CESWEF-PER-R
Application SWF-2010-00506

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of F inding for
Above-Numbered Permit Application

This document constitutes the Environmental Assessment, 404(b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation, Public
Interest Review, and Statement of Findings.

1.

Application as described in the public notice.

The only modification that has been made to the proposed project since the date of the
public notice relates to proposed compensatory mitigation, described in the mitigation
section below.

APPLICANT: CTA, LLC
James R. Carpenter
Central Texas Airport
12400 West Highway 71, Suite 350-115
Austin, Texas 78738

WATERWAY & LOCATION: The proposed Central Texas Airport (CTA) project would
be constructed in an area containing two unnamed ephemeral streams and an impoundment
of one of these streams, located between the intersection of Farm-to-Market Road (FM) 969
and FM 1704 and the Colorado River, Eigin, Bastrop County, Texas, 78621 (Figures 1 and
2). The proposed airport project is located on the Utley Texas, United States Geological
Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic map (Figure 3). The project area is centered at
approximately 30.19869° N latitude; -97.45231° W longitude. Hydrologic Unit 12090301.

PROJECT PURPOSE
BASIC: The basic project purpose is air transportation.

OVERALL: The overall project purpose would be to provide the Central Texas area a
general aviation reliever airport.

WATER DEPENDENCY DETERMINATION: The activity is not water dependent;
however water dependency is irrelevant to this project because no special aquatic sites exist
on the project site. '

PROPOSED WORK: The applicant proposes to discharge approximately 46,000 cubic yards
of dredged and fill material into approximately 9.42 acres of waters of the U.S,, including
5,390 linear feet (0.87 acre) of ephemeral stream and 8.55 acres of impounded stream (on-

channel, cattle stock tank), associated with the construction of the CTA (Figures 4 through

7).
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The CTA would bea privately funded, general aviation rellever alrport for the greatet Austin

area. This area has a growing need fora general av1at10n airport, to accommodate air travel

demands and aircraft maintenance services, which are not fulfilled by the Austin Bergstrom
" International Anport which serves commercial passengers and a1r cargo busmesses

, The proposed construet:ton of CTA as 1t relates to thlS document would consrst of:

AT, 200- foot long by 100 foot w1de alrport runway,
A parallel 7, 200-foot Iong by 50 foot w1de tax1way,
Precision approach ,
ARC D-III design standards L :
'.'Seven IO-foot by 5-foot by 3 330- foot long rernforced concrete box culverts to
‘convey storm waterrunoff; ~
A 26-zcre storm water detentlon/ﬂoodplam detenuon pond
On-sne storm water collection facilities; :
e An entrance road along the west boundary of the site apprommately 9,000 feet
long;
s A thoroughfare roadway traversmg the eastern property approxnnately 9,000
feet long; ' L
¢ On-site wet and dry fa<:111t1es and
Nine Hangers, f ire and rescue facilities, fuel farm, water storage tank 13 200
'square feet of commermal alrport ofﬁce bmldmg, and 28 3-acre commercial
development s1te ' : : :

_The proposed actron, as descrrbed above 1s a smgle and complete pI'OJ ject wrth mdependent
" utility from any other potentlal projects. ‘No funding or approval for. development beyond
.. ‘thisproposed action has been obtained. 'De'pendmg on future demands, other related but
" “stand alone ptojects, such as commiercial; industrial, energy productlon hotel, infrastructure,
" and other development features, may be constructed on-site or near site, However, these -
other potential projects are not réquired to [ulfill the Stated nieed for the. CTA _project.
The operation of the CTA would be for purposes other than regularly scheduled comrnerc:lal

o passenger and air cargo serv1ces, mcludlng personal and busmess av1at10n B

o Pl{().}b(,l thl) l'he need tor a general aviation rehever arrport in the Central Texas area
" has. been documented by the Federal Aviation Administration (F AA), Texas Department of
Tra vportat' n (TxDOT), a and Central Texas area mumc1paht1es These studles lnclude

1987);prepared for the C1ty of Austm, E

000} prepared for the C1ty Vof Pﬂugervﬂle

.f,r"?'W ) 7 'ward Clyde "t L.

