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EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This Environmental Assessment (EA), which complies with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, evaluates the environmental impacts of constructing a fire cache in three alternative locations within Canaveral National Seashore.  The three alternative locations are all located in a heavily disturbed area near the North District ranger station/visitor center/maintenance complex.  This area has been designated as a development zone in the Seashore’s General Management Plan.  
The agency preferred alternative is to construct the fire cache across the entrance road from the ranger station in an open grassy area formerly used as a parking lot and dirt roadway.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has determined that the preferred alternative would have no negative effect on federally protected species.  The Southeast Archeological Center and Florida State Historic Preservation Office have determined the action would not impact any sites of cultural significance.   The preferred alternative is the most sensitive to environmental protection and best satisfies the issues raised by the park management team.  The analysis of the three alternative locations concludes that there would be no major environmental impacts and that no impairment of park resources would occur.

1.0  PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 Project Location

The North District Fire Cache project would be located within Canaveral National Seashore (CANA), an area managed by the National Park Service (NPS).  The park is located along the east-central coast of Florida, just north of Kennedy Space Center (Figure 1).

The cache would be located in the North District of CANA, on the barrier island immediately south of Bethune Beach, Florida.  The proposed location is east of the North District ranger station and beach road. 
1.2 Description of Proposed Action

The proposal is to provide an adequate facility to store an engine and firefighting equipment to protect park facilities and the community of Bethune Beach from lightning or arson fires in the volatile vegetation of CANA’s North District.   
1.3 Need for Proposed Action

The North District of CANA is comprised of a 12 mile long section of barrier island, approximately 1500 acres in size, covered with salt marsh, hammock and coastal strand vegetation.  The volatile nature of the strand vegetation (due to the presence of saw palmetto, Serenoa repens) and high occurrence of lightning strikes makes wildfire a constant threat.  Five cases of arson have also occurred over the last 12 years.  The Fire Management Officer of the nearby Merritt Island National Wildlife Refuge recently reported that the coastal strand vegetation near the North District buildings was some of the most volatile he’d ever seen.  Wildfire with a northerly wind could easily threaten the ranger station/visitor center/maintenance complex and the adjoining community of Bethune Beach.  Quick and adequate response by CANA staff is crucial.    
The current fire cache is a converted single-car garage constructed over 30 years ago.  The bay is too small to house CANA’s type 6 engine. Storage space is cramped, with equipment and supplies mixed together, interfering with quick response time.  The limited size of the structure, its configuration and age makes expansion or renovation unfeasible.     
A new structure would greatly improve CANA’s fire response time, and provide greatly enhanced protection for an engine and other capital equipment from corrosive effects of salt-laden air.   Another benefit is that it will greatly facilitate prescribed burning operations in the North District to maintain wildlife habitat and reduce hazard fuel loads.  
A new cache will also improve interagency cooperation with Merritt Island National Wildlife Refuge which has primary responsibility for fire management in the portion of CANA jointly managed by NPS and USFWS located 6 miles south of the proposed fire cache sites.  A CANA initial attack team could access the area in 15 – 20 minutes, whereas it would take a CANA South District or USFWS engine at least an hour longer to reach the site. 
An unmanned Volusia County volunteer fire sub-station is located four miles north of the CANA entrance.  They can respond in a timely fashion to combat wildfires along paved park roadways but are not equipped to enter less accessible sections of the North District.        
1.4 Issues and Impact Topics
1.4.1 Issues Evaluated in Detail
Issues are potential environment and safety problems that may result from the proposed action, if it is taken.  Issues identified by the park management team were used to help formulate the alternatives.  The major issues are:

a. Emergency Response

b. Effect on natural resources
c. Effect on cultural resources 

d. Minimal visual impact

e. Meeting current and future design program elements 

f. Impacts on future land use

g. Safety

h. Meets cost constraints

i. Meets maintenance constraints

j. Meeting utility constraints

k. Ease of entry

l. Logical relation to other current and future related facilities

1.4.2 Issues Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

The following resources would not be affected by any of the alternatives, or do not exist in the area and so will not be discussed further:

Wilderness

These are Congressionally-designated areas and do not exist in the area of concern for this Environmental Assessment.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Federally protected threatened and endangered species were considered but dismissed from detailed analysis.  These species are not found in the alternative project areas.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has determined that construction of a fire cache would have no negative effects (a No Take ruling) on federally protected species.   

