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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The United States Air Force proposes to relocate and expand the 139th Airlift Wing (139 

AW) base at the Rosecrans Memorial Airport to meet flood risk management, force 

protection, and modernization requirements as well as accommodate an Aeromedical 

Evacuation (AE) Squadron. The Proposed Action constructs eight new facilities north of 

the existing site in support of ultimately moving all of the base. The Proposed Action 

also includes three structure renovations and various pavement repairs.  

Three alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, were identified and considered 

during the planning stages of the proposed project.  

 Alternative 1 generally includes keeping the existing footprints for certain facilities 

and/or constructing completely new facilities. It includes some building 

demolitions. 

 Alternative 2 is the Proposed Action/Preferred Alternative.  

 Alternative 3 is the No Action Alternative which means the base would remain 

within a 1% annual chance of flood boundary, which would affect mission 

execution and be a life-safety issue.  

 

The Proposed Action would not significantly impact any of the resources analyzed. A 

listing of the resources with impacts other than significant are as follows:  

 Land Use – Less than significant impact. Approximately 126 acres of existing 

farmland would be converted to a different land use, however, the conversion of 

farmland would result in only a 0.07 percent reduction in acres of farms within 

Buchanan County (based on 2012 total farm acreage). In addition, use of 

farmland by a Federal agency for national defense purposes is exempt from the 

Farmland Protection Policy.  

 Transportation and Traffic Circulation – Less than significant impact. 

Construction of a new entry control point will result in permanent closure to 

through traffic on a local roadway and permanently rerouting traffic to an 

alternative roadway to reach nearby homes. However, the reroute will only 

increase transit distance by 0.25 mile. 

 Socioeconomics – Beneficial impact. The possible addition of an AE Squadron 

and the implementation of construction projects will bring an opportunity for local 

jobs, including both skilled and unskilled (general labor) construction and related 

work.  

Implementing the Proposed Action would have no significant adverse effects, and no 

mitigation measures would be required. For many resource areas, best management 

practices (BMPs) would be implemented to further minimize the potential effects. The 

following resources are not impacted or would only experience temporary impacts:  
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 Air Quality – Project construction would employ BMPs to minimize fugitive dust 

and tailpipe emissions. These BMPs are not necessarily all-inclusive; the 

Rosecrans Air Force Base, Missouri Air National Guard, and any contractors 

would need to comply with all applicable air pollution control regulations. 

 Noise – Project construction would occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 

6:00 p.m. to minimize nuisance noise levels at nearby residences. 

 Geological Resources – BMPs will be implemented in accordance with the 

General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity 

and its associated Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

 Water Resources – The Proposed Action would comply with Rosecrans Air 

Force Base General Permits, associated SWPPPs with specified BMPs, and 

stormwater controls sufficient to ensure no net increase in peak flow rates and 

total volume of runoff from the site. Regarding wetlands, a wetland delineation 

will be performed and a USACE jurisdictional determination obtained on the base 

relocation area property prior to any site work. 

 Transportation and Traffic Circulation – The Proposed Action will include 

installing appropriate signage on local roadways to inform users of detours and 

future road closures. 

 Cultural Resources – In case of inadvertent archaeological discovery during 

ground-moving operations, work would immediately cease in the vicinity of the 

discovery and the 139 AW would conduct further consultation with the State 

Historic Preservation Office and federally recognized tribes to determine an 

appropriate course of action.  

 Hazardous Materials and Wastes – All hazardous materials and waste and 

solid wastes would be stored and handled in compliance with applicable federal 

and state laws and regulations, and the procedures outlined in the 139 AW’s 

Hazardous Waste Management Plan.  

 Solid Waste – Recyclable materials and construction and demolition debris will 

be diverted from the solid waste stream as outlined in the 139 AW’s Integrated 

Solid Waste Management Plan. 

 

The impacts of the Proposed Action when combined with impacts from other present or 

planned development in the surrounding area are not anticipated to result in significant 

adverse cumulative impacts. Based on the current analysis and impacts the Proposed 

Action would not result in significant or major adverse impacts on any of the resources 

analyzed within this document, and no further analysis or documentation, such as the 

preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement, is required. If agency and public 

review identifies other impacts, including potential significant negative impacts, this 

document may be modified as necessary.   
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1. INTRODUCTION  
 

1.1  BACKGROUND  
This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to consider the potential 
consequences to the human and natural environment associated with required 
infrastructure improvement projects including renovations, construction, and demolitions 
at the Missouri Air National Guard 139th Airlift Wing (139 AW), St. Joseph, Missouri. 
This EA identifies applicable management actions and best management practices 
(BMPs) that would avoid or minimize impacts relevant to the implementation of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives (to include the No-Action Alternative). 
 
This EA has been prepared consistent with NEPA (42 United States Code [USC] 4321-
4347), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] parts 1500-1508), and 32 CFR 989, et seq., Environmental Impact 
Analysis Process. 
 

1.2  LOCATION AND HISTORY 
The 139th Airlift Wing (139 AW) is located at Rosecrans Memorial Airport, St. Joseph, 
Missouri. It is the home of the Advanced Airlift Tactics Training Center, and also the 
home to the Weapons Instructor Course (WIC). The 139 AW houses C-130 Hercules 
military transport aircraft, including 8 primary assigned aircraft as well as 2 backup 
aircraft inventory. The facility is located in Buchanan County, Missouri, west of the 
Missouri River and St. Joseph, Missouri (Figure 1). The facility forms the southeastern 

corner of the Rosecrans Memorial Airport (RMAP). The airport property is owned by the 
City of St. Joseph, Missouri, but is not within the city limits. A portion of the property 
occupied by the base is leased by the Air Force from the City of St. Joseph, and a 
portion of the land is owned by the Air Force. The drop zone area is leased by the Air 
Force from a private land owner. The ANG facility and the adjoining airport property 
occupy an area of approximately 3 square miles (Figure 2). 
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Figure 1: Map Depicting the Location of the Rosecrans Memorial Airport that Houses 

the 139 AW of the Air National Guard. 
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Figure 2: Aerial of a Portion of the Rosecrans Memorial Airport in St. Joseph, Missouri 

that Houses the 139 AW of the Air National Guard. 
 

The 139 AW has its roots in the formation of the 180th Bombardment Squadron (180 
BS), which was one of the first federally recognized ANG units. In 1946, the facilities at 
RMAP left by the Army were used to equip the newly formed ANG unit. The 180 th Light 
Bombardment Squadron (180 BS [L]) equipped with B-26 aircraft quickly became well 
known in the St. Joseph area. The 180 BS (L) received federal recognition on 22 August 
1946 by an inspection team from 2nd Air Force. The 180 BS was assigned the Douglas 
B-26B/C "Invader" light bomber. Lt Col John B. Logan, who was instrumental in forming 
the unit, was named the first Squadron Commander and would be later named the Base 
Commander. He had accumulated more than 250 combat hours in 32 combat missions 
as a B-17 pilot and had been awarded the Distinguished Flying Cross, Air Medal with 
Four Oak Leaf Clusters, and campaign ribbons representing the Northern France, 
Central Europe, and Normandy theaters of operation. The 180 BS (L) flew the B-26 until 
1958. A short list of historical events for the 139 AW includes the following:  
 

 1951 – The 180 BS was activated and sent to Bordeaux, France to replace North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization units that had been transferred to Korea. 

 1958 – The 180 BS received RF-84 aircraft and became the 180th Tactical 
Reconnaissance Squadron, gathering intelligence information for all branches of 
the military service. 

 1961 – The unit became the 139th Air Transport Group and began flying C-97 
aircraft carrying heavy loads worldwide. 

 1968 – The C-97s were converted to air-to-air refueling KC-97Ls. 
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 1976 – The 139th Air Transport Group was re-designated as a Tactical Airlift 
Group (TAG) and equipped with C-130As, enabling the unit to continue missions 
to Europe and added missions to South America. 

 1984 – Advanced Airlift Tactics Training Center officially began operations at the 
base. 

 1987 – 139 TAG received eight new C-130H model aircrafts. 

 1990 –The Pentagon requested that 139 TAG personnel volunteer for “Operation 
Desert Shield”. 

 1993 – 139th Security Police Flight were activated by the state to augment 
Missouri Highway Patrol to prevent looting at Big Lake during the 1993 Missouri 
River Flood. Rosecrans ANG base was evacuated due to the threat of flooding. 
During this time, the levee protecting the RMAP broke and the base flooded to a 
depth of eight to ten feet. 

 1997 – The 139 AW was changed from Air Combat Command to Air Mobility 
Command. The Air Traffic Control Squadron was activated. 

 1999 – 241st Air Traffic Control Squadron activated personnel for Operation Allied 
Force.  

 2000 – The 139 AW became an active part of the deployment of the 
Expeditionary Aerospace Force, deploying personnel to meet mission 
requirements in Europe and the Middle East. 

 2001/2002 – The 139 AW deployed volunteer and activated members throughout 
the world in support of Operations Enduring Freedom and Noble Eagle. 

 

The base currently operates C-130 HerculesH2 aircraft. Multiple units are assigned to 
the facility, including the 139th Operations Group, the 139th Mission Support Group, the 
139th Maintenance Group, the 139th Medical Group, and the Advanced Airlift Tactics 
Training Center.  
 

1.3  CURRENT 139 AW MISSION AND OPERATIONS  
The mission statement of the 139 AW is “First in global airlift, tactics, and combat – 
always ready, ever willing.” The vision statement is “To be recognized as Mobility Air 
Force’s most indispensable resource.” The 139 AW has the following missions: 

 To provide operationally ready combat units, combat support units, and qualified 
personnel for active duty in the Air Force to support augmentation requirements. 

 To fulfill Air Force war and contingency commitments and to perform such 
peacetime missions as are compatible with training requirements and the 
maintenance of mobilization readiness.  

 To protect life and property and to preserve peace, order, and public safety as 
part of its Federal Mission, when directed by the President. 

 To provide organized, equipped, and trained units to function efficiently at 
existing strengths in the protection of life and property and the preservation of 
peace, order and public safety under competent orders of State authorities.  

 To provide airlift, air refueling, special air mission and aero medical evacuations 
for U.S. forces. 
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 To supply forces and direct commands to support wartime tasking. As the Air 
Force component of the Unites States Transportation Command, Air Mobility 
Command is the single manager for air mobility.  

 

1.4 PURPOSE AND NEED  
The purpose of this federal action is to support the redevelopment of the 139 AW base, 
which is in need of upgrading to accommodate an Aeromedical Evacuation (AE) 
Squadron and to meet flood risk management, force protection, and modernization 
requirements to continue operation.  
 
The proposed base relocation for the 139 AW will improve long-term operations and 
security for the unit. Foremost among the goals of the proposed relocation is lowering 
flood risk to the ANG facilities. In 1993, a major flood inundated a portion of the base 
with 8 to 10 feet of water, and inflicted significant damage. The area is protected by a 
levee, but is still mapped within a flood zone and is considered to be in Zone B 
(moderate flood hazard area). Since the 1993 event, flooding has threatened the base, 
including as recently as 2019, although the base was not inundated. The flooding risk 
impacts operations and is a life-safety issue. 
  
In addition to flood concerns, the existing installation does not meet current 
requirements for force protection regulations for Department of Defense (DoD) 
installations. To mitigate the risk of possible terrorist acts, more stringent DoD Force 
Protection Guidelines have been developed. DoD Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings, 
including minimum building setback distance requirements, control points at base 
entrances, clustering of buildings in a “defensible” orientation, and location of roadways 
and parking relative to buildings, are not met at the existing base. A redesigned base 
will incorporate these requirements, complying with DoD guidelines and minimizing 
potential terrorist threats associated with military installations.  
 
The 139 AW is a candidate for the AE Squadron. The AE Squadron mission is to 
provide medical care to patients en route to and between medical treatment facilities. 
AE includes ground and airborne forces that provide medical care both inflight and at 
ground patient staging platforms. Renovation projects are required to accommodate an 
AE Squadron with up to 120 additional personnel. 
 
Finally, structures at the existing base range from existing buildings which are new and 
in good condition, to those in substandard condition that may require demolition in the 
near future. The proposed relocation of the base offers the opportunity to create a new, 
renovated campus with a unified site plan, appropriate architecture, modern buildings, 
and better utilization of open space. Figure 3 shows the current and planned land 

acquisition. 
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Figure 3: Rosecrans Air National Guard Base Current and Planned Land Use  
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1.5  SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY REQUIREMENTS  
This document follows federal, state and local laws, regulations, and policies applicable 
to the Proposed Action. This section provides an overview of these requirements. 
 

1.5.1  National Environmental Policy Act  
The NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) requires federal agencies to take into consideration 
potential environmental consequences of proposed actions in their decision-making 
process. The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, or enhance the environment through 
well-informed federal decisions. The CEQ was established under NEPA to implement 
and oversee federal policy in this process. The CEQ subsequently issued the 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the NEPA (40 CFR § 1500-

1508) (CEQ 1978). These regulations specify that an EA be prepared to: 
 

 Briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to 
prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) or a finding of no significant 
impact (FONSI); 

 Aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary; and 

 Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary. 
 

To comply with NEPA and other pertinent environmental requirements, such as those 
established by the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the decision-making process includes a study of 
environmental issues related to the Proposed Action at the 139 AW. 
 

1.5.2  The Environmental Impact Analysis Process  
Both NEPA and CEQ regulations require intergovernmental notifications prior to making 
any detailed statement of environmental impacts. Through the process of Interagency 
and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning (IICEP), the U.S. Air 
Force (USAF) must notify concerned federal, state, and local agencies and the public, 
and allow them sufficient time to evaluate potential environmental impacts of a 
Proposed Action. Through the IICEP process, this DOPAA is meant to notify relevant 
federal, state, and local agencies and the public of the actions proposed and to solicit 
any comments or concerns. The IICEP distribution list and agency responses to the 
Proposed Action at the 139 AW will be documented and used in the EA to determine 
any impacts to resources. 
 

1.5.3  Endangered Species Act  
The ESA (16 USC §§ 1531–1544, as amended) established measures for the protection 
of plant and animal species that are federally listed as threatened and endangered, and 
for the conservation of habitats that are critical to the continued existence of those 
species. Federal agencies must evaluate the effects of their Proposed Actions through a 
set of defined procedures, which can include the preparation of a Biological Assessment 
and can require formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
under Section 7 of the ESA.  
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1.5.4  Clean Air Act and Conformity Requirements  
The Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 USC §§ 7401–7671q, as amended) provided the authority 
for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to establish nationwide air 
quality standards to protect public health and welfare. Federal standards, known as the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), were developed for six criteria 
pollutants: ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), particulate matter (PM), and lead (Pb). The CAA also requires that each state 
prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for maintaining and improving air quality and 
eliminating violations of the NAAQS. Under the CAA Amendments of 1990, federal 
agencies are required to determine whether their undertakings are in conformance with 
the applicable SIP. In addition, they must demonstrate that their actions will not cause 
or contribute to a new violation of the NAAQS; increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violation; or delay timely attainment of any standard, emission reduction, or 
milestone contained in the SIP. The USEPA has set forth regulations 40 CFR Part 51, 
Subpart W that require the proponent of a Proposed Action to perform an analysis to 
determine if its implementation would conform to the SIP. If the total direct and indirect 
emissions from the Proposed Action are below the de minimis levels, the action is 

exempt. 
 

1.5.5  Water Resources Regulatory Requirements  
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (now referred to as the Clean Water Act 
[CWA]) has a goal to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity 
of waters (lakes, rivers, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and coastal zones) throughout the 
nation. As such, the CWA establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges of 
pollutants into the waters of the Unites States and regulating quality standards for 
surface waters. The CWA made it unlawful to discharge any pollutant from a point 
source into navigable waters, unless a permit was obtained. Non-point sources, 
including erosion from stormwater, are also regulated under the CWA. 
 
The Rivers and Harbors Act prohibits the construction of any bridge, dam, dike, or 
causeway over or in navigable waterways of the U.S. without Congressional approval. 
Section 10 of the Act prohibits (1) building of any wharfs, piers, jetties, and other 
structures is prohibited without Congressional approval, and (2) excavating or filling 
within navigable waters requires the approval of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Chief of Engineers.  
 
EO 11988 Floodplain Management requires federal agencies to avoid to the greatest 

extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the 
occupancy and modification of floodplains, and to avoid direct and indirect support of 
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. 
 
The DoD has implemented stormwater requirements under Section 438 (42 USC § 
17094) of the Energy Independence and Security Act to maintain the hydrologic 
functions of a site and mitigate the adverse impacts of stormwater runoff from DoD 
construction projects. Section 438 requires that federal facility projects greater than 
5,000 square feet (SF) must “maintain or restore, to the maximum extent technically 
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feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the property with regard to the temperature, 
rate, volume, and duration of flow” (Robyn 2010). 
 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) regulates floodplains, which are 
recognized as Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 
SFHAs are defined as the area that will be inundated by a flood event having a 1 
percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. In designated AR 
zones (areas that are in the process of being restored to base flood protection status), 
new construction in a developed area is required to be built at an elevation equal to the 
AR base flood elevation or at an elevation that is 3 feet above highest adjacent grade, 
whichever is lower (44 CFR 60.3). 
 
EO 11990 Protection of Wetlands is intended to minimize the destruction, loss or 

degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values 
of wetlands. Federal agencies are required to consider alternatives to the use of 
wetland sites and to limit potential damage if an activity affecting a wetland cannot be 
avoided. The 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual outlines the 
protocol and procedures for wetlands identification and delineation (USACE, 1987). The 
protocols require the presence of three basic parameters to delineate wetlands: the 
predominance of hydrophytic vegetation (plant species that commonly occur in 
wetlands); the presence of hydric soils (soils developed under reducing conditions); and 
the evidence of wetlands hydrology (the inundation or saturation by surface or 
groundwater periodically to support hydrophytic vegetation and develop hydric soils). In 
undisturbed field conditions, all three of these diagnostic criteria must be present to fulfill 
wetland classification criteria. The USACE has produced regional supplements for the 
wetlands manual, including guidance for the Midwest. (USACE. 2010)  
 

1.5.6  Cultural Resources Regulatory Requirements  
The NHPA of 1966 (16 USC § 470) established the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation which outlines procedures 
for the management of cultural resources on federal property. Cultural resources can 
include archaeological remains, architectural structures, and traditional cultural 
properties such as ancestral settlements, historic trails, and places where significant 
historic events occurred. The NHPA requires federal agencies to consider potential 
impacts to cultural resources that are listed, nominated to, or eligible for listing on the 
NRHP; designated a National Historic Landmark; or valued by Native Americans for 
maintaining their traditional culture. Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to 
consult with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) if their 
undertakings might affect such resources. Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties 
(36 CFR 800 [1986]) provides an explicit set of procedures that ensures federal 
agencies meet their obligations under the NHPA, which includes inventorying resources 
and consultation with SHPO.  
 