B Pag'ez..

ative. Slte Evaluat1on And‘ Selectlon Update Executwe o
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4. Central Texas Airport Phase I Feasibility Study (WSA 2003) prepared for the Texas
Department of Transportation (TxDOT); and

5. Business and High Technology Requirements (COAACGAS 2007) prepared for the
City of Austin Airport Commission General Aviation Subcommittee.

These studies cumulatively provide the basis of demand, and demonstrate that such aviation
facilities for the Central Texas area are needed. They further provide dozens of new airport
site options, refine these options with specific site evaluations, and establish the design
parameters for a new general aviation airport.

In July 2003, Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc. (WSA) prepared a Central Texas Airport
feasibility study for the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) to identify the
potential regional demand for a new general aviation reliever airport in the Central Texas
area, and also to identify a facility template based on the needs of the region’s aviation users.
Ix the 2003 study, the Central Texas area was defined as Travis County and six contiguous
counties: Bastrop, Blanco, Burnet, Caldwell, Hays, and Williamson. The findings of the
study indicated that there is a strong demand for a new general aviation reliever airport in
the Central Texas area. Due to factors, such as the closing of Robert Mueller Municipal
Airport and Austin Executive Airport in the late 1990s, rapid population growth,
commercial and residential development, and increased demand for aviation facilities and
services, options for general aviation aircraft owners and transient pilots had become limited
in the Central Texas area, creating a need for a general aviation reliever airport in the Central
Texas area.

An analysis of regional demand for the Central Texas area was performed for the 2003 WSA
feasibility study. Based on this study, primary demand nodes represent locations in the
Central Texas arca where “people, pilots, and businesses are more densely populated, and as
a direct result, the demand for aviation services in these areas is relatively higher than in less
populated areas.” The analysis indicated that the primary demand nodes for the Central
Texas area are located along the north-south corridor of I-35 in Travis and Williamson
Counties, and to a lesser extent in Hays County. According to the analysis, for a new
general aviation reliever airport to serve the greatest demand density in the Central Texas
area, it should be located proximate to the I-35 corridot in Travis, Williamson, and Hays
Counties. Since the 2003 study was conducted, the new SH 130 toll road was constructed
eight miles east of the I-35 corridor, shilling the demand eastward,

In 1999, Austin’s primary commercial airport, Robert Mueller Municipal Airport (Mueller
Airport), and Austin Executive Airport (AEA) were closed, which resulted in the
displacement of over 400 general aviation aircraft, along with virtually all associated
maintenance, repair, and support businesses. These actions created the operational need for a
general aviation reliever airport in the Central Texas area, Based on TxDOT statistics,
Mueller Airport housed approximately 283 based general aviation aircraft, including over
100 multi-engine piston and jet aircraft, and the AEA accommodated approximately 90
general aviation aircraft and over 90,000 general aviation services prior to their closings.
Austin officials had requested that the Air Force close Bergstrom Air Force Base for the
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redevelopment of Austin’s new Austtn Bergstrom Internattonal Atrport (ABIA).

A limited scope of general av1at10n facrht1es was relocated to the new ABIA. During its
first year of operation, ABIA accommodated approximately 110 based general aviation
aircraft. ABIA’s primary mission was to prov1de support for the long-term commercial
passenger and air cargo transportatton needs of the region, utilizing only funding provided
by fedéral and state sources and airport operations.” Aircraft hangars for 54 general aviation

- aircraft were constructed and remain today, leavmg the region’s general aviation
infrastructure needs under serviced, as noted in the studies that have been conducted,
Additionally, the ABIA Master Plan states that general aviation reliever airport facilities are