Cultural Resources

All alternative locations for the fire cache would be in heavily disturbed areas where previous archeological resource compliance has been completed.  No archeological resources have been recorded in or adjacent to the proposed sites.  The area of potential effect would be restricted to areas shown on project plans.  The areas are also devoid of significant historic and ethnographic resources. 
Both the Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) and Florida State Historic Preservation office (SHPO) have determined that construction of a fire cache would have no effect on sites of cultural significance.  Stop-work provisions and other protective measures would be included in the project contract documents in the unlikely event any evidence of significant cultural resources are found during construction.

Prime or Unique Farmlands

The Farmland Protection Policy Act and the U.S. Department of the Interior require an evaluation of impacts on prime or unique agricultural lands.  These lands require certain soil types and water availability.  These conditions do not exist in the project area.

Mineral Resources

There are no locatable, leaseable or saleable mineral resources available near the proposed location.

Water Quality and Quantity

All of the proposed alternatives would be located on dry, upland sites.  None would affect water quality or quantity of CANA.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 requires all federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minorities or low income populations or communities. The proposed action is not expected to cause adverse health or environmental impacts to minorities or low-income populations or communities.

1.5 Law, Regulation and Policy

The statutes cited below authorize and provide the means for prevention, pre-suppression, control, and suppression of wildland fire on lands under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior, or lands adjacent thereto.

· Protection Act of September 20, 1922 (42 Stat.857; 16 U.S.C. 594).

· Economy Act of June 30, 1932

· Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40U.S.C. 471 et seg.).

· Reciprocal Fire Protection Act of May 27, 1955 (69 Stat. 66, 67; 42 U.S.C. 1856, 1856a) authorizes reciprocal fire protection agreements with any fire organization for mutual aid with or without reimbursement and allows for emergency assistance in the vicinity of agency facilities in extinguishing fires when no agreement exists.

· Disaster Relief Act of May 22, 1974 (88 Stat. 143; 42 U.S.C.5121).

· Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act of October 29, 1974 (88 Stat. 1535; 15 U.S.C. 2201).

· Federal Grants and Cooperative Act of 1977 (Pub. L. 95-244, as amended by Pub. L. 97-258, September 13, 1982. 96 Stat. 1003 31 U.S.C. 6301-6308).

· Wildfire Assistance Act of 1989 (Pub. L. 100-428, as amended by Pub. L. 101-11, April 1989). 

· Departmental Manual, Part 621, Wildfire Suppression and Management (December 25, 1998). 
The following laws, regulations, and/or policies are relevant to the project:

· NPS Organic Act of 1916

· Canaveral National Seashore Enabling Legislation (Public Law 93-626)

· NPS 2001 Management Policies

· National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

· Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, 40 CFR 1500-1508

· DO and RM 18 Wildland Fire Management guidelines

1.6 Related Environmental Documents

A fire management plan for CANA has been written according to NPS-18 guidelines.  The plan provides for control and management of wildfires caused by natural and human ignitions.  Ecological units and prescriptions consider: proximity of buildings and private land; potential impacts on soil, water, air, rare species, sensitive natural communities, historic and archaeological resources; cost and efficiency; and the utility of water bodies, roads and other physical breaks as fire barriers.  

The plan provides for pre- and post-burn monitoring of fire effects and recommends monitoring protocols.  The fire management plan contains flexibility in the scale of proposed burning with clearly identified high and low priority areas.  This allows modification of units and prescriptions in response to future research and the interaction of fire management with other park priorities. 

2.0 Alternatives

2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative.   The No Action Alternative is the one in which the agency continues its current management with the existing fire cache structure.  The building is a converted single-car garage located across the road from the North District ranger station.  Constructed over 30 years ago, the bay is too small to house CANA’s type 6 engine.  The engine would have to sit in the open or a three-sided pole shed exposed to the corrosive effects of the salt-laden air.  Therefore, the engine is kept in the South District, an hour away in response time.  In addition, storage space is cramped, with equipment and supplies mixed together, interfering with quick response time.  The limited size of the structure, its configuration and age makes expansion or renovation unfeasible.     