EO 13007 Indian Sacred Sites directs each federal agency that manages federal lands 

to “(1) accommodate access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian 
religious practitioners and (2) avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such 
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sacred sites.” This EO also directs each federal agency to report to the President on 
“procedures implemented or proposed to facilitate with appropriate Indian tribes and 
religious leaders.” The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 USC § 1996) 
established federal policy to protect and preserve the rights of Native Americans to 
believe, express, and exercise their traditional religions, including providing access to 
sacred sites. The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 
(25 USC §§ 3001–3013) requires consultation with Native American Tribes prior to 
excavation or removal of human remains and certain objects of cultural importance. 
 
In addition, DoD Instruction 4710.02 (DoD Interactions with Federally-Recognized 
Tribes) assigns responsibilities and provides procedures for DoD interactions with 
federally recognized tribes in accordance with Executive Order 13175 Consultation and 
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments. This DoD Instruction requires that all DoD 

components shall consult with tribes whenever proposing an action that may have the 
potential to significantly affect protected tribal resources, tribal rights, or Indian lands. 
 

1.5.7  Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection  
DoD has developed anti-terrorism/force protection (AT/FP) standards that are designed 
to reduce the likelihood of physical damage and mass casualties from potential terrorist 
attacks. Antiterrorism standards are based on DoD Instruction 2000.16 (2006), Air 
Force Instruction (AFI) 10-245 (2017), and AFI 31-118 (2017). These documents 
establish guidance and procedures to reduce the vulnerability of the installation and 
personnel to terrorism or terrorist activities. Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-010-01 
(DoD Minimum Anti-terrorism Standards for Buildings) outlines various planning, 
construction, and operational standards to address potential terrorist threats. 
 

1.5.8  Sustainability and Green Infrastructure  
UFC 1-200-02 High Performance and Sustainable Building Requirements provides 

minimum unified requirements, and guidance for planning, designing, constructing, 
renovated, and maintaining high performance and sustainable buildings that will 
enhance DoD mission capability by reducing total ownership costs. The guidance seeks 
to improve mission capability through:  
 

• Reduced total ownership costs of buildings  
• Improved energy and water efficiency  
• Enhanced building and installation performance and sustainability  
• Promoting sustainable resource and environmental stewardship  
• Enhanced energy and water security 

 
The Energy Policy Act of 2005, Energy Independence Security Act of 2007, and  EO 
13834 mandate Federal agencies to lead by example, promoting sustainable Federal 
buildings through environmentally-sound, economically-sound, and fiscally-sound 
design, construction, and operating decisions. The Federal requirements collectively are 
referred to as the “Guiding Principles”, and are detailed in “Guiding Principles for 
Sustainable Federal Buildings and Associated Instructions”, February 2016, which 
replaces “Guiding Principles for Federal High Performance and Sustainable Buildings”, 
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2008. Consistent with UFC program requirements, UFC 1-200-02 integrates DoD 
requirements (DODI 4170.11 and other DoD Policies) with High Performance and 
Sustainable Building Guiding Principles (HPSB GP) and industry standards for high 
performance and sustainable buildings. Federal agencies are required to target and 
report annual progress toward HPSB GP compliance, with the ultimate goal of 15% 
compliance of the existing building inventory by 2025. 
 
For the Air Force, AGRAM 17-01 Change to AF New Construction and Major 
Renovation Certification Requirements provides guidance on the Air Force (AF) switch 

from using Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design certification to a third-party 
certification following the DoD version of Guiding Principles Compliance certification of 
the US Green Building Council /Green Business Certification Inc. (GBCI). This rating 
system has been determined to better serve as an indicator of HPSB GP Compliance 
(AFCEC. 2017). This guidance applies to new buildings greater than 5000 square feet 
(SF) with construction costs greater than $3 Million, and to renovations to existing 
buildings greater than 5000 SF with construction costs greater than $3 Million and 50% 
estimated replacement costs. 
 

1.5.9  Other Executive Orders  
Environmental Justice. EO 12898 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations requires that to the greatest extent 

practicable and permitted by law each federal agency make achieving environmental 
justice part of its mission. Federal agencies are required to identify and address any 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations in 
the United States. 
 
Protection of Children. EO 13045 Protection of Children From Environmental Health and 
Safety Risks recognizes children may suffer disproportionately from environmental 

health and safety risks. The EO prioritizes identification and assessment of 
environmental health and safety risks that may affect children. It also promotes federal 
agency policies, programs, activities, and standards to address environmental risks and 
safety risks to children. 
 
Invasive Species. EO 13751 Safeguarding the Nation from the Impacts of Invasive 
Species calls for actions “to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide for 

their control and to minimize the economic, plant, animal, ecological, and human health 
impacts that invasive species cause” utilizing the laws of the United States of America, 
including the NEPA of 1969, as amended (42 USC §4321, et seq.), the Nonindigenous 
Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990 (16 USC §4701, et seq.), the 
Plant Protection Act (7 USC §7701, et seq.), the Lacey Act, as amended (18 USC §42; 
16 USC §3371-3378, et seq.), the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 
USC §1531, et seq.), the Noxious Weed Control and Eradication Act of 2004 (7 USC 
§7781, et seq.), and other pertinent statutes. 
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EO 13112 Safeguarding the Nation from the Impacts of Invasive Species predates EO 

13751. While EO 13112 also calls for actions to prevent the introduction of invasive 
species, and established the National Invasive Species Council (NISC). In 2001, the 
NISC completed the National Invasive Species Management Plan, Meeting the Invasive 
Species Challenge (NISC 2001), which served as a comprehensive “blueprint” for 
federal action on invasive species, as well as the NISC’s primary coordination tool. The 
2008-2012 National Invasive Species Management Plan (the 2008 Plan) (NISC 2008) 
was the first revision of the 2001 Plan. The 2008 Plan focused on five strategic goals: 
prevention, early detection and rapid response, control and management, restoration, 
and organizational collaboration.  

 
Migratory Birds. EO 13186 Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory 
Birds states that federal agencies shall restore or enhance the habitat of migratory birds 

and prevent or abate pollution or detrimental alteration of the environment for migratory 
birds.  
 
Farmland Protection. The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 4201) 
requires federal agencies to identify adverse impacts to prime and/or unique farmlands 
within a project action area. A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006 was 
completed and submitted to the Soil Conservation Service at the time of the 2005 EA 
(ANG, 2005) in order to determine impacts to prime farmland within the project action 
area, although 7 CFR 658.3 (b) states: "Acquisition or use of farmland by a Federal 
agency for national defense purposes is exempted by section 1547(b) of the [Farmland 
Protection Policy] Act, 7 U.S.C. 4208(b)."  
 

1.5.10 Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs 
IICEP is a federally mandated process for informing and coordinating with other 
governmental agencies regarding Proposed Actions. As detailed in 40 CFR § 1501.4(b), 
CEQ regulations require intergovernmental notifications prior to making any detailed 
statement of environmental impacts. Through the IICEP process, the ANG notifies 
relevant federal, state, and local agencies as well as Native American tribes and allows 
them sufficient time to make known their environmental concerns specific to a Proposed 
Action. Comments and concerns submitted by these agencies during the IICEP process 
are subsequently incorporated into the analysis of potential environmental impacts 
conducted as part of the EA. 
  



2-1 DRAFT Environmental Assessment, Missouri Air National Guard, 139th Airlift Wing, Rosecrans 
Memorial Airport – June 2020 

 

 

2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES  

 

2.1 INTRODUCTION  
The 139th Airlift Wing, Missouri Air National Guard North Development Plan Update 

(2018) reviews the overall goals and needs for long-term planning for Rosecrans ANG 
base. This plan builds on earlier base planning that had the long-term goals of moving 
vulnerable facilities from the south end of the current location to open lands on the north 
end. The move will lower the flood risk and update the installation to meet current 
security requirements. Following the 2018 Plan Update, a list of projects was developed 
that represented possible federal actions to likely be undertaken within a five to seven 
year timeframe. These proposed projects are discussed in further detail below, including 
alternatives that were considered and rejected.  
 

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.2.1 Proposed Action 
The proposed projects which make up the proposed action are summarized in Table 1. 

Additional details on the selected projects are discussed below. The proposed projects 
include a list of new construction, renovation, and demolition projects. Together, the 
projects in the Proposed Action further the plan to move the base out of the floodplain 
area, to accommodate the AE Squadron, to meet current security and safety standards, 
and to improve sustainability of the base operations and the ability to efficiently meet 
mission requirements. The 139 AW would add up to 120 jobs should it receive the AE 
Squadron. Flight hours are not expected to increase with the AE Squadron. 
 

2.2.1.1 New Construction 
Seven new construction projects are proposed in support of moving the base to the 
north, to improve facility protection while remaining in the floodplain, and to provide a 
better space and layout consistent with current AT/FP requirements. A Finding of No 
Practicable Alternative (FONPA) was determined for these renovations, as moving the 
entire base and airport out of the floodplain is unfeasible at this time (see Sections 3.6 
and 4.7).  New construction projects proposed include the following: 
 

 Open Skies facility (including temporary facility for Open Skies), 

 Aircraft apron, 

 Entry control point (ECP), 

 Maintenance hangar,  

 Static display, 

 Add onto Building 303 Security facility (renovation including a new construction 
addition), and 

 Add on to Building 304 Base supply warehouse (renovation including a new 
construction addition). 

 
Project descriptions are given in Table 1. 
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2.2.1.2 Renovations and Repairs 
Four projects involve renovating or repairing existing base facilities – including additions 
to some facilities – to meet current and future continued uses. The renovation projects 
include: 

 Renovate (repair) Building 58 to accommodate Supply functions. 

 Repair pavement base-wide to maintain roads, parking, sidewalks, and other 
pavement features in good repair. 

 Renovate the interior of Building 4 to change the building function for the AE 
Squadron and provide maximum use of base facilities.  

 Upgrade existing base ECP, including new fencing, lane configurations and 
security features.  

 

2.2.1.3 Demolitions 

No demolitions are to occur under the Preferred Alternative. However, a potential 
demolition is discussed as part of Alternative 1. 
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Table 1: Summary of Proposed Projects for Rosecrans Air National Guard Base 

 Project Title / 
Number / 

Execution Year 

Scope Project Need Comments No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
(Preferred Alternative) 

1 Asphalt Repair 
Base-Wide 
/ULYB182009 
/2020 

 25,000 square yards 
(SY) asphalt mill & 
overlay, 

 1,400 SY concrete 
parking repair, 

 3,800 LF pavement 
striping 

To maintain asphalt 
to prevent damage 
to vehicles and C-
130H aircraft. 

Project includes 
base-wide 
bituminous and 
Portland cement 
concrete repair, 
replacement, 
overlays, pavement 
marking, signage, 
and related 
pavement features. 
The project 
encompasses 
existing roads and 
features.  

Do not repave or 
repair pavement. 
No new pavement 
markings. No 
associated features 
or landscaping.  

None identified.  Repair existing asphalt pavement base-wide by milling 
and applying asphalt overlay.  

 Repair parking lot with new full depth concrete with 
new compacted base aggregate.  

 Provide all new pavement striping.  

 Adjust elevation of drive gates to meet new pavement 
elevations.  

 Remove trees and include new planter areas in 
landscaping adjacent to paved areas.  

2 Support AE 
Squadron 
Mission by 
Renovating 
Building 4 or 
Constructing 
New Facility 
/ULYB172013 
(preferred) or 
ULYB209090 
(alternative) 
/2020 

 16,420 SF interior 
renovation (preferred):  
o 11,900 SF supply 

warehouse,  
o 1,595 SF supply 

admin,  
o 2,500 SF 

equipment supply,  
o 420 SF 

communication; or 

 12,900 SF new facility 

To provide an 
adequately sized 
and properly 
configured facility in 
support of the AE 
Squadron mission. 

Alternatives for 
interior renovation 
and new building 
per basing team 
requirements. 

Maintain existing 
facility in current 
condition and 
configuration. No 
reconfiguration of 
interior spaces. 
Fails to support new 
mission 
requirements. 

 Construct a new 
12,900 SF 
facility: 
o 10,400 SF 

for AES 
Admin; and 

o 2,500 SF for 
AES 
Conditioned 
Storage. 

 Two-story 
structure. 

 Designed to 
accommodate 
future building 
addition. 

 Renovate Building 4 to change occupancy from a 
communications facility to a support area for the AE 
Squadron mission  

 Upgrade fire suppression by extending the existing 
system to cover entire facility.  

 Modernize the warehouse, administrative, restroom, 
and locker room spaces to accommodate new function 
layout.  

 Reconfigure/relocate and upgrade heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, ductwork, 
lighting, electrical, and communication systems as 
needed.  

 Reconfigure overhead doors with pavement access 
and infill windows as required for new layout.  

 Maintain interior finishes to include flooring, ceilings, 
and paint.  

 Keep existing communications room/ITN in south 
portion of the building and conduct minor repairs to 
secure it from the rest of the space.  

 Create concrete drive access for overhead doors and 
replace existing asphalt pavement with concrete 
equipment pads for relocated equipment.  
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 Project Title / 
Number / 

Execution Year 

Scope Project Need Comments No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
(Preferred Alternative) 

3 Renovate 
Building 58 for 
Supply/ NA / 
2024 

Full interior renovation 
including the addition of 
fire suppression system 
and other features needed 
to support the supply 
function 

Interior renovation 
to re-use building 
for a new function. 

Building 58 was 
slated for 
demolition, however 
a new mission 
requirement means 
that the building 
space is needed for 
future operations. 

Maintain existing 
facility in current 
condition and 
configuration. No 
reconfiguration of 
interior spaces. 
Fails to support new 
mission 
requirements. 

Demolish existing 
building and 
construct new 
building. Same 
space and 
functions, but with a 
higher cost.  

Renovate Building 58 to support Supply needs. Project 
would include a full interior renovation. 

 Add fire suppression system. 

 Reconfigure building interior layout as needed to 
support Supply functional requirements. 

 Reconfigure/relocate and upgrade heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, ductwork, 
lighting, electrical and communication systems as 
needed. 

 Reconfigure overhead doors with pavement access 
and infill windows as required for new layout.  

 Maintain interior finishes to include flooring, ceilings, 
and paint. 

 Reconfigure/add adjacent paving (driveway access) as 
needed to support loading/unloading functions. 

4 P-341 Open 
Skies Facility 
/ULYB189006 
/2021 

3,800 SF new facility To provide an 
appropriately 
configured Open 
Skies Facility 
outside of the 
floodplain. 

Will be stand-alone 
building. This 
project is related to 
Project 13 below, 
Phase 1: Temp 
Facilities at Visitor’s 
Center.  

Use of current 
space is less than 
optimal due to lack 
of space and 
security issues.  

Temporary facility 
only, no permanent 
construction. Less 
sustainable for long-
term operation.  

 New facility to provide permanent space appropriate 
for use, with appropriate security and other supporting 
features.  

 New construction located outside floodplain area.  

5 P-341 Security 
Forces Facility 
/ULYB179001 
/2021 

6,000 SF new facility To provide 
adequate space to 
support all security 
needs. 

Add onto existing 
Building 303.  

Keep remaining 
footprint; less than 
optimal to support 
security 
requirements. 

Construct entirely 
new facility at new 
location. Higher 
cost and requires 
new space; current 
location is in 
alignment with base 
development plan. 

Add to existing building which lies outside the 100-yr 
floodplain. Existing building is newer and is in a location 
aligned with base development plan, which makes 
renovation feasible and cost-effective. Work includes:  

 Construct addition;  

 Reconfigure existing utilities;  

 Seamlessly incorporate new footprint;  

 Construct/improve exterior supporting features such 
as drainage, landscaping, and access pavement; and 

 Renovate interior as needed to ensure efficient 
configuration and maximum space utilization, including 
but not limited to walls, HVAC, utilities, flooring, and 
finishes.  
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 Project Title / 
Number / 

Execution Year 

Scope Project Need Comments No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
(Preferred Alternative) 

6 Aircraft Parking 
Apron, Phase I 
/ULYB189001 
/2023 

62,240 SY new parking 
apron 

To support 
minimum 
requirements for 
current aircraft 
layout, including 
adequate wingtip 
clearance. 

Only includes part 
of apron on north 
end. Later phases 
will move to south.  

No new concrete 
apron or new 
facility. 

Construct entire 
new area instead of 
phased approach. 
This approach 
overbuilds for 
current needs. 

Phased approach to expansion of new apron. Work 
includes:  

 Pavement,  

 Adjacent drainage,  

 Signing and pavement marking,  

 Lighting, and  

 Supporting features.  
7 P-341 Base 

Supply 
Warehouse 
/ULYB139021 
/2023 

8,000 SF new facility To provide 
adequate base 
supply and 
management 
functions to support 
all base missions. 

Addition to existing 
facility (Building 
304), this is a 
garage/ warehouse 
facility. 

Keep current facility 
as is, no new 
facility.  

Construct new 
building at new 
location. Higher 
cost, not consistent 
with current base 
plan.  

Add to existing building at current site which lies outside 
the 100-yr floodplain. Existing building is newer and is in 
a location aligned with base development plan, which 
makes renovation feasible and cost-effective. Work 
includes:  

 Construction of addition;  

 Reconfiguration of existing utilities;  

 Interior and exterior features to seamlessly incorporate 
new footprint; and 

 Exterior supporting features such as drainage, 
landscaping, access pavement; interior renovation as 
needed to ensure efficient configuration and maximum 
space utilization, including but not limited to walls, 
HVAC, utilities, flooring and finishes.  

8 Base Security 
and 
Infrastructure 
/ULYB189002 
/2025 

1,600 SF new entry 
control point (ECP), 
security fencing, 
roadwork, utilities, and site 
build-up 

To meet AT/FP and 
security 
requirements as 
well as improve 
traffic flow for 
reconfigured base. 

ECP, new base 
entrance. Visitor 
center, control 
point, roadways, 
utilities. 
Transportation 
impact to local road.  

Keep same ECP. 
Fails to fully meet 
AT/FP 
requirements.  