- expected to be constructed by others to setve the region in the ﬁJture takmg the pressure off
of ABIA to expand support for thlS segment of avratlon ; :

o Presently, three supportmg general avratlon rehever atrports exrst proxnnate to the
~ Hays/Travis/Williamson Countjes I-35 corridor: one in Georgetown; one in San Marcos;
- and one near Pflugerville that was formerly called Birds Nest A1rp0rt and has been renamed
~ o Austin Executive Alrport (nAEA). Due to the distances ranging from 17 to 36 miles,
- neither Georgetown not San Marcos are convemently located fo Austin, nor ate they suitable
for. supporting Austin’s current or future general aviation needs.” Noie of these airports,
' 1nd1v1dually ot cumulatrvely, meet the established demand ot facrlrty requnements set out in
- 'the series of anpor’t and avratlon studles noted above ;

The nAEA is approx1mately 17 mrles northeast of Austm near Pﬂugervrlle The Btrds Nest
- Afrport was a small airport utilized from small private, agncultural and recreational aircraft
- and ultralights.  Tn 1999, the Birds Nest Airport was closed and, after redevelopment was
.reopened in 2011 as the nAEA. Redevelopment of the nAEA inchuded construction of a
- -new runway aligned to compass headings of 130 degrees and 3 10 degrees (13-31). This
S ;<reallgnment results.in a 40- to 50-degree. crosswmd configuratmn with prevallmg winds to
... allow the construction of a longer runway ‘with- gieater separation distarice from an existing
. . electric substation and 138 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines that bound the ‘airfield to the
north. - After the new runway was completed the Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA)
constructed another 345 kV transmission line to the west of the field apprommately 2,800
'feet from the approach end of the | runway. ThlS electrtc transmtssron mfrastructure creates
: potentrally hazardous obstacles to the 0perat10ns of the new, 13-31 runway. Desplte these
“factors, the nAEA still provides badly needed general aviation support for an abundance of
saller private and commercial aircraft that do not Tequire full precision instrument landing
'capablhtles 0 equne complrance with commercial insurance requirements. It is beneﬁc1al .
to ABIA opeérations for the nAEA to accommodate tl:us segment of the market '

RN prop ed CTA would satrsfy the need for a general avratton rehever :

SN alrport m the Central.Texas area by prov1d1ng a full service: alrport with greater access to the -
Austin area, which needed to support the growing’ general- aviation demand created over :
vthe' past 12 years sit osure of Mueller Alrport and the ortglnal AE e : -

~ - Paged -
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AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION INFORMATION: The applicant considered various
alternatives during the proposed project evaluation process. The proposed project was
selected by the applicant after consideration of social, environmental, and engineering
factors. The site was chosen over other sites with more extensive environmental constraints
including wetlands. See Alternatives Analysis section.

COMPENSATORY MITIGATION: To compensate for unavoidable adverse impacts to
waters of the U.S., the applicant would debit 1,304.4 stream credits and 2.4 wetland credits
from the Wilbarger Creek Mitigation Bank (WCMB) in compliance with the provisions of
the “Wilbarger Creek Mitigation Bank, Mitigation Banking Instrument, Bastrop County,
Texas” and the Site Development Plan titled “Wilbarger Creek Mitigation Bank, Site
Development Plan, Bastrop County, Texas,” both dated September 21, 2011, This debit
shall compensate off-site for unavoidable adverse project impacts that would not be
compensated for by on-site mitigation. The permittee shall complete the mitigation bank
transaction and provide documentation to the USACE that the transaction has occurred prior
to commencing any ground-disturbing activity within waters of the United States.