2.2 Alternative B (Preferred) – North of Current Fire Cache and Maintenance Garage.  The preferred Alternative is to build a new facility 50 yards north of the current fire cache, next to a maintenance storage garage (Figure 2).  The site is an open grassy area formerly used as a dirt parking lot along an existing unpaved roadway.  This would limit disturbance to vegetation and visual intrusion to visitors entering the park.  Architects from the Southeast Regional Office would design the building and a contractor would build it.  

2.2.1.  Building construction. The building will be constructed in such a way to be sensitive to the surrounding environment and preserve the rustic character of the area. The structure would be a one-story building with two bays for engines and other response vehicles, an office, storeroom, bathroom and break room.  The building would be approximately 2100 square feet constructed in a 42 ft X 50 ft configuration. 

2.2.2.  Existing Facility.  The existing facility would remain and be utilized for much needed storage space for ranger and interpretive materials. 
2.2.3.  Road and parking lot.  The current entrance and roadway to the maintenance garage would be utilized.  
2.2.4.  Utilities.  An overhead electrical line services the current fire cache, resource management and maintenance garages.  Since it runs right past the proposed site, a line would simply be extended from an adjacent pole.  Buried underground utility services (water, telephone and sewer) are within close proximity to the proposed site on the existing unpaved service road.  These would be extended northward to the new fire cache facility. 
2.2.5.  Building footprint.  The building would be 2100 square with paved aprons in front of the bays for engine entrance/exit.  The total footprint of building plus parking lot would impact approximately 1/10 acre.  Vegetation clearing would include mostly turf grass and some saw palmetto shrubs, the latter primarily to provide a firebreak around the structure.  
2.2.6 Visibility.  The cache would not be readily visible to traffic approaching from the north or south, since their attention is drawn to the west side of the road, the visitor center and lagoon.     
2.3 Alternative C – Ranger Station Area.  Alternative C would be to locate the fire cache adjacent to (immediately east of) the ranger station on the west side of the beach road (Figure 2). 
2.3.1.  Road and parking lot.  The entrance to the cache would face south towards the visitor center.  The current gravel parking lot and roadway for the ranger station would require expansion.  The present exit would need to be moved, since a large wooded ridge extends east and west just north of the ranger station.  This obstructs the vision of drivers coming from the north and would present a traffic hazard when emergency vehicles exit from the cache.
2.3.2.  Utilities.  Utilities (water and electric) can be extended from the ranger station.  Since the water and sewer lines lie under the gravel parking lot it can be extended with no impact to the resource. 
2.3.3.  Building footprint.  The building would be 2100 square feet with paved aprons in front of the bays for engine entrance/exit.  The footprint would impact approximately 2500 square feet or less than 1/10 of an acre.  A limited amount of land alteration would be required to build on this site.  A portion of the ridge just north of the site would require leveling for the base of the structure.  The thick tangle of shrubs and vines covering the entire site would be removed.
2.3.4  Visibility.  The cache would be readily observable to north and south-bound traffic and visitors stopping at the visitor center.  Noise from operational activities would be quite noticeable from the visitor center.   
2.4 Alternative D – Maintenance Area.  Alternative D would involve placing the fire cache in the maintenance compound south of the visitor center and ranger station (Figure 2).
2.4.1.  Road and parking lot.  The fire cache would utilize portions of the current gravel parking lot.  However, the present entrance and exit are shared with the visitor center and would be unsuitable for use by emergency vehicles.  The area can become quite congested (particularly with school groups) and would be unsafe for emergency vehicles responding to a call.  A new entrance would have to be cut through the vegetation farther south along the entrance road.   

2.4.2  Utilities.  Utilities serving the maintenance compound can be extended to service the fire cache.  Since the water line lies under the gravel parking lot it can be extended with no impact to resources. 

 2.4.3.  Building footprint.  The building would encompass 2100 square feet, plus paved aprons in front of the bays for engine entrance/exit, parking and a 30 foot fire break to cover a total of 2500 square feet.  Since the current maintenance facilities are already inadequate, the compound would require expansion.  The only directions available are to the west or south by cutting into hammock and strand vegetation.  This would entail significant land alteration.  