Alt. 1A: Renovate 
old ECP on south 
side of facility. Does 
not fully meet 
current site 
requirements.  
Alt. 1B: Only have 
one ECP to base; 
this is not fully 
sustainable for the 
base operation. 

New ECP which lies outside the 100-yr floodplain will 
include visitor’s center, roadways, and utilities. Work 
includes:  

 Construction of supporting buildings;  

 Utilities;  

 Pavement;  

 Security features;  

 Adjacent drainage and landscaping; and 

 Lighting, signage, and related features. 
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 Project Title / 
Number / 

Execution Year 

Scope Project Need Comments No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
(Preferred Alternative) 

9 General Purpose 
Maintenance 
Hangar 
/ULYB189003 
/2027 

 30,000 SF new facility:  
o 23,300 SF hangar 

bay,  
o 6,700 SF General 

Purpose shop 
space 

To support mission 
requirements for 
aircraft 
maintenance. 

Project is for one 
end of the planned 
facility (hangar 
only), the remainder 
will be built at a 
later date. Future 
work would be a 
later phase. 

Do not construct a 
new facility.  

Renovate current 
facility. Fails to 
provide (1) 
adequate flood 
protection, (2) 
adequate wingtip 
clearance for C17s, 
and (3) full shop 
support 
requirements.  

New location is consistent with movement away from 
flood zone. Implemented in conjunction with new apron to 
fully support aircraft servicing, storage, etc. Work 
includes:  

 Construction of building with foundation;  

 Utilities;  

 HVAC;  

 Local drainage;  

 Access pavement;  

 Lighting;  

 Signage; and  

 Interior and exterior finishing. 
10 MCCA for static 

display (historic 
airplane on 
display) 
/N/A 
/2027 

Project will include utilities, 
concrete foundation, 
landscaping, and signage, 
approximately 2025 SF. 

To display a 
professional military 
image to all base 
visitors. 

Building new 
display for old 
plane.  

No static display. None identified. Construct static display, including:  

 Foundation,  

 Utilities,  

 Landscaping,  

 Signage,  

 Access pavement, and  

 Other supporting features as needed.  
11 Open Skies 

Temporary 
Facility 
/N/A 
/2019 

Infrastructure and site 
prep for a temporary 
facility, approximately 
1700 SF. 

To support the 
Open Skies 
program with a 
facility that meets 
security 
requirements. 

Phase 1: Temp 
facilities at visitor’s 
center.  
Phase 2: permanent 
building.  

Keep current space 
on existing base. 
Does not fully 
support program 
needs due to 
security issues.  

No Open Skies 
facility pending 
construction of 
permanent facility. 
Does not meet 
mission 
requirements during 
construction. 

Install temporary (modular) building, including supporting 
utilities, foundation, etc. to house Open Skies program, 
pending construction of permanent facility. Proposed site 
is current parking area at existing visitor center, which will 
minimize impacts to the area.  

12 Retrofit Entry 
Control at 
Existing Base 
/N/A 
/2020 

Add entry lane for 
inspections; 
add canopy with lights, 
signage and crash arm. 

To meet ECP 
configuration and 
AT/FP 
requirements. 

Proposed upgrade 
of existing main 
gate.  

Keep current 
configuration of 
ECP. Does not 
provide optimum 
layout to support 
efficient inspections 
and security. 

None identified Update ECP to:  

 Add and reconfigure lanes (lane reconfiguration would 
take part of adjacent parking lot; no net change in 
pavement area);  

 Add inspection location; and 

 Update signage, lighting, gates, and other related 
features.  
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2.2.2 Alternatives Considered for Further Analysis  

2.2.2.1 No-Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, base expansion to the north, out of the floodplain area, 
would not occur. The 139 AW would not construct the new maintenance hangar, apron, 
Open Skies facility, ECP, and static display along with the demolition of Buildings 58 
and 82. In addition, the existing ECP and several building renovations would not be 
completed. 
 
No action means the base would remain within a floodplain, which would affect mission 
execution and be a life-safety issue. No action also means existing facilities would not 
be maintained in good condition to support mission execution, to include a future AE 
Squadron. The existing ECP would continue to not fully meet security requirements. For 
these reasons, the No-Action Alternative is not an acceptable alternative. Therefore, the 
No Action Alternative would not meet the needs of the 139 AW; however, the EA 
analyzes this alternative per CEQ regulations and as a baseline to compare potential 
impacts of the Proposed Action. 
 

2.2.2.2 Alternative 1 
Alternatives to the selected plan are summarized in Table 1. The renovation projects 

have few alternatives, although demolition of the existing building was considered for 
Building 4. As an alternative to renovating Building 4 for use as by the AE Squadron 
(the preferred alternative), Alternative 1 would construct a new building to support the 
mission.  
 
Repairs to pavement and existing buildings are required maintenance to sustain 
building functionality. Therefore, no alternatives to these options were listed other than 
the No Action Alternative.  
 
Alternatives to the additions to existing buildings include keeping the existing footprints 
(generally inadequate to support mission requirements) and constructing completely 
new facilities (generally cost prohibitive). For the buildings already outside the floodplain 
area, keeping the facilities at existing locations and renovating them would minimize 
cost and impacts to the environment.  
 
The existing base ECP renovations are needed to meet security requirements, and no 
alternatives exist. Upgrading the current ECP is occurring in addition to constructing a 
new ECP because the base is required to have two functional ECPs for security and 
emergency purposes. Currently, the base has only one functional ECP, which requires 
renovation to more fully meet functional requirements and current AT/FP standards.  
 
Alternatives to the new construction north of the current location include reconstruction 
or renovation at or near current locations. These alternatives would 1) lack sufficient 
space to house buildings to meet current mission needs, 2) construct new facilities in a 
floodplain, and 3) lack adequate setback distances for AT/FP requirements.  
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2.2.3 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action supports the long-term base development plan by providing space 
for the AE Squadron and moving forward with the north base development as well as 
renovating and performing maintenance on existing facilities that are not within the 
floodplain. Implementation of this plan will support sustainable mission execution by 
relocating the base out of the floodplain and providing facilities that meet security 
requirements. Pictures of project locations are provided in Figure 4 to Figure 16. 
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Figure 4: Map of the Preferred Alternative Projects at Rosecrans Memorial Airport in St. Joseph, Missouri.  

Each project number corresponds with the projects listed in Table 1. 
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Figure 5: Existing ECP (Project 12 in Table 1). 

The current ECP includes a small building, gate, fencing, and traffic lanes. Concrete 
barriers have been placed to control the flow of traffic. The existing configuration lacks 
space for pull-off of vehicles for inspection; the additional space would prevent traffic 
blockage and delays during inspections. The facility would remain at the same location, 
but features would be upgraded. 
 

 
Figure 6: Current Building 58, Scheduled for Renovation to Accommodate Supply 

Functions (Project Number TBD). 
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Figure 7: Building 4, Scheduled for Renovation (Project ULYB172013).  

This building is currently used for communications, but would be renovated to more 
optimally use the space for the AE Squadron. The work includes a total interior 
renovation, including utilities, doors and windows, interior configuration, interior 
finishing, and other changes and upgrades to existing systems to make the space 
functional for the new purpose. 
 

 
Figure 8: Site of New AE Squadron Facility (Project ULYB209090).  

The new build alternative for the AE Squadron would construct a 12,900 SF facility 
adjacent to farmland. 
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Figure 9: Temporary Facility Location for Open Skies Facility.  

The installation of a modular, temporary facility to house the Open Skies program would 
occur in an existing parking lot on the east side of the base. This project is a precursor 
to Project ULYB189006, construction of a permanent Open Skies facility. Currently, the 
Open Skies program must use leftover space when available, which is not appropriate 
for the program mission nor for security requirements related to the program. 
 

 
Figure 10: Proposed Permanent Open Skies Location (Project ULYB189006), and Also 

Part of the North Base Development Plan.  

The construction of a permanent 3,800 SF building will provide the program with the 
required level of support. 
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Figure 11: Proposed Security Building Addition to Building 303 (Project ULYB179001); 

Existing Building 303 is Shown in the Photo.  

The proposed 6,000 SF addition would house all of the base security functions to meet 
current security requirements. 
 

 
Figure 12: Current Farm Field, Proposed Apron, North End of New Base Facilities 

(Project ULYB189001).  

This project is part of the north base development plan. The new “Phase I” apron would 
be adjacent to the new maintenance hangar. 
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Figure 13: Proposed Building Supply Warehouse (Project ULYB139021); Addition to 

Existing Building 304 Shown in the Photo.  

The 8,000 SF addition would add sufficient facilities to meet base supply needs for 
efficient mission execution. 
 

 
Figure 14: Current Open Area Along Road East of Base, Proposed New ECP Site 

(Project ULYB189002).  

The new ECP would serve the north end of the base and would become the main base 
entry location. The work would include new roads, fencing and other security features, 
as well as a 1,600 SF building. 
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Figure 15: Current Farm Field and Location of Proposed Maintenance Hangar (Project 

ULYB189003).  

The first phase of a new maintenance hangar would be a 30,000 SF building. The 
maintenance hangar is part of the north base development plan. 
 

 
Figure 16: Proposed Location of New Static Display Site.  

Open area within existing base footprint. Background buildings are city airport buildings 
(maintenance shed and utility building). 
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
This section describes relevant existing environmental conditions for resources 
potentially affected by implementing the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. 
In compliance with guidelines established by the NEPA, CEQ regulations, AFI 32-7061, 
the description of the affected environment focuses on only those aspects potentially 
subject to impacts. 
 
In the case of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative, the affected 
environment description is limited to the existing base (139 AW, which is adjacent to 
RMAP) and the proposed north development area, and the adjacent lands located in 
Buchanan County, Missouri.  
 
Resources analyzed in this document include safety, air quality, noise, land use, 
geological resources, water resources, biological resources, transportation and traffic 
circulation, visual resources, cultural resources, socioeconomics including 
environmental justice, and hazardous materials and waste. Resources not analyzed 
include airspace management and air safety because the Proposed Action is not 
directly related to aircraft maneuvers. 
 

3.1 SAFETY 

3.1.1 Definition of Resource 
A safe environment is one in which there is no, or optimally reduced, potential for death, 
serious bodily injury or illness, or property damage. Human health and safety addresses 
1) workers’ health and safety during construction and demolition activities, and 2) public 
safety during demolition and construction activities and during subsequent operation of 
those facilities. 
 
Construction work site safety is largely a matter of adherence to regulatory 
requirements imposed for the benefit of employees and implementation of operational 
practices that reduce risks of illness, injury, death, and property damage. The health 
and safety of onsite military and civilian workers are safeguarded by numerous DoD and 
Air Force regulations designed to comply with standards issued by the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and the USEPA. 
 
Siting requirements for explosive materials storage (e.g., munitions) and handling 
facilities are based on safety and security criteria. Air Force Manual (AFMAN) 91-201 
(2018), Explosives Safety Standards, requires that defined distances, known as 

quantity-distance (QD) arcs, be maintained between these and a variety of other types 
of facilities. These QD arcs are determined by the type and quantity of explosive 
materials to be stored; each explosive material storage or handling facility has QD arcs 
extending outward from its sides and corners for a prescribed distance. Within QD arcs, 
development is either restricted or altogether prohibited in order to maintain safety of 
personnel and minimize the potential for damage to other facilities in the event of an 
accident. QD arcs for multiple facilities at a single site may overlap, leaving a series of 
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arcs as edges of the safety zone. Explosive materials storage and build-up facilities 
must be located in areas where security can be assured. 
 

3.1.2 Existing Conditions 
The government currently owns 54 acres at 139 AW, and leases approximately 305 
acres from RMAP and 95 acres from private landowners (Burns & McDonnell, 2018). In 
addition to a 21.7-acre restrictive easement, the base has a 2.8 acre utility easement 
with the City. The base itself is fenced and access is controlled through an ECP. There 
is not a primary explosive safety concern at the 139 AW. The base does have a 21.7-
acre restrictive easement with the City for munitions storage. The munitions storage 
area is isolated west of the main base footprint. Figure 17 shows the storage areas and 
corresponding QD arcs for the base. The proposed projects are not located near the 
munitions storage areas. 
 
Military installations must comply with AT/FP standards. Antiterrorism standards are 
based on DoD Instruction 2000.16 (2006), AFI 10-245 (2017), and AFI 31-118 (2017). 
These documents establish guidance and procedures to reduce the vulnerability of the 
installation and personnel to terrorism or terrorist activities. Design criteria provide 
additional standards. UFC 4-010-01, DoD Minimum Anti-terrorism Standards for 
Buildings, and the 9 February 2012 update (UFC 4-010-02) outline various planning, 
construction, and operational standards to address potential terrorist threats. A key 
element of AT/FP standards is the establishment of minimum setbacks and other 
security standoffs between mass gathering facilities and potentially non-secure adjacent 
uses (e.g., parking lots, areas outside of security fences, etc.). AT/FP setbacks typically 
extend outward from the sides and corners of facilities for a prescribed distance (e.g., 
45 meters [147.6 feet]); development is either limited or altogether prohibited in such 
setback areas. Additional AT/FP standards address other facility design and operational 
considerations, including internal building layout, facility access and security, site 
circulation, and emergency mass notification. For the 139 AW, a majority of existing 
structures predate current AT/FP standards. The base as a whole is being updated as 
individual projects are implemented, and new facilities meet AT/FP standards. 
 



DRAFT Environmental Assessment, Missouri Air National Guard, 139th Airlift Wing, Rosecrans 

Memorial Airport – June 2020 

  

 
 

3-3  

 
Figure 17: QD Arcs for 139 AW 
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3.1.3 Construction-Related Impact 
Construction work site safety is largely a matter of adherence to regulatory 
requirements imposed for the benefit of employees and implementation of operational 
practices that reduce risks of illness, injury, death, and property damage. The health 
and safety of onsite military and civilian workers are safeguarded by numerous DoD and 
Air Force regulations designed to comply with standards issued by the OSHA and the 
USEPA, such as AFI 48-145 Occupational and Environmental Health Program (2014) 
and Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD) 90-8 Environment, Safety & Occupational Health 
Management and Risk Management (2017). All contractors performing construction 
activities at the ANG portion of RMAP are responsible for meeting OSHA standards and 
for protecting their employees during contracted operations (AFI 48-145, 2014).  
 

3.2 AIR QUALITY 
3.2.1 Definition of Resource 
Air quality in a given location is described in terms of concentrations of various 
substances in the atmosphere known as “criteria pollutants,” expressed in units of parts 
per million (ppm), milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3), or micrograms per cubic meter 
(µg/m3). Air quality is influenced by the type and amount of pollutants in the 
atmosphere, the size and underlying topography of the air basin, and local and regional 
meteorological conditions. The significance of a pollutant concentration is determined by 
comparison with federal air quality standards. The USEPA has established the NAAQS 
(Table 2). 

 
NAAQS are divided into two sets: primary and secondary. Primary standards are based 
entirely on public health considerations. Secondary standards protect public welfare, 
addressing damage to soils, water, crops, vegetation, man-made materials, domestic 
animals, wildlife, weather, visibility, climate, property, transportation, and human health 
and comfort. NAAQS include maximum concentration levels for six criteria pollutants: 
ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and lead (Pb). The standard 
was developed for PM10 after it was established that only particles of less than 10 
microns in diameter are capable of entering small passages in lungs. There is also a 
standard for PM2.5 (particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter). 
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Table 2: National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)  
Pollutant Primary/ 

Secondary 
Averaging 

Time 
Level Form 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Primary 8 hrs 9 ppm Not to be exceeded more than once 
per year. 1 hour 35 ppm 

Lead (Pb) Primary and 
Secondary 

Rolling 3 
month 

average 

0.15 
µg/m3 

(1) 

Not to be exceeded. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Primary 1 hour 100 ppb 98th percentile of 1-hour daily 
maximum concentrations, averaged 

over 3 years.  

Primary and 
Secondary 

1 year 53 ppb 
(2) 

Annual Mean 

Ozone (O3) Primary and 
Secondary 

8 hours 0.070 
ppm (3) 

Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 
8-hour concentration, averaged over 3 

years. 

Particle Pollution 
(Particulate 
Matter, PM) 

PM2.5 Primary 1 year 12.0 
µg/m3 

Annual mean, averaged over 3 years. 

Secondary 1 year 15 
µg/m3 

Annual mean, averaged over 3 years. 

Primary and 

Secondary 

24 hours 35 

µg/m3 

98th percentile, averaged over 3 years. 

PM10 Primary and 
Secondary 

24 hours 150 
µg/m3 

Not to be exceeded more than once 
per year on average over 3 years. 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Primary 1 hour 75 ppb 
(4) 

99th percentile of 1-hour daily 
maximum concentrations, averaged 

over 3 years. 

Secondary 3 hours 0.5 ppm Not to be exceeded more than once 
per year. 

* Source - Clean Air Act, Title 42 U.S.C. Section 7401-7671, USEPA Website, September 2019 

(1) In areas designated nonattainment for the Pb standards prior to the promulgation of the current (2008) standards, 
and for which implementation plans to attain or maintain the current (2008) standards have not been submitted and 
approved, the previous standards (1.5 µg/m3 as a calendar quarter average) also remain in effect. 
(2) The level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm. It is shown here in terms of ppb for the purposes of clearer 

comparison to the 1-hour standard level. 
(3) Final rule signed October 1, 2015, and effective December 28, 2015. The previous (2008) O3 standards 
additionally remain in effect in some areas. Revocation of the previous (2008) O3 standards and transitioning to the 
current (2015) standards will be addressed in the implementation rule for the current standards. 

(4) The previous SO2 standards (0.14 ppm 24-hour and 0.03 ppm annual) will additionally remain in effect in certain 
areas: (1) any area for which it is not yet 1 year since the effective date of designation under the current (2010) 
standards, and (2)any area for which an implementation plan providing for attainment of the current (2010) standard 
has not been submitted and approved and which is designated nonattainment under the previous SO2 standards or 

is not meeting the requirements of a State Implementation Plan (SIP) call under the previous SO2 standards (40 CFR 
50.4(3)). A SIP call is an EPA action requiring a state to resubmit all or part of its SIP to demonstrate attainment of 
the required NAAQS. 
 

 

3.2.2 Existing Conditions 

3.2.2.1 Climate 
The regional climate in northwestern Missouri is classified as humid and temperate. Due 
to the inland location, Missouri is subject to frequent changes in temperature. The long 
term average annual precipitation in Missouri is 40.86 inches. The long term mean 
annual temperature is 54.6 degrees Fahrenheit (°F), with a mean winter temperature of 
32.1°F and a mean summer temperature of 75.6°F (Missouri Climate Center, 2019). 
 