Mitigation Calculation Sheet

WCMB
Featuro Clasg?it:;ﬂon Ir:;::g::d Im::it‘ed TXRAM Credlts
Score
Stream Credits

WAT-3 Ephemeral Stream 4,423 LF - 24.2 1,070.4
WAT4 Ephemerat Stream 967 LF - 24.2 2340

Tolal Stream Credits | 1,304.4

Open Water Credits

Pong-1 [ Impoundment | - ' 8.55 AC | 286 | 2.4

EXISTING CONDITIONS: The site topography is moderately sloping and ranges from
approximately 400 to 450 feet above mean sea level (MSL) (Figure 3). The CTA project is
bounded to the south by approximately 3,300 lincar feet of the Colorado River. The
Colorado River, in this location, is a navigable water under Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1899. The two ephemeral streams and one pond, located on site, flow to the
Colorado River. These streams have an ordinary high water mark (OHWM) for
approximately 5,390 feet (averaging approximately / feet wide) within the project area.
Upstream from the fence line dividing the eastern third of the property, the stream takes on
the characteristics of a grass-lined swale for a distance of approximately 2,822 feet due to
the construction of the upstream pond and previous ranching activities (atypical situation).
The pond is within the 100-year floodplain of the Colorado River. The pond is
approximately 8.55 acres and functions as an on-channel stock tank (Figure 2).

The project lies within the Crops and Post Oak Woods/Forest designation, as noted on the
Texas Parks and Wildlife “Vegetation Types of Texas” map. Crop areas generally include
cultivated cover crops or row crops used for the purpose of producing food and/or fiber for
either man or domestic animals. Post Oak Woods are generally located in sandy soils within
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- - the Post Oak Savannah

Dommant woody vegetatron observed w1thm the subject area 1ncIudes pecan (Carya
“illinoinensis), cedar elm (Ulmuis crasszfolza) post oak (Quercus stellata) burr oak (Quercus
macrocarpa), mesqulte (Prosopls glandulosa) saw greenbriar (Smilax bona-nox), mustang
grape (Vitis mustangenszs) znd rattlebush (Sesbama drummondii). The tree layer within the
© - subject area has a height range of 15 to 40 feet'and a canopy cover range of 30 to 70 percent.
- Dominant herbaceous vegetatlon observed within the subject area includés: Texas prickly
- . pear (Opunt:a spp.), pencil - cactus (Opuntia leptocaulzs), annual ‘sumpweed (Fva annua),
- -broomweed (Gutierrezia dracunculmdes), grant ragweed (Ambrosza tr:f‘ da), and coastal
. Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) - :

'ACGOIdan to the Bastrop County Sozl Survey, fourteen soﬂ types are reported as occurring
on the subject property: Axtell- Tabor complex 1 to 8 percent slopes (AtD); Bosque loam
- (Bo); Crockett soils, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded (CsC2); Demona loamy fine sand, 1 to 5
.- percent slopes (DeC); Houston Black clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes (HoA); Krum silty clay, 0 to
1 percent slopes {KrA); Lincoln soils (Ls); Mabank loam, 0 to' 1 percent slopes (MaA) and 1
to 3 percent slopes (MaB) Norwood silty: clay loam (No); Shep c¢lay loam, 3 to 8 percent
slopes, eroded - (SeD?.) Ships ‘silty clay (Sg); Srmthvﬂle fine sandy loam (Sm); Vernia
complex lio 8 percent slopes (VeD) and ston clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes (W sB).

A total of approx1mately 9 42 acres of waters of the U. S mcludmg 5, 390 lmear feet (0.87
acre) of ephemeral stream and 8.55 dcres of an on-channel pond, are present within the
project’ site. ~ Constructioni of - the proposed project would result in the discharge of
approx1mately 46, 000 cubic yards of dredged and fill material into waters of the U.S. The
applicant proposes to fill the 8.55 acre pond and 5, 390 linear feet (0.866 acre) of ephemeral
stream that would be permanent]y adversely affected by the placement of concrete box
culverts into the stream with an airport runway overlay and a storrnwater detention pond
w1th1n the pro_|ect ared (F 1gures 4 through 6)