2.4.4.  Visibility.  A band of vegetation currently provides a partial screen between the maintenance compound and visitor center.  However, a new entrance would be required along the beach road.  Also noise from operational activities would be quite noticeable at the visitor center. 
2.5 Environmentally Preferred Alternative
The environmentally preferred alternative is determined by applying the criteria stated in the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), which is guided by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).  The CEQ provides direction that “[t]he environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101: (1) fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations; (2) assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings; (3) attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradations, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences; (4) preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an environment which supports diversity, and variety, of individual choice; (5) achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and (6) enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.”

After careful review of potential resource and visitor impacts, the environmentally preferred alternative is Alternative B, to build a new fire cache north of the current fire cache and maintenance garage.  Alternative B, as described in section 2.2 above, impacts the fewest natural resources while providing an infrastructure that will support emergency response and fire suppression in the area.  The action would meet at least four of the NEPA criteria listed above.  It would help maintain park cultural and natural resources for the enjoyment of future generations by protecting them from detrimental impacts of wildland or arson-caused fire (Criteria 1 and 4).  It would also help to provide safe surroundings for the adjacent communities of Bethune Beach and New Smyrna Beach (Criteria 2).  Reducing impacts of intense wildland or arson fires would promote healthy, renewable vegetation communities (Criteria 6).    
If the NPS takes no action (e.g., the No Action Alternative), the park’s ability to respond to lightning or arson fires is reduced, increasing the amount of acres burned and the threat to park buildings and adjacent community of Bethune Beach.  This does not promote protection of the resources for future generations (Criteria 1 and 4), safe surroundings (Criteria 2) or renewable resources (Criteria 6). 
Alternatives C and D, which provide alternate sites for a fire cache, would provide safe surroundings for adjacent communities, in the same manner as Alternative B (Criteria 2).  They would also help to maintain cultural and natural resources by reducing impacts of severe fire (Criteria 1 and 4).  However, both would have greater effect than Alternative B on several resources or values.  Alternative C would have a greater impact on soil and aesthetics.  Alternative D would have a greater impact to vegetation and wildlife habitat.  Therefore, the environmentally preferred alternative is B, to build a new fire cache north of the current fire cache and maintenance garage.  

A Summary Comparison of Alternatives is listed in Section 2.7 while a more detailed description of each alternative’s effects is contained in Sections 3.2 – 3.4.              

2.6 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Analysis

Several areas along the Eldora loop road were discussed, but dismissed from further consideration.  They lie outside of the developed zone delineated in the CANA General Management Plan, the sewer line stops several miles north of Eldora and the cache would be a visual intrusion to boaters in the lagoon
2.7 Summary Comparison of Alternatives

	Consequences
	Alternative A

(No Action)
	Alternative B

(Preferred)
	Alternative C

(Ranger Area)
	Alternative D

(Maint. Area)

	Impacts to Emergency Response
	- Moderate

- Long Term
	Positive Net Benefit
	Positive Net Benefit
	Positive Net Benefit

	Impacts to Soils
	No Impact
	- Minor

- Long Term
	- Minor
- Long Term
	- Minor
- Long Term

	Impacts to Cultural Resources
	No Impact
	- Negligible

- Long Term
	-Negligible

- Long Term
	-Negligible

- Long Term

	Impacts to Air Quality
	No Impact
	- Minor

- Short Term
	- Minor

- Short Term
	- Minor

- Short Term

	Impacts to Aesthetics
	No Impact
	- Minor
- Long Term
	- Moderate
- Long Term
	- Moderate

- Long Term

	Impacts to Vegetation
	No Impact
	- Negligible
- Long Term
	- Minor
- Long Term
	- Moderate
- Long Term

	Impacts to Wildlife
	No Impact
	- Negligible

- Long Term
	- Minor
- Long Term
	- Moderate
- Long Term


3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Impact Measurement

This section of the document discusses the affected environment and analyzes the anticipated environmental consequences to the resources from implementation of the alternatives. 

Information was compiled on the impact topics.  This information included data on vegetation, soils, cultural resources, air quality, aesthetics, and wildlife.  Predictions about impacts were based on previous studies of impacts to resources from similar projects and on data that has been collected on these heavily disturbed sites over the years. 