DRAFT Environmental Assessment, Missouri Air National Guard, 139th Airlift Wing, Rosecrans 
Memorial Airport – June 2020 

  

  

3-7  

For the Midwest, including Missouri, trends in temperature and precipitation related 
changes are discussed in the Fourth National Climate Assessment (USGCRP, 2018). 
The general trend for this region includes increasing temperatures, increasing humidity 
and increasing precipitation. 
 

3.2.2.2 Local Air Quality 
RMAP is located in Buchanan County, Missouri, which has been designated by USEPA 
as being in attainment with current ambient air quality standards for all criteria 
pollutants. According to the USEPA’s Air Quality Index Summary Report, in 2018 
Buchanan County had 239 days of good air quality and 63 days of moderate air quality. 
There were no days in 2018 when the air quality in Buchanan County was considered 
unhealthy (USEPA, 2019). 
 
The Proposed Action will occur in western Buchanan County, Missouri in an area 
bordered on the north, west, and south by Doniphan County, Kansas. Both of these 
counties are in attainment with all currently applicable NAAQS (USEPA, 2019). 
 

3.2.2.3 Emissions at Installation 

139 AW operates under an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP, 2018) and a Basic 
Operating Permit (2017). The AQMP documents the management of air emission 
sources and provides air quality resources to maintain compliance at the base.  
 

3.3 NOISE 

3.3.1 Definition of Resource 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound or, more specifically, as any sound that interferes 
with communication, is intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying 
(Federal Interagency Committee on Noise [FICON], 1992). Human response to noise 
varies according to the type and characteristics of the noise source, distance between 
the noise source and the receptor, sensitivity of the receptor, and time of day. Due to 
wide variations in sound levels, sound is measured in decibels (dB), which is based on 
a logarithmic scale (e.g., 10-dB increase corresponds to a 100-percent increase in 
perceived sound). Sound measurement is further refined by using an A- weighted 
decibel scale (dBA) that emphasizes the range of sound frequencies that are most 
audible to the human ear (between 1,000 and 8,000 cycles per second). Table 3 

identifies typical noise levels associated with common indoor and outdoor activities 
and settings.  
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Table 3: Sound Levels of Typical Noise Sources  

Activity Sound Levels 
(dBA) 

Normal breathing 10 
Whispering at 5 feet 20 

Soft whisper 30  

Rainfall 50 

Normal conversation 60 

Vacuum cleaner 60 – 85  

Power lawn mower 65 – 95 
Tractor 90 

Snowmobile 100 

Ambulance Siren 120 

Chain saw 125 

Jet engine taking off 150 

Artillery fire at 500 feet 150 
Fireworks at 3 feet 162 

Handgun 166 

Shotgun  170 
Source: Center for Hearing and Communication, 2019. 

 
It is DoD Policy (DoDI 4715.13) to minimize effects on the human environment resulting 
from noise, while maintaining military readiness. The Air Force sets a criterion sound 
level for an 8-hour exposure of 85 dBA, as the basis for a noise standard (AFI 48-127. 
2016). Limiting values for noise are based on both sound level and exposure time. 
These are summarized in Table 4. 

 
Table 4: Limiting Values for Unprotected Noise Exposures 

Sound 
Level (dBA) 

Time 
(minutes) 

Over 115 Forbidden 

115 0.5 
110 1.5 

100 15 

90 151 

85 480 

80 24 hours 

Below 80 No limit 
Adapted from AFI 48-127. 2016. 

 

3.3.2 Existing Conditions 

3.3.2.1 Aircraft Activity 
The Air Force noise program focuses on noise from the operation of aircraft, small 
arms, munitions, and explosives that may affect people, animals (domestic or wild), or 
structures on or in areas within close proximity of a military installation range, within 
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Special Use Airspace and Airspace for Special Use (AFI 32-1015, 2019). Current noise 
sources at RMAP consist primarily of aircraft noise from the airport. The area 
surrounding RMAP is predominately agricultural with few sensitive noise receptors in 
the vicinity of the Proposed Action, although several rural residences are located 
directly across NW 26th Road, along the base expansion area, less than 500 feet from 
the proposed Base Supply Warehouse construction area. 
 
A current noise contour map is not available, but previously noise contours to represent 
conditions through 2015 were modeled for aircraft operations at RMAP (ANG, 2005). 
The FAA Integrated Noise Model was used for the analysis. The noise contours showed 
day-night average sound level values of 65, 70, and 75 dBA that are completely 
contained within airport boundaries. The results of the model indicated that future noise 
levels will be at 65 dBA or lower on adjacent properties. For this EA, a separate noise 
analysis for aircraft noise was not performed since baseline levels are not expected to 
change under the Proposed Action.  
 

3.3.2.2 Ground-Based Activity 
Several rural residences are located directly across NW 26th Road, which runs along the 
eastern border of the base expansion area. Relocation of the base moves maintenance 
activities and associated noise closer to these residences. Noise levels experienced off 
the base are not expected to change at this time, since key nuisance noise triggers 
such as engine testing facilities, are not moving. Future base development may require 
a new noise study and the issue should be revisited as installation planning progresses. 
 

3.4 LAND USE 

3.4.1 Definition of Resource 
Land use can be separated into two primary categories: natural and human modified. 
Natural land cover includes woodlands, rangeland, grasslands, and other open or 
undeveloped areas. Human-modified land use includes residential, commercial, 
industrial, communications and utilities, agricultural, institutional, recreational, and 
generally other areas developed from a natural land cover condition. Land use is 
regulated by management plans, policies, regulations, and ordinances (i.e., zoning) that 
determine the type and extent of land use allowable in specific areas and protect 
specially designated or environmentally sensitive areas.  
 
Installation planning requirements include siting criteria to ensure compatible land uses 
(AFI 32-1015, 2019). The Air Installations Compatible Use Zones Program includes the 
following objectives: 
 

 Assist local, regional, state and federal officials in protecting the public health, 
safety, and welfare by promoting long-term land use compatible with military 
operations.  

 Protect Air Force operational capability from the effects of land and water use 
that are incompatible with Air Force operations.  

 Manage mission encroachment while influencing mission sustainability by 
promoting compatible land use in the community. 
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The program requires new facilities and land uses to be consistent with the land use 
compatibility recommendations in AFH 32-7084 (2017), which includes designation of 
clear zones, wildlife exclusion zones, historical preservation requirements and other 
special land protections.  
 

3.4.2 Existing Conditions 
According to the Buchanan County land use maps (Figure 18), the land use for RMAP 

is designated as airfield (ZA) and industrial (Buchanan County, 2019). Land immediately 
surrounding RMAP is primarily agricultural (A-1) with some light development in the 
industrial subdivision (I-1, I-2) adjacent to the airport. A few rural residences are 
scattered across the area, but are limited due to the flood-prone nature of the area. 
Agricultural land uses are zoned for areas north of the airfield (A-1). Land uses 
bordering the two major water bodies in the area, Browning Lake and the Missouri 
River, are designated as recreational (G).  
 
The urbanized area of St. Joseph, located east of the Missouri River, is primarily 
residential. The rural community of Elwood, Kansas is located approximately two miles 
southeast of the airport. The rural community of Wathena, Kansas is approximately two 
miles southwest of the airport. The immediate environs of the airport (the area bordered 
by the Missouri River and Browning Lake) are predominately agricultural, with a few 
scattered residences. Forested and wetland areas line the waterways and this land is 
not farmed.  
 
A major land use of the proposed ANG base relocation area is agricultural. According to 
the Natural Resources Conservation Service, most Buchanan County contains soils that 
are considered to be prime farmland soils (United States Department of Agriculture, 
2019). Of the 265,500 acres in the county, less than three percent consists of urban 
lands, water, or quarries.  
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Figure 18: Zoning near 139 AW, Buchanan County, Missouri. 
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3.5 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
3.5.1 Definition of Resource  
Geological resources consist of surface and subsurface materials and their properties. 
Principal geologic factors influencing the ability to support structural development are 
seismic properties (i.e., potential for subsurface shifting, faulting, or crustal disturbance), 
soil stability, and topography.  
 
Topography is the change in elevation over the surface of a land area. An area’s 
topography is influenced by many factors, including human activity, underlying geologic 
material, seismic activity, climatic conditions, and erosion. A discussion of topography 
typically encompasses a description of surface elevations, slope, and distinct 
physiographic features (e.g., mountains) and their influence on human activities.  
 
The term soil, in general, refers to unconsolidated materials overlying bedrock or other 
parent material. Soil structure, elasticity, strength, shrink-swell potential, and erodibility 
all determine the ability for the ground to support man-made structures. Soils typically 
are described in terms of their complex type, slope, physical characteristics, and relative 
compatibility or constraining properties with regard to particular construction activities 
and types of land use. 
 

3.5.2 Existing Conditions 
The portion of Buchanan County near St. Joseph, Missouri consists of alluvium in the 
Missouri River trench, which overlies quaternary glacial outwash, and loess, which is 
windblown sand and silt. The alluvium was deposited by the river, and consists of silt, 
clay and fine sands. These formations overlie the glacial till and bedrock in rolling 
plains. The area was glaciated at least twice, and the river has eroded the glacial 
deposits (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS], 2019). 
 
Dominant soils in the area are of the Haynie Series (U. S. Department of Agriculture 
[USDA], 2019); deep, moderately well-drained, and somewhat poorly drained soils 
formed in calcareous alluvium on floodplains. They are classified as silty or very fine 
sandy loams. The shallow subsurface is comprised predominantly of clay, silty clay, 
sandy clay, and sand. 

 

In the area of the Proposed Action, the topography is nearly level. No major topographic 
obstructions or restrictions occur at the site. The area for the Proposed Action is 
underlain by the Haynie silt loam soil series; this soil series is associated with alluvial 
floodplains (USDA, 2019). 
 

3.6 WATER RESOURCES 

3.6.1 Definition of Resource 
Water resources analyzed in this study include surface and groundwater resources. 
This section addresses the quality and availability of surface and groundwater, as well 
as the potential of an area for flooding. Surface water resources include lakes, rivers, 
and streams and are important for a variety of reasons including economic, ecological, 
recreational, and human health. Groundwater comprises the subsurface hydrologic 
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resources of the physical environment and is an essential resource in many areas; 
groundwater is commonly used for potable water consumption, agricultural irrigation, 
and industrial applications. Groundwater properties are often described in terms of 
depth to aquifer, aquifer or well capacity, water quality, and surrounding geologic 
composition. 
 
Wetlands are defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and USEPA as 
“those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency 
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands 
generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas” (33 CFR § 328.3 [b]). 
Wetlands provide a variety of functions including groundwater recharge and discharge; 
flood flow alteration; sediment stabilization; sediment and toxicant retention; nutrient 
removal and transformation; support of aquatic and terrestrial diversity and abundance; 
and uniqueness. Three criteria are necessary to define wetlands: vegetation 
(hydrophytes), soils (hydric), and hydrology (frequency of flooding or soil saturation). 
Hydrophytic vegetation is classified by the estimated probability of occurrence in 
wetland versus upland (non-wetland) areas throughout its distribution. Hydric soils are 
those that are saturated, flooded, or ponded for sufficient periods during the growing 
season and that develop anaerobic conditions in their upper horizons (i.e., layers). 
Wetland hydrology is determined by the frequency and duration of inundation and soil 
saturation; permanent or periodic water inundation or soil saturation is considered a 
significant force in wetland establishment and proliferation. Jurisdictional wetlands are 
those subject to regulatory authority under Section 404 of the CWA and Executive 
Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands.  

 
Floodplains are belts of low, level ground present on one or both sides of a stream 
channel and are subject to either periodic or infrequent inundation by flood water. 
Inundation dangers associated with floodplains have prompted Federal, state, and local 
legislation that limits development in these areas largely to recreation and preservation 
activities. Water resources are also important because of their significant role in 
determining historical migratory and settlement patterns of virtually all mammals; 
influence on nesting and migratory activities of many bird species; contribution to the 
evolution of landforms through their roles in the erosion process; and their participation 
in critical global systems including hydrologic cycle, temperature modification, and 
oxygen replenishment. 
 

3.6.2 Existing Condition 

3.6.2.1 Surface Water 

Regionally, the primary surface feature in the area is the Missouri River, which occupies 
a mile-wide floodplain along the Missouri-Kansas State line. In 1952, the river flooded 
and created a new channel, west of St. Joseph, Missouri, where the existing ANG and 
RMAP are currently located. The former meander channel became plugged with 
Missouri River sediments, forming an oxbow lake now known as Browning Lake (Figure 
19). Browning Lake is used primarily for fishing and recreational purposes by local 

residents.  
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Figure 19: Surface Waters Near 139 AW and RMAP 
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Figure 20: Floodplain Map for Rosecrans Memorial Airport and 139 AW
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RMAP is surrounded on three sides by Browning Lake and a second oxbow lake 
(colloquially “Cut-off Lake” but not officially named on the MDNR maps). Surface 
drainage on the RMAP is accomplished by a series of ditches that flow into Browning 
Lake. A drainage ditch at the southwest corner of the installation collects stormwater 
runoff from the existing base. The surface water/stormwater collects in this ditch and is 
then pumped into Browning Lake by a series of pumps owned, operated, and 
maintained by the City of St. Joseph. Water levels in the drainage ditches are directly 
related to precipitation and the level of Browning Lake. The drainage from Browning 
Lake flows into the Missouri River.  
 
A local levee with a minimum top elevation of 810.5 feet protects the airport and the 
existing ANG base from flooding. The major levee is located between the RMAP and 
the Missouri River. The Missouri River is the only surface water in the project area that 
is included on the Missouri CWA Section 303(d) list of impaired waters (MDNR, 2020). 
The Missouri River is impaired for E. coli, a microbial contaminant related to sanitary 

discharges. The Missouri River also has Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) 
established for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and the pesticide Chlordane (MDNR, 
2019b).  
 
The existing base includes several manmade drainage ditches, which drain to a small 
pond located on the base. There are no streams, rivers, wetlands, or other water bodies 
known to be located in the proposed relocation area. Relocation will move the base 
facilities away from Browning Lake and away from the Missouri River flood areas.  
 

3.6.2.2 Ground Water 
Groundwater near 139 AW is part of an alluvial aquifer system (influenced by the 
Missouri River stage and the water level of Browning Lake), and is shallow (2 to 7 feet 
below ground surface) and abundant. Groundwater wells located within the alluvium 
may provide up to 2,000 gallons per minute (Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
[MDNR], 2019). During low river and lake levels, groundwater flow is directed toward 
the surface water bodies. During periods of high water and flooding, the groundwater 
flow direction may reverse, as groundwater is recharged into the alluvial materials.  
 
According to the USGS National Water Information System (USGS, 2019), there are no 
USGS wells located within a one mile radius of the existing base. Water is supplied to 
the airport by the Missouri American Water Company. MDNR states that there are 116 
wells near the proposed projects (distance not given). Of these, 53 are abandoned and 
63 are monitoring wells (MDNR, 2019b). The MDNR records for wells in Buchanan 
County does not return any records near the base (MDNR, 2020b), which is consistent 
with a lack of drinking water wells for the area, and may indicate that the wells are older. 
There are no drinking water wells within the proposed action area. See Section 3.12.2 
for a discussion of potential contaminants in groundwater. 
 

3.6.2.3 Wetlands 
Wetlands may exist in areas that are disturbed, including developed areas and 
farmlands. MDNR (2019b) identifies the potential for wetlands to occur within the 
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proposed action area, although this is based on the National Wetland Inventory. The 
National Wetland Inventory is not sufficiently detailed to make a jurisdictional 
determination as to whether wetlands exist in a given area, and a wetland delineation is 
required.  
 
A wetland delineation was conducted basewide in July 2016, including the main 
cantonment area, the future cantonment area, and the munitions storage area (ANG, 
2016). Within the main cantonment area and munitions storage area, no potential 
wetlands sites were identified. On the future cantonment area, two primary drainage 
ditches exist. These areas are identified on the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 
maps as palustrine unconsolidated bottom, intermittently exposed, excavated (PUBGx). 
Both ditches flow generally east to west, but improper grading causes water to back up 
after large precipitation events. Other small drainage ditches are located across the 
cantonment main area. These drainage areas are excavated features that comprise the 
stormwater management system at 139 AW. None of the drainage ditches meet the 
requirements for a jurisdictional water of the United States. These findings were 
confirmed by USACE in 2015 (ANG, 2016). A wetland delineation will be performed and 
a USACE jurisdictional determination obtained on the base relocation area property 
prior to any site work. 
 
139 AW also includes a large drop zone area. The drop zone is covered under a 
previous agreement between USACE and ANG. USACE previously issued an opinion 
stating “…jurisdictional wetlands likely exist within the project area…” and “…if no fill, 
dredging, or drainage within these areas is proposed, no jurisdictional determination of 
any kind or a permit is required from the Corps of Engineers (ANG, 2016).”  
 

3.6.2.4 Floodplains 
Flood hazard zones have been determined by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) for the area. Prior to 1993, the RMAP was located in a Zone B flood 
insurance area, indicating the property was between the 100- and 500-year flood 
elevations. Following the historic 1993 Flood, during which the airport was inundated, it 
was not known whether the condition of the main levee was suitable to protect the 
airfield from a 100-year flood. In 2006, USACE completed a study of the Missouri River 
to determine the level of protection afforded by the levee (USACE, 2006). The results of 
the study indicate that an elevation of 818 feet is a reasonable elevation that will provide 
protection from the 100-year flood. A base flood is a flood having a one percent chance 
of being equaled or exceeded in any given year (also referred to as the 100-year flood 
level). The flood zones near the base are shown in Figure 20.  

 
The current grade in the relocation area averages between 816 and 820 feet, near or 
above the base flood elevation of 818 feet as a sufficient elevation to avoid the 100-year 
flood (Missouri State Emergency Management Agency, 2019). The southern portion of 
the base is at a slightly lower elevation, around 805 to 810 feet, and within a moderate 
flood hazard area (FEMA, 2019). Previous flooding (in 1993) is an impetus for relocating 
the base to the north, to slightly higher elevations. In spring 2019, flooding on the 
Missouri River at St. Joseph reached a crest of 821.39, which is considered major flood 
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stage (note that the flood stage for the Missouri River is 822 – 823 feet, depending on 
location). This was slightly higher than the second highest historic crest of 821.34 in 
1993, the event that precipitated the base relocation. In spite of the high river stage, the 
base itself did not flood in 2019, likely due to improvements in the overall levee system. 
 