B 5'2 Authorlty IR L o '
i EI Section 10 of the R1vers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U S C §403)
D<) Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §1344).
[:l Section’ 103 of the Manne Protectlon Research and Sanetuanes Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C.
1413 P . o

- iy “Factors.

or not thie regulated activity comprises f;'inefely’aﬁﬁlcll in a corridor type

- Page 6
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The regulated activity is not merely a link in a corridor type project,

(if) Whether there are aspects of the upland facility in the immediate vicinity of the
regulated activity which affect the location and configuration of the regulated
activity,

Flight and wind patterns affect the directior: of air traffic dictating the runway
alignment and cause it to cross waters of the U.S. at specific locations and
configurations on the project property.

(ii1) The extent to which the entire project will be within the Corps jurisdiction.
Corps jurisdiction is limited to waters of the U.S.
(iv) The extent of cumulative Federal control and responsibility.

The extent of cumulative Federal control and responsibility is limited to waters
of the U.S. and uplands in the immediate area surrounding these waters.

(2) Determined scope.
[X] Only within the footprint of the regulated activity within the delineated water.
[[] Over entire property. Explain.

b, NHPA "Permit Area".

(1) Tests. Activities outside the waters of the United States DXJare/[Jare not included
because all of the following tests [<are/[_Jare not satisfied: Such activity [ Jwould/
X]would not occur but for the authorization of the work or structures within the
waters of the United States; Such activity D<is/[_Jis not integrally related to the work
or structures to be authorized within waters of the United States (or, conversely, the
work or structures to be authorized must be essential to the completeness of the
overall project or program); and Such activity [<lis/[_lis not directly associated (first
order impact) with the work or structures to be authorized. The airport runway in
uplands would not occur but for the runway in waters of the US; it is integrally
related to structures to be authorized, and such activity is directly associated with
work or structures to be authorized.

(2) Determined scope. The entire project area of runway and ancillary facilities is
considered for NHPA. Decision to apply jurisdiction to the entire project area as
final permit area complies with 33CFR325 (Appendix B) (7).
c. ESA "Action Area".

(1) Action area means all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action
and not merely the immediate area involved in the action.

Page 7
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SUBJECT: . Department of the Army Envrronmental Assessment and Statement of Flndlngs for the
Above-Numbered Permit Appllcatlon c :

(2) Detennrned scope Waters of the U S and the uplands 1mmed1ately adjacent to these
waters o sl . , E

d Pubhc notlce comments |:| NA :

(l) The pubhc also provrded comments at Dpubhc heanng, |:|publlc meeting, and/or

] NA
(2) Commenters and issues ra1sed

(1) Lrst of comrnenters
See Appendix-A .

(ii) Comnaents and Responses :
- See Appendlx A '

(3) Site .was/ljwas not vrs1ted by the Corps to obtam mformatron in addition to
delineating jurisdiction. On December 15, 2010, the USACE Fort Worth District —

- Regulatory Branch, met with the apphcant’s consultant and the applicant’s staff on site
to détermine the extent of waters of the U.S. The project site, including the pond, swale,
and stream, were evaluated for _]uflSdIC'ClOI‘lal indicators. The limits of ordinary high
water and the extent of waters of the U.S., within the project site, were noted. Asa
result of the field visit, the USACE requested the consultant revise their 2008
Prehmmary Jurisdiction Determination to include approximately 8.55 additional acres
of waters of the U S not 1n1t1ally Included in theIr onglnal determmatlon :

