avoid listed 
species habitat to the greatest extent possible preclude placing these improvements outside of the 
floodplain. 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. 
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