3.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
3.7.1 Definition of Resource 
Biological resources include native or naturalized plants and animals and the habitats in 
which they occur. Sensitive biological resources are defined as those plant and animal 
species listed as threatened or endangered, or proposed as such by the USFWS. The 
ESA protects listed species against killing, harming, harassing, or any action that may 
damage their habitat. Federal candidate species and species proposed for listing are 
not protected by law; however, these species could become listed and protected at any 
time.  
 
Migratory birds, as listed in 50 CFR 10.13, are ecologically and economically important 
to the U.S. Recreational activities, including bird watching, studying, feeding, and 
hunting, are practiced by many Americans. In 2001, Executive Order 13186, 
Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, was issued to focus 

attention of Federal agencies on the environmental effects to migratory bird species 
and, where feasible, implement policies and programs, which support the conservation 
and protection of migratory birds. 
 
Vegetation includes native or naturalized plants and the plant communities (e.g., 
wetlands, forests, and grasslands) in which they exist. In human-dominated 
environments, this may include agricultural or landscaped areas. 
 
An “endangered” species is a plant or animal species that is in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A “threatened” species is one that is 
likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future. A strict legal process is involved 
in determining whether to list species, depending on the degree of threat each faces. As 
mandated by the ESA, the USFWS is the regulatory authority overseeing the protection 
of federal-listed threatened and endangered species. Individual states also enforce their 
own legislation protecting state-listed species. 
 

3.7.2 Existing Conditions 

3.7.2.1 Vegetation and Forestry 

The 1993 flood which inundated all of RMAP including the Missouri ANG area, resulted 
in siltation across the entire area. Siltation of this nature can impact plant growth and 
distribution of plant species. Flooding, flood protection systems, and agricultural 
practices have affected the area’s naturally occurring ecological functions and values.  
 
The lands comprising the RMAP and 139 AW base have terrestrial cover types that 
include developed/urban land, agricultural land, mowed field, old-field, and NWI-
designated wetland areas. RMAP is located within the French Bottoms of the Missouri 
River floodplain. The area is part of the Missouri Alluvial Plain, a subregion within the 
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Western Corn Belt Plains (USEPA, 2019). The Western Cornbelt Plains were once 
tallgrass prairie. The native vegetation within the tallgrass prairie is predominated by tall 
bluestem prairie, typically comprised of tall bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), panic grass 
(Panicum gattingeri) and Indian Grass (Sorghastrum nutans), and mixed grass prairie 
typically comprised of western wheat grass (Pascopyrum smithii), little bluestem 
(Angdropogon scoparius), and needlegrass (Stipa sp.). In addition to the grasses, the 
natural vegetation included a mosaic of oak/hickory (Quercus/Carya) forest and 

woodlands, and tall bluestem prairie. Oak-hickory forest, floodplain forest, and tallgrass 
prairie vegetation has been substantially removed to make way for cropland (USEPA, 
2019). 
 
Existing 139 AW vegetation includes a typical turf grass mix of bluegrass (Poa 
pratensis), fescue (Festuca sp.), and ryegrasses (Lolium sp.) for the majority of turf 
plantings in both semi-improved and improved areas. Dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), 
fleabane (Erigeron sp.), goldenrod (Solidago sp.), horseweed (Conyza canadensis) and 
foxtail (Seteria gluaca) along with other common weeds are also present in the semi-
improved areas. The invasive Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense) is also abundant on 

the installation. Little natural forest habitat remains on the installation, although a small 
copse is located along the southwest portion of the drop zone. Trees in this area include 
American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), cottonwood (Populus deltoides), silver 
maple (Acer saccharinum) and box elder (Acer negundo). Landscape trees are present 
within the developed portion of the base, including Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), green 
ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), bald cypress 
(Taxodium distichum), tulip poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera), honey locust (Gleditisia 
triacanthose), pin oak (Quercus palustris), eastern redbud (Cercis canadensis), river 
birch (Betula nigra), and Bradford pear (Pyrus calleryana) (ANG, 2016).  

 
The proposed relocation area consists of agricultural fields; visual evidence suggests 
the most recent crop was corn. The site has been extensively disturbed by human 
activities. No high quality plant communities exist in this area. 
 

3.7.2.2 Wildlife 
Wildlife includes those animal species known, or suspected, to be present at 139 AW 
for at least part of their lives. The proximity of Browning Lake, the Missouri River, and 
wetland and marshy areas is an attractant to migratory birds and other wildlife at 139 
AW. Wooded areas, ponds, farm fields, and grasslands surrounding the airfield provide 
diverse habitats capable of supporting a varied wildlife fauna. The Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plan (ANG, 2014) and the Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard 
(BASH) Plan (ANG, 2008) both list birds and wildlife observed or potentially present on 
the base. The lists of birds known to occur in the area of the installation are included in 
Appendix B of this report. A wide range of waterfowl and other birds are potentially 
present at 139 AW, as well as mammals commonly associated with suburban and rural 
Midwestern lands. 
 
It is likely that at least some of the wildlife species documented at 139 AW are present 
in the relocation area. However, the extensive disturbance that has occurred on the site, 
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the low quality habitat (primarily row crops), and the surrounding aircraft operations 
greatly reduce the value of this resource as wildlife habitat.  
 

3.7.2.3 Special Status Species 
 

3.7.2.3.1 Federal 
The USFWS Information, Planning and Conservation (IPaC) system was used to 
identify threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species and critical habitat 
for those species that could be affected by the Proposed Action. The species list was 
obtained January 29, 2020, and fulfills the requirement for obtaining a Technical 
Assistance Letter from the USFWS as required under Section 7(c) of the Endangered 
Species Act. A copy of the USFWS IPaC correspondence is included in Appendix C.  
 
Two species were identified as potentially occurring within the project area, although the 
project area provides no critical habitats for these species. The federally endangered 
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and the threatened Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis 
septentrionalis) are found in Missouri (Table 5).  

 
Table 5: Federally-listed Species with the Potential of Occurring within the Project Area. 
Name Federal Status Habitat Potential to Occur 

Indiana bat  
(Myotis sodalis) 

Endangered  Not expected to 
occur; no known 

hibernacula, 
potential to occur 
during summer. 

Northern long-
eared bat 
(Myotis 
septentrionalis) 

Threatened Hibernates in caves 
and mines – 
swarming in 
surrounding 
wooded areas in 
autumn. Roosts 
and forages in 
upland forests and 
woods during the 
summer. 

Not expected to 
occur; lack of 

suitable habitat. 

 
Indiana Bat 
Status. The Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) is federally listed as endangered. 

 
Distribution and Habitat. The Indiana bat’s range includes much of the eastern and 

north central United States. The species’ range contains 22 states, including Missouri. 
The Indiana bat hibernates during winter in caves or, occasionally, in abandoned mines. 
During summer they roost under the peeling bark of dead and dying trees. The species 
forages around rivers or lakes and in upland areas for insects (USFWS, 2019). 
Potential for Occurrence. From late fall through winter, Indiana bats in Missouri 

hibernate in caves primarily in the northeast region. More than 85 percent of Missouri’s 
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total population of Indiana bat hibernates in only eight specific locations, none of which 
are located in Buchanan County where RMAP is located. Summer roosting Indiana bats 
have been recorded in northern Missouri; however, there are no roost records or 
acoustic and mist net capture records of Indiana bat in Buchanan County where the 
proposed project is located (USACE, 2019). In addition, the Proposed Action does not 
include the cutting of any trees.  
 
Northern Long-eared Bat 
Status. The Indiana bat (Myotis septentrionalis) is federally listed as endangered. 

 
Distribution and Habitat. The northern long-eared bat’s range includes much of the 

eastern and north central United States. The species’ range contains 37 states, 
including Missouri. During the summer, northern long-eared bats roost singly or in 
colonies underneath bark, in cavities or crevices of both live trees and snags. Males and 
non-reproductive females may also roost in cooler places, like caves and mines. During 
the winter, northern long-eared bats hibernate in caves and mines (USFWS, 2015). This 
species has been shown to forage mainly in upland forests rather than riparian areas. 
 
Potential for Occurrence. The northern long-eared bat has been documented in 76 of 

114 counties in Missouri. With regard to Buchanan County where RMAP is located, 
there are no roost records or acoustic and mist net capture records of northern long-
eared bat (USACE, 2019). There are no known hibernacula within the vicinity of the 
project. In addition, the Proposed Action does not include the cutting of any trees.  
 

3.7.2.3.2 State 
The Missouri Natural Heritage Program database was queried for state-listed species 
occurring within Buchanan County (MDC, 2020). State-listed species occurring within 
the county include the state endangered flathead chub (Platygobio gracilis), lake 
sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens), and pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus).  

 

3.8 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

3.8.1 Definition of Resource 
Transportation and circulation refer to the movement of vehicles throughout a roadway 
network. Primary roads, such as major interstates, are principal arterials designed to 
move traffic and not necessarily to provide access to all adjacent areas. Secondary 
roads are feeder arterials that collect traffic from common areas and transfer it to 
primary roads. 
 

3.8.2 Existing Conditions 
The transportation system in the St. Joseph, Missouri area is comprised of interstate, 
U.S. Highway, state, county, and local road systems. RMAP is accessible via Airport 
Road, a two-lane road, from Kansas Highway 238 from the south. RMAP was separated 
from the City of St. Joseph in 1951 by a change in the course of the Missouri River. 
Although the airport and base are in Missouri, access to the airport is from Kansas due 
to the river and road configuration. Figure 21 shows the project area and surrounding 
major roads. 
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Roads in the vicinity of RMAP generally support existing traffic volumes. Traffic in the 
area is generally light. Near the installation, there are no intersections where delays 
occur nor any road segments that have diminished levels of service. Several roads 
currently traverse the proposed relocation area, and provide access to local homes and 
farmed lands. Traffic on these roads is light. 
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Figure 211: Roads Surrounding 139 AW and RMAP. 
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3.9 VISUAL RESOURCES 

3.9.1 Definition of Resource 
Visual resources are defined as the natural and manufactured features that constitute 
the aesthetic qualities of an area. These features form the overall impression that an 
observer receives of an area (i.e., its landscape character). An area’s susceptibility to 
visual impacts is related to visual sensitivity. Highly sensitive resources include national 
and state parks, recreation areas, historic sites, wild and scenic rivers, designated 
scenic roads, and other areas specifically noted for aesthetic qualities. 
 

3.9.2 Existing Conditions 

3.9.2.1 Regional Visual Character 
Buchanan County, Missouri is predominated by agricultural activities. The rolling hills 
typical of the Missouri River alluvial plane on the western edge of the county are visually 
plain and monotonous, with few distinguishing features. Recreational areas exist near 
the river, but there are no national or state parks located in Buchanan County.  
 

3.9.2.2 Installation Visual Character 

The visual environment at the installation itself is characteristic of military and civilian 
airfields. Structures include hangars, maintenance and support facilities, and 
navigational equipment. There are no wild and scenic rivers or highways, unique 
geologic landforms, or other highly valued aesthetic features on or near the installation. 
The topography is generally flat and the only outstanding natural feature of the area is 
Browning Lake, an abandoned oxbow. 
 
The relocation area consists primarily of agricultural land characterized by low scenic 
and aesthetic quality. City-owned storage sheds, buildings, and a refueling station are 
also present at the site. The area is in close proximity of active runways, taxiways, and 
other airport facilities. The area is in close visual proximity to several rural residences on 
the east. The built environment of 139 AW consists predominantly of hangars and 
administrative, maintenance, warehouse, and industrial facilities served by a road 
network, most of which are adjacent to the airfield. Minor landscaping, consisting mostly 
of ornamental shrubbery and mowed turf grass between buildings, modestly enhances 
the existing base. The predominant visual character of the installation is its industrial 
nature.  
 

3.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.10.1 Definition of Resource 
Cultural resources are evidence of past human occupation or use of a landscape. 
Archaeological sites include both pre-contact and historic uses of the land and may be 
identified by cultural materials such as projectile points, ceramics, scrap metal etc. 
Architectural resources include standing buildings, bridges, dams, wind mills and other 
structures of historic or aesthetic significance. Traditional cultural properties are sites 
that play a role in the identity or religious life of a culture.  
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If a cultural resource is determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), it becomes a historic property. Historic properties are afforded 
protection under a series of laws and regulations. 
 
The principal Federal law addressing historic properties is the NHPA of 1966, as 
amended (16 UUSC § 470 et seq.), and its implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 
800). Compliance with these regulations involves identifying and evaluating cultural 
resources for National Register eligibility; assessing the effects of Federal undertakings 
on historic properties, and mitigating those effects. 
 

3.10.2 Existing Conditions 

3.10.2.1 Archaeological Resources 

In 2009, TEC Inc. conducted an archeological and architectural survey of the installation 
which consisted of a Phase 1 intensive archeological survey of undisturbed areas and a 
survey and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) evaluation of 18 buildings. No 
archeological sites and no National Register eligible or listed buildings were uncovered 
during this survey. The Missouri State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred 
with these findings on May 24, 2010.  
 
The Center for Archaeological Research at Missouri State University (MSU) conducted 
a Phase I intensive archaeological survey of the future cantonment area on March 3-5, 
2020. The survey covered 93.5 acres and included excavation of 573 shovel test probes 
and 3 trenches. The survey crew identified nine sites and four isolated finds. All nine 
sites are historic in nature and consist of a light scatter of late nineteenth- and/or early 
twentieth-century artifacts. The artifacts are not indicative of antebellum or early French 
settlement activities within the APE. ANG has determined that all of archeological sites 
identified during the survey are not eligible for listing in the NRHP.  ANG provided 
copies of the report to the SHPO and to tribes who requested a copy. Because no 
historic properties were identified during the survey, ANG determined that the proposed 
action would have no effect to historic properties. The Missouri State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred that there will be no historic properties affected 
by the current project on June 2, 2020. 
 

3.10.2.2 Architectural Resources 
An architectural survey conducted in 2009 of 18 buildings built before 1990 concluded 
that none of the buildings evaluated were eligible for the NRHP and that the installation 
itself was not eligible as a cultural landscape or National Register District. The SHPO 
concurred with this recommendation in a letter dated May 24, 2010.  
 

3.10.2.3 Traditional Resources 
The 139 AW installation has no known traditional resources; however, 10 federally 
recognized American Indian Tribes that are historically, culturally, and linguistically 
affiliated with the area have been identified. These American Indian Tribes include 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma, Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska, Iowa Tribe of 
Oklahoma, Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, Omaha Tribe of Nebraska, Osage Nation, Otoe-
Missouria Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma, Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and 
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Nebraska, Sac & Fox jNation, Oklahoma, and Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in 
Iowa.  
 
The ANG invited the tribes above to consult on the proposed projects and assist the 
ANG in identifying any traditional resources that the ANG may not be aware of.  
 
The Osage Nation responded in a letter, dated 25 September 2019, stating that the 
proposed projects will most likely no adversely affect any sacred properties and/or 
properties of cultural significance to the Osage Nation and that that the Osage Nation 
had no further concern with this project. The Osage Nation requested that if any 
artifacts or human remains are discovered during project related activities that all work 
cease immediately and the Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office be contacted.  
 
 

3.11 SOCIOECONOMICS 

3.11.1 Definition of Resource 
Socioeconomics is defined as the basic attributes and resources associated with the 
human environment, particularly population and economic activity. Human population is 
affected by regional birth and death rates as well as net in- or out-migration. Economic 
activity typically comprises employment, personal income, and industrial growth. 
Impacts on these two fundamental socioeconomic indicators can also influence other 
components such as housing availability and public services provision. 
 
Socioeconomic data in this section are presented at the county, state, and national level 
to analyze baseline socioeconomic conditions in the context of regional, state, and 
national trends. Data have been collected from previously published documents issued 
by Federal, state, and local agencies (e.g., U.S. Census Bureau) and from state and 
national databases (e.g., U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics). 
 

3.11.2 Existing Conditions 

3.11.2.1 Population 
The City of St. Joseph is the county seat of Buchanan County and the fifth largest city in 
Missouri. According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the estimated population in St. Joseph is 
76,809. The Census Bureau lists the 2017 population for St. Joseph to be 76,442, which 
represents a population decrease of 0.5 percent since 2010. Buchanan County has 
exhibited similar shrinking in the same period, from 89,201 in 2010 to 89,065 in 2017 
(US Census, 2019). 
 

3.11.2.2 Job Growth and Unemployment 

The unemployment rate in Buchanan County has ranged from 2.2 – 3.5 percent, with an 
annual average of 3 percent, during 2018. This compares favorably to the statewide 
annual average unemployment (3.2 percent) in 2018. Overall, unemployment has 
decreased in both Buchanan County and the State of Missouri since 2010 (U.S. Bureau 
of Labor, 2019). 
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3.11.2.2.1 Employment 
The largest single employer in St. Joseph is Mosaic Life Care, with 4,072 employees. 
Other major employers include the School District of St. Joseph (employment 1,853), 
Boehringer Ingelheim (employment 1,191), American Family Insurance (employment 
793), Missouri Western State University (employment 757), Walmart (employment 740), 
and the City of St. Joseph (employment 698) (St. Joseph Chamber of Commerce, 
2019). The 139 AW of the ANG is the 4th largest employer in the area, employing 1,070 
enlisted and civilian personnel.  

 

3.11.2.2.2 Job Composition 
A labor study conducted in 2015 (St. Joseph Area Chamber of Commerce, 2019) found 
that 35.5 percent of the workforce was occupied in service sector jobs, including 
customer service, clerical work, education, health aid, or office management. Another 
15.2 percent of the population worked at general labor, with an additional 12.5 percent 
doing skilled labor. Professional workers consisted of 15 percent of the population. A 
total of 87 percent of the area adult population has a high school diploma, with 43 
percent having earned higher level degrees (St. Joseph Area Chamber of Commerce, 
2019). 
 

3.11.2.2.3 Earnings 
Table 5 summarizes population characteristics for the County, State and Country. The 

percentage of Buchanan County’s population living below the poverty level was 15.6%. 
This is slightly higher than the average for the state and also for the nation. The average 
household income in the St. Joseph area was $43,543 in 2016 (St. Joseph Area 
Chamber of Commerce, 2019), while the Census Bureau lists the annual average wage 
for employees in Buchanan County as $47,157 for 2018. 
 