Known effects on cultural resources would be the same for each alternative.  Past surveys by the Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) by Ehrenhard (1976)) and Marrinan (1984) revealed no archeological sites or other historic resources in the areas being considered.  Consultation with SEAC on this project resulted in a finding of “No Effect” on cultural resources. 
Context

Each action alternative – B (preferred), C, and D – would be located in the small North District development zone identified in the CANA General Management Plan.  All three sites are adjacent to the visitor center/ranger station/maintenance complex (Figure 2).  Much of this area has been disturbed.  No sensitive environmental resources are known to exist in any of the locations. 

Intensity

The intensity of effects is defined as follows.

Negligible: 
An action that may cause a change to a resource, but the change would be so small that it would not be of any measurable consequence to the resource.  

Minor:  
An action that may cause a change to a resource but the change would be small and if measurable, it would cause a small and localized consequence.  

Moderate:  
An action that would cause some change to a resource and the change would have a definite and measurable consequence, but is localized.

Major:  
An action that would cause a definite change to a resource.  The change would be readily measurable and would have a substantial consequence to the resource.

Duration

The duration of the impacts in this analysis is defined as follows:


Short term – impacts that last less than one year.


Long term  – impacts that last one year or longer.
Findings On Impairment Of Park Resources And Values 

The National Park Service has been directed by Congress to conserve its resources while allowing their use by the public in a manner that will leave them unimpaired for future generations (NPS organic act, 16 USC 1).  Those resources are identified for Canaveral National Seashore in its enabling legislation as “the natural, scenic, scientific, ecologic and historic values” contained within its boundaries (Public law 93-626).   Impairment as referred to by the Organic Act and general Authorities Act would be an impact that, in the professional judgement of the responsible National Park Service manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities to enjoy them. 
In determining whether impairment may occur, park managers consider “the spatial and temporal extent of the impacts, the resources being impacted and their ability to adjust to those impacts, the relation of the impacted resources to other park resources, and the cumulative as well as the individual effects” (NPS Management Policies, 1988).
Cumulative Effects

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which implement the National Environmental Policy Act, requires assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision‑making process for federal projects.  Cumulative impacts are defined as "the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non‑federal) or person undertakes such other actions." (40 CFR 1508.7).  

To assess cumulative impacts, this EA analyzes the direct and indirect impacts of the alternatives and then determines if they combine with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions to create a cumulative effect.  For this analysis, the cumulative effects area is lands within the boundaries of CANA.  Past actions include other developments within the park that have affected vegetative cover, including the visitor center, ranger station, maintenance and other support buildings.  The General Management Plan is undergoing revision and may recommend replacement or alteration of the current structures.  There are no on-going or “present” actions other than the development of the proposed fire cache that would affect the cumulative impacts scenario. 

Cumulative impacts are considered for each resource and all alternatives.

3.1 Alternative A – No Action Alternative

3.1.1 Affected Environment for Alternative A

Soils

The soil is sandy and extremely well drained.  The site is located on the primary ridge that runs north and south along the island.  Some soil disturbance occurred when vegetation was cleared from the site 30 years ago.    

Air Quality

The 1963 Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), requires federal land managers to protect park air quality, while the 2001 NPS Management Policies address the need to analyze air quality during park planning.  Canaveral National Seashore is a Class II area under the Clean Air Act.  The park is currently within a designated attainment area meaning that concentrations of criteria pollutants are below standards.

Cultural Resources
Past surveys by the Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) by Ehrenhard (1976)) and Marrinan (1984) revealed no archeological sites or historic resources in the area being considered.  The location is on a sandy ridge and less likely to contain sites than those in more protected locations or closer to the water.  

Aesthetics

The fire cache is not highly visible to visitors.  It is small, 50 yards from the beach road and partially obscured by vegetation.  

Vegetation

Vegetation surrounding the building consists of turf grass and some weedy shrubs.  No threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are present.  

Wildlife

The site has negligible wildlife value.  

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences for Alternative A

Soils

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  No disturbance to soil would occur other than regular use of the unpaved roadway.
Cumulative Impacts.  There would be no cumulative impacts to soils.

Conclusion.  Impacts would be negligible.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Air Quality

Direct and Indirect Impacts.   There would be no impacts other than routine emissions from park vehicles
Cumulative Impacts.  No cumulative impacts would accrue to local or regional air quality.

Conclusion.  Impacts would be negligible.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Cultural Resources 

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Prior surveys revealed no archeological or historic sites.  Continued use of the building would have no effect on cultural resources

Cumulative Impacts.  No cumulative impacts would occur to cultural resources. 