3.11.3 Environmental Justice 
Ethnic minorities are: African Americans, Hispanics, Asian, Native Hawaiian and other 
Pacific Islanders, and American Indiana and Alaskan Native. Low income persons are 
people with incomes below the Federal poverty level. Children are those persons age 
17 or younger. Data from the 2010 U.S. Census was tabulated and analyzed in order to 
determine if concentrations of ethnic minorities, low-income populations, and children 
exist near the project area. The results in Table 6 were compared proportionally with the 

same populations within the State of Missouri and within the greater U.S. 
 
Table 6: Percentages of Children, Minority and Low-income Populations in Buchanan 

County, Missouri and the U.S. 

Population 
Buchanan 
County, 
Missouri 

State of 
Missouri 

U.S. 

Total Population 89,201 5,988,927 308,745,538 

% Ethnic Minority 
Population 

 African American 

 Hispanic 

 
5.2% 
5.2% 
0.8% 

 
11.5% 
3.5% 
1.6% 

 
12.6% 
16.3% 
4.8% 
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 Asian 

 Native Hawaiian & 
other Pacific Islander 

 American Indian & 
Alaska Native 

0.2% 
 

0.4% 

0.1% 
 

0.5% 

0.2% 
 

0.9% 

% Low Income Persons 15.6% 13.4% 12.3% 

% Children 23.5% 23.8% 24% 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 2010 Census of Population and Housing 

The percentage of ethnic minorities in Buchanan County was overall lower than the 
State of Missouri and national averages for some minority groups. The percentage of 
Hispanics in Buchanan County was higher than the state average, but lower than the 
national average. The overall poverty rate was slightly higher than the state and nation.  
 

3.11.4 Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks 
In 2010, there were 20,962 children age 17 and younger living in Buchanan County, 
comprising 23.5 percent of the population. This compares to 23.8 percent of the 
population for the State of Missouri and 24 percent for the nation. The installation has 
no on-base housing and no facilities for children.  
 

3.12 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES, SOLID WASTE, AND OTHER 
CONTAMINANTS 

3.12.1 Definition of Resource 
Activities discussed under this resource section include the use, handling and disposal 
of hazardous materials and wastes; and storage and use of munitions. Hazardous 
materials are substances with strong physical properties of ignitability, corrosivity, 
reactivity, or toxicity which may cause an increase in mortality, a serious irreversible 
illness, incapacitating reversible illness, or pose a substantial threat to human health or 
the environment. Hazardous wastes are any solid, liquid, contained gaseous, or 
semisolid waste, or any combination of wastes that pose a substantial present or 
potential hazard to human health or the environment. Hazardous wastes that may be 
found on bases with aged infrastructure include asbestos, lead-based paints, and 
mercury ballasts in equipment.  
 
Issues associated with hazardous materials and wastes typically center around 
underground storage tanks; aboveground storage tanks; and the storage, transport, and 
use of pesticides, fuel, and petroleum, oil, and lubricants. When such resources are 
improperly used in any way they can threaten the health and well-being of wildlife 
species, biological habitats, soil systems, water resources, and people.  
 
To protect habitats and people from inadvertent and potentially harmful releases of 
hazardous substances, DoD has dictated that all facilities develop and implement 
Hazardous Waste Management Plans (HWMPs) and Spill Prevention and Response 
Plans. Also, DoD has developed the Environmental Restoration Program, intended to 
facilitate thorough investigation and cleanup of contaminated sites located at military 
installations. These plans and programs, in addition to established legislation effectively 
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form the “safety net” intended to protect the ecosystems on which most living organisms 
depend. 
 

3.12.2 Existing Conditions 

3.12.2.1 Hazardous Waste 

139 AW currently operates under a HWMP (ANG, 2013), which fulfills the requirements 
of AFMAN 32-7002 Environmental Compliance and Pollution Prevention. The primary 

objective of the plan is to document waste management procedures at the base. The 
HWMP covers hazardous waste, including universal waste, and applies to all personnel 
(including contractors) who conduct work at 139 AW. Based on the quantity of 
hazardous waste routinely generated at the site, 139 AW is a SQG under RCRA, that is, 
they generate more than 100 kilograms (kg) but less than 1000 kg of waste in one 
month.  
 
Hazardous wastes typical to the existing base include contaminated fuels, spent 
solvents, off specification material (i.e., oil product or gas product that does not meet 
specification), and used oils. To ensure safe operations, 139 AW operates under the 
guidelines of the Hazardous Waste Management Plan (HWMP), 2013; a Solid Waste 
Management Plan, 2017; the Asbestos Management Plan, 2013; an Air Quality 
Management Plan, 2018; a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan, 2018; 
and a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (state operating permit), 
2018. 139 AW is a small quantity generator (SQG) for hazardous waste (HWMP, 2013). 
All hazardous waste generation and storage areas at the base are maintained and 
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion or any unplanned sudden or non-
sudden release of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents to air, soil, or 
surface water that could threaten human health or the environment. According to 40 
CFR 262, SQGs must comply with 40 CFR 265, Subpart C, Preparedness and 
Prevention. These regulations address required equipment, testing and maintenance of 
equipment, access to communications or alarm systems, required aisle space, and 
arrangements with local authorities. 
 
Waste accumulation is dispersed throughout 139 AW, based on operations that 
potentially generate waste. There are 12 satellite waste accumulation points and one 
central waste accumulation point, which are identified in the HWMP. There are also two 
universal waste accumulation points. The universal waste includes various types of 
batteries and lamps. The hazardous waste streams are more diverse, and include a 
range of materials from solders and sealants, to petroleum products, glass bead 
blasting materials, various film developing chemicals, paint materials, waste sludges, 
and wastewaters. The HWMP includes the generating activities, the estimated 
quantities, the waste identifications, and disposal methods (off-site disposal is used).  
 

3.12.2.2 Solid Waste 
Solid waste is addressed in an Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan (ISWM Plan) 
for the base (ANG, 2017). Consistent with the goals of the DoD ( EO 13834 Planning for 
Federal Sustainability in the next Decade, 10 June 2015), 139 AW aims to minimize the 
amount of solid waste, with a 50% division of solid waste and a 50% diversion of 
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construction and demolition (C&D) waste through recycling. Two landfills are identified 
in the ISWM Plan as approved locations for solid waste disposal. The base specifically 
excludes some materials from the solid waste stream, including the hazardous wastes 
described above, but also batteries, fluorescent lamps, used oil, asbestos-containing 
material (ACM), lead-based paint, and chromate copper arsenate (CCA) treated wood. 
These materials and other potential solid waste streams such as food wastes, wood 
waste, tires, paper, metals, plastics, toner cartridges, and glass are collected by 
specialty disposal or recycling businesses. Yard wastes are mulched. 
 

3.12.2.3 Toxic Substances 
Asbestos and lead-based paint are concerns for older infrastructure. Asbestos was 
used widely in insulation and building materials. The 139 AW did a thorough evaluation 
of asbestos in 1993 (ANG, 2013b). The current Asbestos Management Plan identifies 
buildings on base where asbestos is known or suspected to occur, including Buildings 
1, 3, 4, 15, and 17. The Proposed Action includes Building 4 renovations; an asbestos 
inspection and possibly abatement would be needed prior to construction. The base 
Asbestos Management Plan covers the steps needed for renovation projects (ANG, 
2013b). 
 

3.12.2.4 Restoration 

139 AW has taken steps to identify and remove historical contamination sites or 
potential contamination sites. A 2016 investigation of two sites, an oil water separator 
and a hydraulic lift, recommended closure of both sites based on lack of use and the 
previous removal of some or all of the equipment (URS, 2016). These sites have been 
closed with no further action needed, as have several other sites previously identified as 
needing action (ANG, 2005). At the present time, there are no identified historical waste 
sites requiring remediation or investigation.  
 
An area known as “Site 4” previously experienced groundwater contamination due to 
leaking underground storage tanks. Petroleum contaminated soil was removed at the 
time of the tank decommissioning in 1982. Subsequent utility work in the area revealed 
the presence of additional contaminated soil and groundwater. Remedial activities for 
the area included soil excavation, installation of injection wells and the addition of 
oxidizing compounds, and monitoring of the concentrations of chemicals of concern. In 
2016, a request for “No Further Action” was made based on the groundwater data 
indicating that the concentrations of hazardous chemicals do not pose an unacceptable 
risk to public health or the environment, and that the remedial action objectives had 
been achieved. MDNR concurred with this recommendation in 2017 (CH2M Hill, 2017). 
 
An initial investigation of perfluorinated alkyl substances (PFAS) was completed in 2016 
(BB&E, 2016). Eight areas were identified as needing potential investigations. A follow 
up investigation was conducted in 2018 (Leidos, 2019). Variable levels of compounds 
were found at sites across the base. Figure 22 presents the results graphically. Soil 
sample results were compared to residential risk-based screening levels, and 
groundwater data were compared to the USEPA health advisory level. A summary of 
the results is as follows. 
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 Site 1 (fire training area 2) had no soil exceedances, but did have groundwater 
exceedances.  

 Site 2 (near Building 9) had low levels of PFAS in both soil and groundwater; 
however, neither medium exceeded screening level criteria.  

 Site 3 (near Newton Hangar) had no soil exceedances, but did have groundwater 
exceedances.  

 Site 4 (near former fire station) had no soil exceedances, but did have 
groundwater exceedances.  

 Site 5 (near vehicle maintenance, Building 45) had low levels of PFAS in both 
soil and groundwater; however, neither medium exceeded screening level 
criteria. 

 Site 6 (nozzle testing area) had no soil exceedances, but did have groundwater 
exceedances. 

 Site 7 (flight apron) had multiple PFAS compounds in the surface water, including 
above the screening criteria. The sediment had low concentrations of PFAS that 
did not exceed screening criteria. 

 Site 8 (drainage ditch, stormwater outfall) had multiple PFAS compounds in the 
surface water, including above the screening criteria. The sediment in the outfall 
had low concentrations of PFAS that did not exceed screening criteria. 

 For all locations, it is recommended that additional investigation be done to 
determine if there are previously undetected sources. Additional sampling is 
needed to determine the extent of PFAS in groundwater, soil, and surface water 
at the various locations. 

 
Additional samples were taken from three monitoring wells and one surface water 
location near the boundary of the Installation. Various compounds were detected, and 
all locations exceed the health advisory screening level. Additional work, including the 
development of a conceptual site model, is recommended in the study report (Leidos, 
2019).  
 
The identified PFAS locations at 139 AW are not at the sites of any proposed projects 
under the preferred alternative; however, since PFAS are mobile and the extent of the 
compound has not been fully delineated, there is a possibility of soil and groundwater 
contamination at the proposed project sites.  
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Figure 222: PFAS Results for 139 AW 
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  
This Chapter discusses the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on the existing 
environment (see Chapter 3) that are expected from implementation of the Proposed 
Action. Only those resources that would cause an adverse or beneficial impact above 
and beyond the No Action Alternative condition are detailed. 
 
The direct and indirect analyses were prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
NEPA and guidance from the CEQ, Considering Cumulative Effects under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. The CEQ defines direct and indirect impacts as: 

 Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place 
(40 CFR §1508.8[a]). 

 Indirect impacts “are caused by an action and are later in time or further removed 
in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable” (40 CFR §1508.8[b]). They may 
include growth-inducing effects related to changes in the patter of land use, 
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other 
natural systems. 

 

4.1 Scope of the Environmental Assessment  
Sections 4 and 5 of this document provide an analysis of the Proposed Action and the 
impacts (both positive and adverse) on a variety of environmental and socioeconomic 
parameters. A summary of the parameters investigated and their impacts determination 
is presented below in Table 7. Following this summary, the resources not evaluated 

further (due to lack of impacts) are discussed in further detail in Section 4.2. This is 
followed by a detailed discussion of the impacts to individual resources. It is noted that 
the No Action Alternative represents no change from current conditions, and thus has 
no new effects on any resources.  
 

Table 7: Summary of Impacts for the ANG Base Relocation 

Parameter of 

Concern 
Proposed Action 

No Action 

Alternative 
Alternative 1 

Safety No effects. No effects. No effects. 

Air Quality 

Temporary construction-

related; no long-term 

impacts. 

No effects. 
Temporary construction-

related; no long-term 
impacts. 

Noise 

Temporary construction-

related; no long-term 

impacts. 

No effects. 

Temporary construction job 

opportunities; no long-term 

impacts. 

Land Use 

Long-term impact to 

approximately 126 acres of 

farmland for north base 

development. 

No effects. 
Long-term impact to less 

than 126 acres. 
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Parameter of 

Concern 
Proposed Action 

No Action 

Alternative 
Alternative 1 

Geological 

Resources 

Temporary construction 

impacts (soil disturbance). 
No effects. 

Temporary construction 

impacts (soil disturbance). 

Water Resources 
Long-term impacts to 

groundwater infiltration. 
No effects. 

Long-term impacts to 

groundwater infiltration. 

Biological 

Resources 
No effects. No effects. No effects. 

Transportation and 

Circulation 

Long-term impacts to local 

road, which will affect 

residents near the base. 

No effects. No effects. 

Visual Resources No effects. No effects. No effects. 

Cultural 

Resources 
No effects. No effects. No effects. 

Socioeconomics 

Temporary construction job 

opportunities for all 

construction/renovation 

projects; long-term 

increase of up to 120 jobs 

should the unit receive the 

AE Squadron. 

No effects. 

Temporary construction job 

opportunities; no long-term 

impacts. 

Hazardous 

Materials and 

Wastes 

No effects. No effects. No effects. 

 

4.2 Resources Not Carried Forward for Analysis 
Per CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500), federal agencies may focus their NEPA analysis 
on those resource areas that could be affected and omit discussions of resource areas 
that would not be affected by a Proposed Action (40 CFR 1501.7[a][3]). The following 
resource areas have been reviewed (refer to Chapter 3 and Table 6) and determined 

not to warrant further consideration because there would be no or negligible potential for 
effects from implementing the Proposed Action. The effects would be similar for 
Alternative 1.  
 

4.2.1 Safety 
Federal agencies must comply with federal work and public safety laws as well as with 
agency regulations, policy and guidance. Actions that would impact the health and 
safety of base employees and contractors, or that would extend to impact the general 
public would be considered significant. Actions or activities that are not compliant with 
current laws and regulations would likewise be considered significant. The significance 
of safety issues can be mitigated by rigorous application of safety standards and 
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practices. Based on an assumption of safety compliance for base activities, including 
construction projects, there are no safety impacts. 
 

4.2.2 Biological Resources 
Determination of the significance of impacts to biological resources is based on: 

1. The importance (legal, commercial, recreational, ecological, or scientific) of the 
resource; 
2. The proportion of the resource that would be affected relative to its occurrence 
in the region; 
3. The sensitivity of the resource to proposed activities; and 
4. The duration of ecological ramifications. Impacts to biological resources are 
significant if species or habitats of high concern are adversely affected over 
relatively large areas, or disturbances cause reductions in population size or 
distribution of a species of special concern.  

 
Since there are no records of Indiana bats or northern long-eared bats in the Proposed 
Action area and the project does not include tree clearing, it has been determined that 
the Proposed Action will have “no effect” on the Indiana or northern long-eared bat 
(refer to Section 3.7.2.3.2). In addition, it was determined that the Proposed Action 
would have no impact to state-listed species since the project does not include 
construction within a designated waterway. Overall, the Proposed Action would have no 
impact to important or sensitive biological resources. 
 

4.2.3 Visual Resources 
Determination of the significance of impacts on visual resources is based on the level of 
visual sensitivity in an area. Visual sensitivity is defined as the degree of public interest 
in a visual resource and concern over adverse changes in the quality of that resource. 
In general, an impact on a visual resource is significant if implementation of the 
proposed action would result in a substantial alteration of a sensitive visual setting. For 
the Proposed Action, no unique or sensitive visual resources exist in the area.  
 

4.2.4 Cultural Resources 
Determination of the significance of impacts to cultural resources relates to: 

1. Direct impacts are those that: 
a. Physically alter, damage, or destroy all of part of a resource; 
b. Alter the surrounding environment’s characteristics that contribute to the 

resource; 
c. Introduce visual or audible elements that do not align with the property’s 

characteristics; or 
d. Neglect a resource to the extent that it deteriorates or is destroyed.  

2. Indirect impacts result primarily from:  
a. Population increases on the installation resulting from the proposed 

action; and 
b. Construction activities to accommodate the population growth. 
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No NRHP-listed or eligible properties or traditional resources occur within the project 
area; therefore, the Proposed Action would have no effect to historic properties. 
 
In case of inadvertent archaeological discovery during ground-moving operations, work 
would immediately cease in the vicinity of the discovery and the 139 AW would conduct 
further consultation with the SHPO and federally recognized tribes to determine an 
appropriate course of action. Work would not resume until this additional consultation 
process is complete. 
 

4.2.5 Hazardous Materials and Wastes, Solid Waste, and Other Contaminants 
Numerous local, state, and federal laws regulate the storage, handling, disposal, and 
transportation of hazardous materials and wastes; the primary purpose of these laws is 
to protect public health and the environment. The significance of potential impacts 
associated with hazardous substances is based on toxicity, ignitability, and corrosivity. 
Generally, impacts associated with hazardous materials and wastes would be 
significant if implementation of the proposed action would involve the storage, use, 
transportation, or disposal of hazardous substances that would substantially increase 
human health risks or environmental exposure. For example, if implementation of the 
proposed action would exacerbate conditions at an existing area of contamination, 
impacts would be significant. 
 
A reduction in the quantity of hazardous substances used and/or generated would be a 
beneficial impact; a substantial increase in the quantity and/or toxicity of hazardous 
substances used or generated could be potentially significant. Significant impacts would 
result if a substantial increase in human health risks and/or environmental exposure 
were generated and such impacts could not be mitigated to acceptable local, state, and 
federal levels. For the Proposed Action, there are no impacts to hazardous materials 
and wastes. The projects do not increase the amount of hazardous materials or wastes 
at the installation. It is assumed that all work will include proper material and waste 
handling, including for asbestos and PFAS contaminated soil, and waters. 
 
Additionally, the 139 AW will comply with Air Force Guidance Memorandum (AFGM 
2019-32-01) AFFF-Related Waste Management Guidance to manage waste streams 
containing PFOS/PFOA (USAF 2019). 
 

4.3 Air Quality 
The 1990 amendments to the CAA require that federal agency activities conform to the 
affected SIP with respect to achieving and maintaining attainment of NAAQS and 
addressing air quality impacts. An air quality impact resulting from the proposed mission 
change and facilities development programs would be significant if it would: 1) increase 
concentrations of ambient criteria pollutants or ozone precursors to levels exceeding 
NAAQS; 2) increase concentrations of pollutants already at nonattainment levels; 3) 
lead to establishment of a new nonattainment area by the Governor of the state or the 
USEPA; or 4) delay achievement of attainment in accordance with the SIP.  
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Pollutant emissions associated with construction activities of the Proposed Action would 
include fugitive dust emissions during ground disturbance and related site preparation 
activities and combustion emissions from vehicles and heavy-duty equipment used 
during construction. Daily dust emissions can vary substantially depending on levels of 
activity, specific operations, and prevailing meteorological conditions. According to 
studies conducted by the Midwest Research Institute (USEPA, 1999), the general 
construction emission factor of PM10 is estimated to be 0.19 tons of dust generated per 
acre per month of activity, taking into account dust control practices. The largest land-
disturbing project on the list is the new Aircraft Parking Apron, which would cover 
approximately 12.8 acres of land. This could result in an emission of 2.4 tons per month 
of emissions assuming that the entire area is in active construction at one time. 
 
To minimize not only erosion but also dust generation, construction contractors must 
limit the amount of unstabilized land at any time. Per the Missouri Code of State 
Regulations (CSR 10-6.270) no fugitive particulate matter is allowed to extend beyond 
the premises of origin in such quantities such that particulate matter may be found on 
surfaces. To minimize temporary adverse impacts to air quality during construction 
activities the following best management practices (BMPs) would be used: 

 All equipment is to be current with functional emissions controls; 

 All equipment will use low sulfur diesel fuels; and 

 Dust control measures will be used during dry weather, including but not limited 
to the use of covered loads, street sweeping and tire brushes to avoid tracking 
soils onto public roads, and watering/sprinkling unstabilized earthwork areas to 
minimize windblown dust. 

 
In regards to long-term impacts, the base mission has not changed and there is no 
proposed addition of aircraft (i.e. no new emissions sources). The additional buildings 
will house essentially the same functions as currently exist on base, although in a more 
efficiently spaced layout. Because the basic functions of the base and the current 
potential sources of emissions have not changed, there are no new long-term impacts 
to air quality identified. The Proposed Action is not within a non-attainment or 
maintenance area; therefore, a Conformity Determination is not required. 
 
Flight hours are not expected to increase should the 139 AW receive the AE Squadron. 
Therefore, aeromedical flights would not increase air emissions. 
 
In addition to criteria pollutants, the Proposed Action would also generate greenhouse 
gas emissions as a result of fossil fuel combustion. The Proposed Action does not 
appreciably change greenhouse gas emissions at the base, since there are no new 
sources of emissions. The trend toward increased flooding and extreme precipitation 
events would suggest that the portions of the base that remain within the floodplain area 
and that are not protected will be at increased risk of future impacts. Moving the base 
operations to a higher elevation area would help reduce those impacts.  
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4.4 Noise 
Noise impact analyses evaluate potential changes to existing noise environments that 
would result from implementation of a proposed action. Potential changes in the noise 
environment can be beneficial (i.e., if they reduce the number of sensitive receptors 
exposed to unacceptable noise levels), negligible (i.e., if the total area exposed to 
unacceptable noise levels is essentially unchanged), or adverse (i.e., if they result in 
increased exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable noise levels). 
 
The St. Joseph City Code was reviewed for this noise impact analysis. Noise ordinance 
for the City is found in Chapter 20 Offenses and Miscellaneous Provisions, Article V 
Offenses Against Public Peace and Order, Division 2 Noise (City of St. Joseph, 2019). 
Section 20-222 enumerates prohibited noises of which construction or building repairs 
within city limits is discussed (subsection 10). According to the code, construction 
activities (e.g., erection, excavation, demolition, alteration, or repair) are prohibited 
outside the hours 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the weekdays. Exceptions include 
emergency situations or if it is determined that public health and safety will not be 
impaired due to construction activities within the hours of 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
 
Noise from construction activities would be generated by a broad array of powered, 
noise-producing mechanical equipment used in the construction process. This 
equipment ranges from hand-held pneumatic tools to dump trucks, concrete pump 
trucks, and excavators. Noise levels associated with various construction phases when 
all pertinent equipment is present and operating, at a reference distance of 50 feet, are 
shown in  
Table 8. 

 

Table 8: Typical Noise Levels from Construction Activities 

Construction Activity 
Measured Sound Level at 

50 feet (dBA Lmax)a 

Backhoe 78 
Excavator 81 

Dump Truck 76 

Paver 77 

Front End Loader  79 

Roller  80 
a Construction Noise Handbook. Federal Highway Administration. 2006. 

 
Sounds are more significant when closer to the source; sound levels decrease by 
approximately 5 dBA Leq for each 50 feet distance from the source. For the Proposed 
Action, the nearest residence to a proposed facility is directly across NW 26th Road. The 
distance between this closest house and the edge of the parking lot is 100 feet. At a 
distance of 100 feet, the sound of construction equipment would attenuate to 
approximately 68 dBA. The sound level of 67 dBA is within the day-night average sound 
level experienced within the RMAP boundaries (refer to Section 3.3). Based on this, the 
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noise level at the nearest house will not be noticeably greater than the current ambient 
noise levels, which is a less than significant impact to the nearest home.  
 
Although there would be less than significant adverse impacts to noise levels outside 
the Proposed Action area during construction activities, the following BMP would be 
implemented to ensure any unforeseen potential adverse impacts are minimized: 

 Limitations on work hours to avoid early morning, evening/night, and weekend 
work which would disturb nearby homeowners. 

 
In regards to long-term impacts, the proposed mission for the base has not changed. No 
additional aircraft are being added. The buildings along the expansion area, closes to 
the residences, include parking areas, a Base Supply Warehouse, and a Vehicle 
Maintenance area. These features are not expected to cause long term noise impacts 
nor to increase the ambient noise levels at the installation boundary. Flight hours are 
not expected to increase should the 139 AW receive the AE Squadron. Therefore, 
aeromedical flights would not increase noise. 
 

4.5 Land Use 
The land use impacts analysis evaluates the Proposed Action’s compatibility with 
existing land use as well as consistency with adopted land use plans and policies. The 
significance of impacts is based on the level of land use sensitivity in areas affected by 
the Proposed Action. In general, land use impacts are considered significant if they are: 
 

1. Inconsistent or noncompliant with applicable land use plans and policies; 
2. Preclude the viability of existing land use; 
3. Preclude continued use or occupation of an area; or 
4. Incompatible with adjacent or vicinity land use to the extent that public health or 

safety is threatened. 
 
The Proposed Action includes the permanent and irreversible loss of farmland due to 
relocation of the base to the north. As discussed in Section 3.4, a Farmland Conversion 
Impact Rating Form AD-1006 was completed and submitted to the Soil Conservation 
Service at the time of the 2005 EA (ANG, 2005) in order to determine impacts to prime 
farmland within the project area. However, 7 CFR 658.3 (b) states: "Acquisition or use 
of farmland by a Federal agency for national defense purposes is exempted by section 
1547(b) of the [Farmland Protection Policy] Act, 7 U.S.C. 4208(b)."  
 
According to the 2012 Census of Agriculture County Profile for Buchanan County, there 
were approximately 188,688 acres of land in farms in 2012 (USDA, 2012). This acreage 
equates to 72.1% of land use within Buchanan County. The Proposed Action would 
convert 126 acres of farmland, which is a 0.07 percent decrease in acres of land in 
farms from 2012 total farms acreage. Figure 23 shows the area being converted from 
agricultural use. Due to the loss of farmland being less than one percent and the use of 
farmland by a Federal agency for national defense purposes being exempted, this is a 
less than significant impact. 
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4.6 Geological Resources 
An impact to geological resources would be considered significant if the proposed 
action would violate a Federal, state, or local law or regulation protecting geological 
resources (e.g. impacted unique landforms or rock formations), or result in uncontrolled 
erosion over a larger area than that allowed by regulations. 
 
Construction activities due to the Proposed Action would include soil disturbance either 
through demolition or ground clearing for preparation of construction. Impacts to soil 
would be short-term and temporary lasting only the duration of construction activities. In 
addition, BMPs such as erosion controls and prompt stabilization of open earthwork 
areas to minimize erosion would be implemented to minimized temporary adverse 
impacts. No long-term impacts to soils are expected since the Proposed Action includes 
converting approximately 14 acres of permeable land to impermeable, thereby reducing 
the potential for soil erosion in these areas. 
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Figure 233: Lands Being Converted from Agricultural Use
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4.7 Water Resources 
Criteria for determining the significance of impacts to water resources are based on 
water availability, quality, and use; existence of floodplains and wetlands; and 
associated regulations. An impact to water resources would be significant if it: 
 

1. Reduced water availability to or interfered with the supply of existing users; 
2. Created or contributed to overdraft of groundwater basins or exceeded safe 
annual yield of water supply sources; 
3. Adversely affected water quality or endangered public health by creating or 
worsening adverse health hazards or safety conditions; 
4. Threatened or damaged unique hydrologic characteristics; or 
5. Violated established laws or regulations that have been adopted to protect or 
manage water resources of an area. Impacts of proposed actions would be 
significant if such would negatively alter flow within the floodplain. 

 
Determination of the significance of wetland impacts is based on: 
 

1. The function and value of the wetland; 
2. The proportion of the wetland that would be affected relative to the 
occurrence of similar wetlands in the region; 
3. The sensitivity of the wetland to proposed activities; and 
The duration of ecological ramifications. Impacts to wetland resources are 
considered significant if high value wetlands would be adversely affected. 

 
The Proposed Action includes converting approximately 14 acres of permeable land to 
impermeable. The increase in impermeable land could potentially increase localized 
stormwater run-off within the RMAP long-term, however, other than the identified major 
flooding events, base drainage has not been reported as an issue. The reduction in 
permeable land is not expected to have an impact on groundwater infiltration. The 
majority of Buchanan County, 92.8 percent, is comprised or permeable land use types 
(USDA, 2012). The conversion of approximately 14 acres of permeable land to 
impermeable land is a 0.01 percent decrease in acres of permeable land from 2012 
permeable land acreage. Due to the small percentage, impacts to groundwater 
recharge would be insignificant. 
 
The Missouri River is impaired for E. coli and has TMDLs for polychlorinated biphenyls 

and the pesticide Chlordane (MDNR, 2019b). The Proposed Action is not expected to 
impact water quality in the Missouri River. 
 
The proposed base relocation area has been used for farming and does not appear to 
be a wetland; however, farmed lands can still be considered wetlands even while being 
farmed. A wetland delineation will be performed and a USACE jurisdictional 
determination obtained on the base relocation area property prior to any site work. 
 
A portion of the base construction/renovation work (in existing buildings) would remain 
below the base flood elevation of 818. These buildings are protected by a levee, 
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however still remain within the flood zone. The alternative identified would be to move 
the entire base and all older structures to a higher elevation outside of the oxbow area 
and completely outside the flood zone identified by FEMA. Moving the entire base is not 
considered practicable. In lieu of moving the entire base, selectively replacing outdated 
buildings in the flood area with new buildings on higher elevation land is considered the 
most practical approach. Renovating the buildings that are still usable is considered the 
most practicable alternative. The flood zone designation of the larger area is not altered 
by the building relocations.  
 

4.8 Transportation and Traffic Circulation 
Impacts to transportation and circulation are assessed with respect to the potential for 
disruption or improvement of current transportation patterns and systems; deterioration 
or improvement of existing levels of service; and changes in existing levels of 
transportation safety. Impacts may arise from physical changes to circulation (e.g., 
closing, rerouting, or creating roads), construction activity, introduction of construction-
related traffic on local roads, or changes in daily or peak-hour traffic volumes created by 
either direct or indirect workforce and population changes related to installation 
activities. Impacts on roadway capacities would be significant if roads with no history of 
capacity exceedances were forced to operate at or above their design capacity. Impacts 
would also be significant if additional traffic was added to roads already having 
significant traffic issues.  
 
Construction of a new ECP for the base as part of the Proposed Action will impact local 
traffic. Currently, traffic can travel along A Avenue on the east side of the base; there 
are several houses located on the north end of the 139 AW extension. A portion of A 
Avenue will be closed to through traffic after construction of the new ECP (including 
security fencing). This will force traffic to be routed from B Avenue east on 12th Street to 
NW 23rd Road, and over to Panigot Road to reach the nearby homes.  
 
As shown in Figure 24, the new route will increase the transit distance from 

approximately 0.85 miles to approximately 1.1 miles. This impacts approximately 10 
homes and the farmland surrounding these homes. The road being impacted is not a 
major thoroughfare, however, it is used locally and thus comprises a minor long-term 
impact and inconvenience to local owners. No mitigation is proposed since an 
alternative route is readily available; also, travel distance due to use of the new route 
would only cause an increase of 0.25 mile to commutes. 
 

4.9 Socioeconomics 
The significance of population and expenditure impacts are assessed in terms of their 
direct effects on the local economy and related effects on other socioeconomic 
resources (e.g., housing). The magnitude of potential impacts can vary greatly 
depending on the location of a proposed action; for example, the termination of an 
operation that employs 25 people in a major metropolitan area may be virtually 
unnoticed while the same action would have significant adverse impacts in a small 
community. If potential socioeconomic impacts would result in a substantial shift in 
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population trends, or adversely affect regional spending patterns, the impact would be 
significant. 
 
An impact to Environmental Justice would be considered significant if the proposed 
action would result in a disproportionate adverse impact to minority or low-income 
populations in the project vicinity. An impact to the Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks would be considered significant if the 
proposed action would result in a disproportionate adverse impact to the health or 
safety of children. An impact to the American Indian and Alaska Native Policy would be 
considered significant if the proposed action would result in a disproportionate adverse 
impact to American Indian and Alaska Native populations in the project vicinity. 
 
The Proposed Action would have a beneficial impact to socioeconomics. Construction 
projects will bring a short-term opportunity for local jobs, including both skilled and 
unskilled (general labor) construction and related work. Given the low unemployment in 
Buchanan County, the addition of temporary jobs is not likely to have a large economic 
impact to the overall region; however, individuals may be positively affected. The 
addition of the AE Squadron would bring up to 120 new permanent jobs to the area. 
This would have a beneficial impact on the local community.  
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Figure 244: Transportation Impact for Proposed Action
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5. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
This chapter discusses potential cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action for those 
resources discussed in Chapter 4 that have direct and/or indirect impacts.  
 
The cumulative impacts analysis was prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
NEPA and guidance from the CEQ, Considering Cumulative Effects under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as impacts that “result 
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).” They can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of 
time. The cumulative effects of an action may be undetectable when viewed in the 
individual context of direct and indirect impacts, but nonetheless can add to other 
disturbances and eventually lead to a measurable environmental change. 
 

5.1 Proposed Projects in the Vicinity 
The North Development Plan Update (2018) for 139 AW presents ongoing and 
reasonably foreseeable projects at the installation. The plan also provides a framework 
for evaluating other installation development proposals, and includes a strategic vision 
with goals and objectives for implementing it. The plan defines constraints, capacity 
opportunities, and sustainable development indicators, which are the basis of 
compatible land uses, appropriate scale development, how and where development 
should occur, and project priority to best meet 139 AW’s mission needs. Table 9 

outlines medium range (6-10 years) and long range (more than 11 years) development 
plans at 139 AW. Short range (less than 5 years) is not included in Table 9 since those 

projects are part of the Proposed Action. 
 

Table 9: Proposed Projects at 139 AW 

Medium Range Projects (6-10 years) 

Vehicle Maintenance facility Aircraft General Purpose Shops for aircraft 
maintenance 

New AGE Shop Specialty Backshops for supporting aircraft 
maintenance 

Fuel Systems Maintenance Dock  
Long Range Projects (more than 11 years) 

Aircraft Parking Apron, Phase 2 Petroleum, Oil, Lubrication (POL) facility 

Third Hangar Base Engineer Maintenance Shop 

Aerial Port Terminal Multi-purpose Training Facility 
 
In addition to the 139 AW activities, the RMAP has a development plan that covers 
projects anticipated in the period of 2019 – 2023. Proposed airport related projects that 
are distinct from the base projects are in Table 10. 
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Table 10: Proposed Projects at RMAP (Independent of Proposed 139 AW Projects) 

Capital Improvement Projects 2019 - 2023 

Rehabilitate Air Traffic Control Tower Reconstruct Runway 17/35 
Rehabilitate General Aviation Apron Construct Equipment Storage Facility 

Construct Taxiway Hotspot 1 Construct Taxilane and Parking Lot 

Install Runway Lighting Selected Obstruction Removal 

 

5.2 Air Quality 
Estimated emissions generated by the Proposed Action would be minor and below 
regulatory thresholds and would not contribute significantly to adverse cumulative 
effects on air quality. Many of the IDP projects would generate short-term air emissions 
and fugitive dust during construction from site grading, use of construction equipment, 
and paving. Some of the IDP projects would generate long-term emissions during 
operation, such as from HVAC systems in new buildings. However, none of the past, 
present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would have substantial cumulative effects 
on air quality when combined with the Proposed Action. Therefore, cumulative effects 
on air quality would be minor.  
 

5.3 Noise 
Construction noise attenuates relatively rapidly with distance, so the area where noise 
from multiple projects would overlap is relatively small. None of the other past, present, 
or reasonably foreseeable projects are close enough to the Proposed Action area or on 
the same timeline to cause concurrent construction noise. Operational noise levels 
would not appreciably exceed baseline noise levels in the area when combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. Therefore, cumulative effects on 
noise would be minor.  
 

5.4 Land Use 
No significant adverse cumulative impacts to land use resources will occur. Farm land is 
lost due to the base action, however because the Proposed Action is for defense and 
airfield purposes, the conversion of uses is considered acceptable. The actual area lost 
is very small compared to the available lands in Missouri. Therefore, cumulative effects 
on land use would be minor.  
 

5.5 Geological Resources 
No significant adverse cumulative impacts to geological resources would occur. The site 
contains previously disturbed soils due to base development and/or agricultural 
practices. Therefore, disturbance of the soils at the project site would not contribute to 
cumulative adverse impacts when combined with past, present, and future projects.  
 