Conclusion.  Impacts to cultural resources would be negligible with no impairment of park resources.  

Aesthetics

Direct and Indirect Impacts.   The fire cache would remain inconspicuous with little to no impact on visual esthetics 

Cumulative Impacts.  There would be no cumulative impacts to visual resources.

Conclusion.  Impacts to aesthetics would be negligible with no impairment of the park’s aesthetic resources.    

Vegetation

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  The impact to vegetation would be indirect.  The current building does not provide room for storage of a Type 6 engine or adequate fire cache supplies.  Response by park staff to wildfire or arson fires would remain limited, endangering native vegetation, park facilities and neighboring communities in times of high fire danger.  Owing to the volatile nature of the coastal strand vegetation, frequency of lightning strikes, arson fires and high fuel loads, such situations are not uncommon.       
Cumulative Impacts.  There could be cumulative impacts to vegetation due to a lack of adequate fire response to severe wildfires or arson fires which burn so hot that they destroy native vegetation. 
Conclusion.  Impacts would be long-term and could be major, with impairment of park resources.

Wildlife

Direct and Indirect Impacts.   Wildlife would be impacted by uncontrolled wildfire through direct mortality and loss of habitat.   

Cumulative Impacts.  Cumulative impacts would include direct mortality and loss of habitat.  
Conclusion.  Impacts would be long-term and could be major, with impairment of park resources.
3.2 Alternative B – Preferred Alternative

3.2.1 Affected Environment for Alternative B

Soils

The soil is sandy and extremely well drained.  The site is located on the primary ridge that runs north and south along the island.  Some soil disturbance occurred when vegetation was cleared from the site 30 years ago.    

Air Quality

The affected environment for air quality is the same as for Alternative A.
Cultural Resources
The affected environment is the same as for Alternative A. Past surveys by the Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) by Ehrenhard (1976)) and Marrinan (1984) revealed no archeological sites or historic resources in the area being considered.  The location is on a sandy ridge and less likely to contain sites than those in more protected locations or closer to the water.  
Aesthetics

The proposed location is a open weedy area about 50 yards from the beach road.  It is screened from general view by vegetation.  Since it is a support area, visitors rarely enter the site.      

Vegetation

Vegetation in Alternative B consists of primarily of turf grass, with some vines and shrubs invading a cleared area.  No threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are known to inhabit the site. 

Wildlife

The site is marginal wildlife habitat, although a limited number of small rodents, songbirds and insects utilize the site
3.2.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative B

Soils

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Construction equipment would cause minor disturbance.  An imprint of 2100 square feet would be created by the base of the structure.   Little excavation would occur; rather, approximately 100 cubic yards of fill would be deposited to provide a base for the structure.  A water and sewer line, approximately 2 feet deep and 300 feet long, would be run from the existing line under the west shoulder of the road.  Since the sandy soil is very well drained and the site is level, erosion would not be a concern. 

Cumulative Impacts.  There would be no cumulative impacts to soils.

Conclusion.  Impacts would be minor and long term for the placement of the building on the ground.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Air Quality

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Hauling material and operating construction equipment would result in increased vehicle emissions.  These would generally disperse fairly quickly from the construction areas.  Degradation would last only as long as construction activities occurred and would have little effect on regional pollutant levels.

Cumulative Impacts.  No cumulative impacts would accrue to local or regional air quality.

Conclusion.  Impacts would be short-term and minor.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Cultural Resources 

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Prior surveys revealed no archeological or historic sites.  SEAC issues a finding of “No Effect” on cultural resources for this project.  The Florida State Historic Preservation Office concurred that no cultural resources would be affected.  
Cumulative Impacts.  No cumulative impacts would occur to cultural resources. 
Conclusion.  Impacts to cultural resources would be negligible with no impairment of park resources.  

Aesthetics

Direct and Indirect Impacts.   The fire cache would be located 50 yards east of the beach road behind a vegetative screen, and therefore not highly visible. 

Cumulative Impacts.  There would be no cumulative impacts to visual resources.

Conclusion.  Impacts to aesthetics would be minor and long-term.  No impairment of the park’s aesthetic resources would occur.    
Vegetation

Direct and Indirect Impacts.   Some vegetation would be removed (approximately 2500 square feet); however, the plant growth is primarily turf grass with weedy shrubs and vines invading the edges.  No threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are known to inhabit the site.  
Cumulative Impacts.  There would be no cumulative impacts to vegetation.
Conclusion.  Impacts would be long-term and minor, with no impairment of park resources.

Wildlife

Direct and Indirect Impacts.   A small area would be lost to wildlife (less than 1/10 of an acre); however, the area has been heavily disturbed and is marginal wildlife habitat.  
Cumulative Impacts.  There would be no cumulative impact to the wildlife since the site has only minor production and cover benefit.

Conclusion.  Impacts would be long-term and negligible.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

3.3 Alternative C – Ranger Station Area

3.3.1 Affected Environment for Alternative C

Soils

The soil is sandy and extremely well drained.  Most of the site is level; however, a ridge lies along the northern fringe.  The ground slightly to the west slopes towards the lagoon.  Some soil disturbance occurred when vegetation was cleared from the site 30 years ago
Air Quality

The affected environment for air quality is the same as for Alternative A.
Cultural Resources 

Past surveys by the Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) by Ehrenhard (1976)) and Marrinan (1984) revealed no archeological sites or historic resources in the area being considered.  
Aesthetics

Since the site is right beside the beach road with no vegetative screen, the cache would be quite noticeable to visitors driving in either direction.  It also would be quite apparent to visitors parking and walking towards the visitor center.
Vegetation

The vegetation is much thicker and more natural than that of Alternative B, consisting primarily of a tangle of grape vines and saw palmetto.  No threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are known to inhabit the site. 
Wildlife

Various small rodents, birds and insects use the area to feed and find cover.  However the small size of the site (2500 square feet) and proximity to the ranger station and parking lot makes impact upon CANA’s wildlife minimal.   

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative C

Soils

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Some minor disturbance would be caused by construction equipment.  An imprint of 2100 square feet would be created by the structure. Some excavation may be required to level a portion of the ridge immediately north of the site.  Since, the area slightly to the west slopes towards the lagoon, silt could run off into the lagoon during heavy downpours, particularly during construction.  However, this impact can be mitigated using proper soil erosion techniques.   With such techniques, impact would be minor and long term.  

Cumulative Impacts.  No cumulative impacts would accrue to soils as a result of Alternative C. 

Conclusion.  Impacts would be minor and long term for the placement of the building on the ground.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Air Quality

Cumulative Impacts.  No cumulative impacts would accrue to air quality as a result of Alternative C.
Conclusion.  Impacts would be short-term and minor.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Cultural Resources 

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Prior surveys revealed no archeological or historic sites.  SEAC issues a finding of “No Effect” on cultural resources for this project. 

Cumulative Impacts.  No cumulative impacts would occur to cultural resources. 

Conclusion.  Impacts to cultural resources would be negligible with no impairment of park resources.  

Aesthetics

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  A fire cache in this location would have a direct effect on aesthetics.   Drivers entering the park from the north catch an early glimpse of the lagoon as they pass the ridge north of the proposed site.  A structure would infringe on this view.  The cache would be even more noticeable to north-bound traffic.  It would also be one of the primary things visitors see as they walk from their cars to the visitor center entrance.     

Cumulative Impacts.  There would be no cumulative impacts.   

Conclusion.  Impacts would be moderate and long-term.  Since the structure is in the designated development zone for CANA, no impairment of park aesthetic resources would occur.

Vegetation

Direct and Indirect Impacts. The direct impact from Alternative C would be the removal of 2500 square feet of dense shrubby vegetation, reducing wildlife food and cover.

Cumulative Impacts.  There would be no cumulative impacts to vegetation.    

Conclusion.  Impact would be minor because of the small size of the affected area (less than 1/10 of an acre).  Duration would be long term.  Little impairment of park resources would occur, although more than Alternative B.
Wildlife

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  The direct impact from alternative C would be the removal of 2500 square feet of dense shrubby vegetation, reducing wildlife food and cover for small mammals, birds and insects.  However, since the site lies immediately adjacent to the ranger station, a parking lot and beach road, it is not prime wildlife habitat.   

Cumulative Impacts.   There would be no cumulative impacts to wildlife.
Conclusion.  Impacts would be minor and long term. No impairment of park wildlife resources would occur.