5.6 Water Resources 
No significant cumulative impacts to water resources are expected because the 
Proposed Action will not significantly impact these resources. When combined with 
past, present, and future projects, adverse cumulative impacts are not expected 



DRAFT Environmental Assessment, Missouri Air National Guard, 139th Airlift Wing, Rosecrans 
Memorial Airport – June 2020 

  

 
5-3  

because avoidance, minimization (i.e., BMPs), and mitigation measures would be 
employed for each project as directed by state and federal regulations.  
 

5.7 Transportation and Circulation 
None of the identified past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would have 
significant cumulative effects on transportation and traffic circulation when combined 
with the Proposed Action. Localized impacts would be minor due to the volume of traffic 
involved and the short re-routing distance required. 
 

5.8 Socioeconomics 
None of the identified past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would have 
significant cumulative effects on socioeconomics, environmental justice, the protection 
of children, since the number of potential job impacts is a modest increase with the new 
mission, or is limited to temporary construction projects. A large change in the workforce 
is not anticipated. No disproportionate impacts to sensitive or disadvantaged 
populations were identified. Therefore, cumulative effects on socioeconomics would not 
be significant. 
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6. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
This chapter summarizes the findings of the environmental effects analysis, measures 
that would be implemented to avoid or minimize environmental impacts, permit 
requirements associated with the Proposed Action, and the conclusion of the EA. 
 

6.1 Summary of Environmental Effects 
Table 11 shows the potential effects of implementing the Proposed Action for the 

environmental resources evaluated versus the No Action Alternative. Implementing the 
Proposed Action would result in short-term and long-term less than significant impacts, 
long-term impacts, and beneficial impacts. Cumulative effects would not be significant 
(refer to Chapter 5). 
 

Table 11: Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Environmental 
Resource 

Proposed Action 
No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1 

Safety No impact None No impact 

Air Quality 
No significant 

impact 
None 

No significant 
impact 

Noise 
No significant 

impact 
None 

No significant 
impact 

Land Use 
Less than 

significant impact 
None 

Less than 
significant impact 

Geological Resources 
No significant 

impact 
None 

No significant 
impact 

Water Resources No impact None No impact 

Biological Resources No impact None No impact 
Transportation and 
Circulation 

Less than 
significant impact 

None No impact 

Visual Resources No impact None No impact 

Cultural Resources No impact None No impact 

Socioeconomics 
No significant 

impact 
None 

No significant 
impact 

Hazardous Materials and 
Wastes 

No impact None No impact 

 

6.2 Best Management Practices and Control Measures to Reduce Effects 

6.2.1 Air Quality 
Project construction would employ BMPs to minimize fugitive dust and tailpipe 
emissions. BMPs to minimize fugitive dust could include using water to control dust and 
cleaning streets as needed, and phasing construction to minimize exposed surface 
areas. BMPs to reduce tailpipe emissions could include minimizing unnecessary idling 
of vehicles and machinery. All diesel fuel will be ultra-low sulfur dioxide, as required by 
law, to reduce construction equipment emissions. Similarly, construction equipment will 
use required emissions controls such as catalytic converters and particulate traps. In 
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general, all construction equipment will meet the 1996 emissions standard as required 
by law.  
 
In addition, any asbestos abatement or similar environmental abatement needed prior to 
building renovations (removal of mercury ballast fluorescent lights, lead paint, mercury 
ballasts or switches) would be done in accordance with federal laws, worker safety 
requirements, and safe disposal requirements. All renovations and new construction will 
follow current guidance for sustainable buildings, including AGRAM 17-01, EO 13834, 
and UFC 1-200-02 (refer to Section 1.5.8 for a discussion on sustainability 
requirements). Guidance for sustainable buildings addresses, in part, efforts to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
These BMPs are not necessarily all-inclusive; the 139 AW, and any contractors would 
need to comply with all applicable air pollution control regulations. 
 

6.2.2 Noise 
Project construction would occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. to 
minimize nuisance noise levels at nearby residences. 
 

6.2.3 Geological Resources 
BMPs will be implemented in accordance with the General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity and its associated Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Implementation of construction BMPs would 
minimize soil erosion impacts that are caused by wind and stormwater. 
 

6.2.4 Water Resources 
The Proposed Action would comply with the installation’s General Permits, associated 
SWPPPs with specified BMPs, and stormwater controls sufficient to ensure no net 
increase in peak flow rates and total volume of runoff from the site. BMPs, such as silt 
fencing, would be installed on the perimeter of the construction site to keep erosion from 
migrating to water resources. Post construction would include reseeding any staging 
areas and non-built areas with native grass species to stabilize soils. The installation will 
implement their Stormwater Management Program and SWPPP in accordance with 
state and federal regulations. There is no proposed construction in known wetland 
areas; a wetland delineation will be performed and a USACE jurisdictional determination 
obtained on the base relocation area property prior to any site work. The Proposed 
Action includes work within a floodplain; there is no practicable alternative to 
construction within a floodplain since the entire base cannot be moved.  
 

6.2.5 Transportation and Circulation 
The Proposed Action will include the implementation of appropriate signage on local 
roadways to inform users of detours and future road closures. 
 

6.2.6 Cultural Resources 
In case of inadvertent archaeological discovery during ground-moving operations, work 
would immediately cease in the vicinity of the discovery and the 139 AW would conduct 
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further consultation with the SHPO and federally recognized tribes to determine an 
appropriate course of action. Work would not resume until this additional consultation 
process is complete. 
 

6.2.7 Hazardous Materials and Wastes, Solid Waste, and Other Contaminants 
All hazardous materials and waste would be stored and handled in compliance with 
applicable federal and state laws and regulations, and the procedures outlined in the 
139 AW’s HWMP. Offsite transportation of hazardous waste, if any is required, would be 
done by a transporter with a hazardous waste identification number, licensed and 
insured to manage hazardous waste.  
 
Any required asbestos abatement needed before renovations or demolition will follow 
federal law, including health and safety requirements. Consistent with EO 13834, 
recyclable materials and construction and demolition debris will be diverted from the 
solid waste stream during the proposed action.  
 

6.3 Required Permits 
The following permits will be obtained prior to construction activities: 

 Missouri General Rule Construction Permit for activities that include land 
disturbance and that could result in pollution to waters of the State (i.e., also 
known as a stormwater permit or erosion control permit). 

 Asbestos Project Notification, MO 780-1226, for any project that requires 
asbestos abatement. 

 

6.4 Conclusions 
Based on the analysis presented in the EA, implementation of the Proposed Action 
would not result in significant or major adverse impacts on any of the resources 
analyzed within this document, and no further analysis or documentation, such as the 
preparation of an EIS, is required.  
 

 Minor and short-term impacts would occur from implementation of the Proposed 
Action to:  

o air quality,  
o noise,  
o geological resources, and  
o water resources.  

 Long-term impacts would occur to:  
o land use and  
o transportation and circulation.  

 A short-term beneficial impact to socioeconomics would occur due to temporary 
construction job opportunities. A longer term beneficial impact to socioeconomics 
would occur with the increase of approximately 106 jobs due to the new AE 
Squadron mission. 

  The impacts of the Proposed Action when combined with impacts from other 
present or planned development in the surrounding area are not anticipated to 
result in significant adverse cumulative impacts.  
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All practical and reasonable means will be employed by the ANG to minimize the 
potential adverse impacts on the human and natural environment. Therefore, a FONSI 
is warranted. 
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8.1 APPENDIX A 
 

INTERAGENCY AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING CORRESPONDENCE
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8.2 APPENDIX B 
 

SUPPORTING WILDLIFE INFORMATION
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List 1. Order and Species of Most Hazardous Birds Identified in the Vicinity of 
Rosecrans Memorial Airport and Local MO ANG Operating Areas: 
 

Pelecaniformes – Pelicans and Allies 
American White Pelican    Pelecanus erythrorhynchos 
Double-crested Cormorant   Phalacrocorax auritus 
 

Anseriformes – Waterfowl 
Snow Goose       Chen caerulescens 
Canada Goose       Branta canadensis 
Mallard         Anas platyrhynchos 
Northern Pintail       Anas acuta 
Gadwall         Anas strepera 
American Wigeon      Anas americana 
Northern Shoveler      Anas clypeata 
 

Falconiformes – Vultures, Hawks, and Falcons 
Turkey Vulture       Cathartes aura 
Red-tailed Hawk      Buteo jamaicensis 
American Kestrel      Falco sparverius 
 

Galliformes – Gallinaceous Birds 
Wild Turkey        Meleagris gallopavo 
 

Ciconiiformes – Herons and Egrets 
Great Blue Heron      Ardea herodias 
 

Charadriiformes – Shorebirds and Gulls 
Killdeer         Charadrius vociferus 
Ring-billed Gull       Larus delawarensis 
Franklin’s Gull       Larus pipixcan 
 

Columbiformes – Pigeons and Doves 
Rock Pigeon        Columba livia 
Mourning Dove       Zenaida macroura 
 

Passeriformes – Perching Birds 
Horned Lark        Eremophila alpestris 
American Crow       Corvus brachyrhynchos 
American Robin       Turdus migratorius 
European Starling      Sturnus vulgaris 
Eastern Meadowlark     Sturnella magna 
Western Meadowlark     Sturnella neglecta 
Red-winged Blackbird     Agelaius phoeniceus 
Common Grackle      Quiscalus quiscula 
Brown-headed Cowbird    Molothrus ater 
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List 2. Order and Species of Other Birds Identified in the Vicinity of the Rosecrans 
Memorial Airport and Local MO ANG Operating Areas: 

 
Podicipediformes – Grebes 
Horned Grebe       Podiceps auritus 
Eared Grebe       Podiceps nigricollis 
Pied-billed Grebe      Podilymbus podiceps 
 

Anseriformes – Waterfowl 
Greater White-fronted Goose   Anser albifrons 
Snow Goose       Chen rossii 
American Black Duck     Anas rubripes 
Blue-winged Teal      Anas discors 
Green-winged Teal      Anas crecca 
Wood Duck        Aix sponsa 
Ring-necked Duck      Aythya collaris 
Canvasback        Aythya valisineria 
Lesser Scaup       Aythya affinis 
Common Goldeneye     Bucephala clangula 
Bufflehead        Bucephala albeola 
Common Merganser     Mergus merganser 
Hooded Merganser      Lophodytes cucullatus 
Ruddy Duck        Oxyura jamaicensis 
 

Falconiformes – Vultures, Hawks, and Falcons 
Sharp-shinned Hawk     Accipiter striatus 
Northern Harrier      Circus cyaneus 
Bald Eagle        Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
 

Galliformes – Gallinaceous Birds 
Ring-necked Pheasant     Phasianus colchicus 
Northern Bobwhite      Colinus virginianus 
 

Ciconiiformes – Herons and Egrets 
American Bittern      Botaurus lentiginosus 
Least Bittern        Ixobrychus exilis 
Great Egret        Casmerodius albus 
Snowy Egret        Egretta thula 
Little Blue Heron      Egretta caerulea 
Cattle Egret        Bubulcus ibis 
Green Heron       Butorides striatus 
Black-crowned Night Heron   Nycticorax nycticorax 
 

Gruiformes – Cranes and Allies 
King Rail         Rallus elegans 
Virginia Rail        Rallus limicola 



DRAFT Environmental Assessment, Missouri Air National Guard, 139th Airlift Wing, Rosecrans 

Memorial Airport – June 2020 

 

  

Sora          Porzana carolina 
American Coot       Fulica americana 
 

Charadriiformes – Shorebirds and Gulls 
Black-bellied Plover     Pluvialis squatarola 
American Golden Plover    Pluvialis dominica 
Semipalmated Plover     Charadrius semipalmatus 
American Avocet      Recurvirostra americana 
Willet          Catoptrophorus semipalmatus 
Solitary Sandpiper      Tringa solitaria 
Greater Yellowlegs      Tringa melanoleuca 
Lesser Yellowlegs      Tringa flavipes 
Spotted Sandpiper      Actitis macularia 
Ruddy Turnstone      Arenaria interpres 
Common Snipe       Gallinago 
Semipalmated Sandpiper    Calidris pusilla 
Least Sandpiper      Calidris minutilla 
White-rumped Sandpiper    Calidris fuscicollis 
Baird’s Sandpiper      Calidris bairdii 
Pectoral Sandpiper      Calidris melanotos 
Dunlin Sandpiper      Calidris alpina 
Stilt Sandpiper       Calidris himantopus 
Short-billed Dowitcher     Limnodromus griseus 
Long-billed Dowitcher     Limnodromus scolopaceus 
Wilson’s Phalarope      Phalaropus tricolor 
Red-necked Phalarope    Phalaropus lobatus 
Herring Gull        Larus argentatus 
Forster’s Tern       Sterna forsteri 
Common Tern       Sterna hirundo 
Black Tern        Chlidonias niger 
 

Cuculiformes – Cuckoos and Allies 
Black-billed Cuckoo     Coccyzus minor 
Yellow-billed Cuckoo     Coccyzus americanus 
 

Strigiformes – Owls 
Eastern Screech Owl     Otus asio 
Short-eared Owl      Asio flammeus 
Long-eared Owl       Asio otus 
Great Horned Owl      Bubo virginianus 
Barred Owl        Strix varia 

 
Caprimulgiformes – Goatsuckers 
Chuck-will’s-widow      Caprimulgus carolinensis 
Whip-poor-will       Caprimulgus vociferus 
Common Nighthawk     Chordeiles minor 
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Apodiformes – Swifts and Hummingbirds 
Chimney Swift       Chaetura pelagica 
Ruby-throated Hummingbird   Archilochus colubris 
 

Coraciiformes – Kingfishers 
Belted Kingfisher      Ceryle alcyon 
 

Piciformes – Woodpeckers 
Common Flicker      Colaptes auratus 
Red-headed Woodpecker    Melanerpes erythrocephalus 
Red-bellied Woodpecker    Melanerpes carolinus 
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker    Sphyrapicus varius 
Hairy Woodpecker      Picoides villosus 
Downy Woodpecker     Picoides pubescens 

 
Passeriformes – Perching Birds 
Eastern Kingbird      Tyrannus 
Great Crested Flycatcher    Myiarchus crinitus 
Eastern Phoebe       Sayornis phoebe 
Acadian Flycatcher      Empidonax virescens 
Alder Flycatcher      Empidonax alnorum 
Willow Flycatcher      Empidonax traillii 
Least Flycatcher      Empidonax minimus 
Olive-sided Flycatcher     Contopus cooperi 
Eastern Wood Pewee     Contopus virens 
Barn Swallow       Hirundo rustica 
Tree Swallow       Tachycineta bicolor  
Northern Rough-winged Swallow  Stelgidopteryx serripennis  
Bank Swallow       Riparia 
Cliff Swallow        Petrochelidon pyrrhonota 
Purple Martin       Progne subis 
Blue Jay         Cyanocitta cristata 
Tufted Titmouse      Baeolophus bicolor 
Black-capped Chickadee    Parus atricipilla 
White-breasted Nuthatch    Sitta carolinensis 
Brown Creeper       Certhia americana 
House Wren        Troglodytes aedon 
Marsh Wren        Cistothorus palustris 
Sedge Wren        Cistothorus platensis 
Gray Catbird        Dumatella carolinensis 
Brown Thrasher       Toxostoma rufum 
Eastern Bluebird      Sialia sialis 
Wood Thrush       Hylocichla mustelina 
Swainson’s Thrush      Catharus ustulatus 
Grey-cheeked Thrush     Catharus minimus 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     Regulus calendula 
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Golden-crowned Kinglet    Rugulus satrapa 
Blue-gray Gnatcatcher     Polioptila caerulea 
Cedar Waxwing       Bombycilla cedrorum 
Yellow-throated Vireo     Vireo flavifrons 
Bell’s Vireo        Vireo bellii 
Red-eyed Vireo       Vireo olivaceus 
Philadelphia Vireo      Vireo philadelphicus 
Warbling Vireo       Vireo gilvus 
Black-and-White Warbler    Mniotilta varia 
Tennessee Warbler     Vermivora peregrina 
Orange-crowned Warbler    Vermivora celata 
Nashville Warbler      Vermivora ruficapilla 
Northern Parular      Parula americana 
Chestnut-sided Warbler    Dendroica pensylvanica 
Magnolia Warbler      Dendroica magnolia 
Yellow Warbler       Dendroica petechia 
Yellow-rumped Warbler    Dendroica coronata 
Blackburnian Warbler     Dendroica fusca  
Black-throated Green Warbler  Dendroica virens  
Blackpoll Warbler      Dendroica striata 
Palm Warbler       Dendroica palmarum 
Kentucky Warbler      Oporornis formosus 
Wilson’s Warbler      Wilsonia pusilla 
Ovenbird         Seiurus aurocapillus 
Northern Waterthrush     Seiurus novaboracensis 
Common Yellowthroat     Geothlypis trichas 
Yellow-breasted Chat     Icteria virens 
American Redstart      Setophaga ruticilla 
Summer Tanager      Piranga rubra 
House Sparrow       Passer domesticus 
Bobolink         Dolichonyx oryzivorus 
Yellow-headed Blackbird    Xanthocephalus 
Rusty Blackbird       Euphagus carolinus 
Brewer’s Blackbird      Euphagus cyanocephalus 
Orchard Oriole       Icterus spurius 
Northern Oriole       Icterus galbula 
Northern Cardinal      Cardinalis 
Dickcissel        Spiza americana 
Rose-breasted Grosbeak    Pheucticus ludovicianus 
Blue Grosbeak       Passerina caerulea 
Indigo Bunting       Passerina cyanea 
Pine Siskin        Carduelis pinus 
American Goldfinch     Carduelis tristis 
Purple Finch        Carpodacus purpureus 
Eastern Towhee      Pipilo erythrophthalamus 
Savannah Sparrow      Passerculus sandwichensis 
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Dark-eyed Junco      Junco hyemalis 
American Tree Sparrow    Spizella arborea 
Chipping Sparrow      Spizella passerina 
Field Sparrow       Spizella pusilla 
Lark Sparrow       Chondestes grammacus 
Grasshopper Sparrow     Ammodramus savannarum 
Harris’s Sparrow      Zonotrichia querula 
White-throated Sparrow    Zonotrichia albicollis 
White-crowned Sparrow    Zonotrichia luecophrys 
Fox Sparrow        Passerella iliaca 
Vesper Sparrow       Pooecetes gramineus 
Lincoln’s Sparrow      Melospiza lincolnii 
Swamp Sparrow      Melospiza georgiana 
Song Sparrow       Melospiza melodia  
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APPENDIX C 
 

USFWS ENDANGERED SPECIES COORDINATION
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