3.4 Alternative D – Maintenance Area

3.4.1 Affected Environment for Alternative D

Soils

The soil is sandy and well drained.  The site lies about 75 yards east of Mosquito Lagoon.  Much of that buffer is covered with dense woody vegetation which would help curb any erosion into the lagoon caused by clearing vegetation to make room for the structure.   
Air Quality

The affected environment for air quality is the same as for Alternative B.

Cultural Resources

Past surveys by the Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) by Ehrenhard (1976) and Marrinan (1984) revealed no archeological sites or historic resources at the site.  Part of the existing parking lot could be utilized to reduce vegetation removal and ground disturbance.    

Aesthetics

Depending on how the building is situated, it could be primarily obscured from view by existing vegetation, except for the Turtle Mound overlook.  However, for safety, an entrance road would have to be cut through the vegetation to the main beach road.  This would need to be made noticeable through signage or removal of vegetation so that exiting emergency vehicles do not present a traffic hazard.     
Vegetation

The maintenance complex is partially surrounded by hammock and coastal strand vegetation.  Removal of some of the strand vegetation would be necessary to make room for the structure.     
Wildlife

Various mammals, songbirds and insects use the woody vegetation to feed and find cover.  Mammals include the raccoon, armadillo, opossum and gray squirrel.  
3.4.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative D

Soils

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Removal of woody vegetation would disturb about 2500 square feet of soil.  Some soil disturbance will occur anyway when the park creates a fire break or buffer to protect the maintenance complex from wildfire.  Erosion would be minimal due to the level terrain and dense surrounding vegetation.
Cumulative Impacts.  None. 

Conclusion.  Impacts would be minor and long term for the placement of the building on the ground.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Air Quality

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts.  Impacts would be the same as those under Alternative C.

Conclusion.  Impacts would be short-term and minor.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Cultural Resources 

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Prior surveys revealed no archeological or historic sites.  SEAC issues a finding of “No Effect” on cultural resources. 

Cumulative Impacts.  No cumulative impacts would occur to cultural resources. 

Conclusion.  Impacts to cultural resources would be negligible with no impairment of park resources.  

Aesthetics

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  With proper placement, the building would not be highly visible from the visitor center or beach road due to surrounding vegetation.  The entrance road would need to be visible enough to avoid traffic accidents. 
Cumulative Impacts.  The maintenance complex is already partially visible from the visitor center and Turtle Mound overlook.  A fire cache would not add significantly to the visual intrusion.    
Conclusion.  Impacts would be long term and moderate.  No impairment of the park’s aesthetic resources would occur.

Vegetation

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  The impacts to vegetation would be greater than under Alternatives B and C with the removal of more mature vegetation (approximately 1/10 of an acre).      
Cumulative Impacts.  Some of the vegetation removal could be incorporated into the fire break needed south of the maintenance complex. 
Conclusion.  The impact to vegetation will be moderate and long term.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

Wildlife

Direct and Indirect Impacts.  The impacts to wildlife would be greater than Alternatives B and C, since more species, particularly mammals, have been noted utilizing the area.  However, the area to be impacted is small and immediately adjacent to a developed site.  
Cumulative Impacts.  Creation of a fire break to protect the maintenance complex will cause additional impact to wildlife habitat just south of the complex. 
Conclusion.  Impacts would be moderate and long term because the total number of individuals being displaced would be higher in the less disturbed wildlife habitat than in Alternatives B and C.  No impairment of park resources would occur.

4.0  Consultation and Coordination

The following agencies or departments were consulted in the course of preparing and evaluating the listed alternatives:

Florida State Historic Preservation Office, Tallahassee, FL.

Merritt Island National Wildlife Refuge, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Titusville, FL.

Office of Planning and Compliance, Southeast Regional Office, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA.

Southeast Archeological Center, National Park Service, Tallahassee, FL.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Jacksonville, FL.
5.0 Preparation of the EA

This EA was prepared and reviewed by the following employees of the National Park Service, Canaveral National Seashore:
John Stiner - Resource Management Specialist
Eric Lugo – Chief Ranger
Vince DiDio – Facility Manager
Shawn Harris – North District Maintenance Foreman

Mike Chambers - North District Ranger 
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Figure 1:  Canaveral National Seashore
Figure 2. Fire Cache Alternative Locations 
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