(4) Issues 1dent1ﬁed by the Corps In order for the USACE to complete its review of the
.. project, the USACE requested an Enyirgnmental Informatlon Document (EID) from the
Vo apphcant ‘The USACE requested the: EID contain’ enough mformatlon to assist in the
L development of an Environmental Assessment pursuant to the National Environmental -
o ,Pohey Act of 1969 (NEPA) In part the EID was'to contam the followmg information:

e Aﬁ'ected Env1ronment and Env1ronmental Consequences assocwted with the proj ject.
. This mformatlon to include the following factors where apphcable '
trafﬁc/transportatton patterns;.energy consumptlon or generation; nav1gatron safety;
air quahty Tnoise; historic properties; land use classification; economics; prime and
- unique farmiand; foocf and fiber productlon general water quahty, mineral needs
and conSIderatlon of prlvate property, C
A with all arnemtles and pl'Q]GGt phases lllustratmg all cornponents of the
- single and complete project; -
A Section 404(b)(1) Alternatlves Analysm demonstratmg the proposed project is the =
least envnonmcntally damagmg practlcable alterna’eve in aCcordance with 40 CF R
S Part 230;and, i o
e A Cumulatrve and Inchrect Impaets Analysrs mcludlng the pereent of wetlands

o opaes
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contributing to the immediate watershed, the size of the immediate watershed in
acres, and the amount of stream in the immediate watershed in linear feet with the
percentage of perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral tributaries.

(5) Issues/comments forwarded to the applicant, [ NA/[XYes.
(6) Applicant replied/provided views. [_NA/X]Yes.

(7) The following comments are not discussed further in this document as they are
outside the Corps purview. [X] NA/[_| Yes

4. Alternatives Analysis.

a. Basic and Overall Project Purpose (as stated by applicant and independent definition by
Corps).

D<JSame as Project Purpose in Paragraph 1.

[ TRevised:

b. Water Dependency Determination:
D<JSame as in Paragraph 1.
[ Revised:

c. Applicant preferred alternative site and site configuration.
[XSame as Project Description in Paragraph 1.

[_]Revised:
Criteria.
Issue Measurement and/or constraint
e.g. Wetlands Acres of direct impact
Ephemeral Streams 0.87
On Channel Pond 8.55

d. Off-site locations and configuration(s) for each. (e.g. alternatives located on property
not currently owned by the applicant are not practicable under the Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines as this project is the construction or expansion of a single family home and
attendant features, such as a driveway, garage, storage shed, or septic field; or the
construction or expansion of a barn or other farm building; or the expansion of a small
business facility; and involves discharges of dredged or fill material less than two acres into
jurisdictional wetlands.)

During the CTA site selection process, the applicant’s aviation experts and consultants
reviewed 24 sites from the “Austin Airport Alternative Site Evaluation and Selection
Update Executive Summary” (TCB 1987). The sites included in the Pflugerville study
were reviewed. Most of the sites were in areas that had been evaluated previously as
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' .potenual alrport locations.” The. orlgmal data collected for the 1987 and the Pflugerville
studies were examined, site visits were conducted, and additional investigations were made
to further explore the sultablhty of the locations to meet the needs for a general aviation
airport as outlined in the WSA 2003 study Each study rated the sites relative to the
intended purpose and overall expectation of meeting the intended need. A thorough
examination of the criteria and findings was part of the review process. One of the most
important evaluations was aitspace compatibility with existing’ airports. Ten sites were
eliminated because the Applicant’s aviation experts and consultants identified them as
having’ potentlal for airspace conflict.. Several sites were eliminated because of potential
development restrictions within the Edwards Aquifer area, and several sites were
eliminated due to topographic and floodplain concerns. The five remaining sites were
determined to merit further evaluation. These sites were the Bird’s Nest Airport, Highway
71 East tract Austm Energy tract Webbers Crossmg tract and McFarland tract.

e (I:] NA) Slte selected for further analysm a.nd why

D%crlp.tmn - Comparlson to crlterla ,
McFarland Site - Applicants Preferred Alternative |
Webber’s Crossing Site | Eliminated due to envn'onmental SIte constramts including
L ' wetlands. . :
Austin Energy Site Eliminated due to transmlsswn hne locatlons that would
' ' necessitate crosswind runway ahgnment and/or runway
v - | length restrictions. * -
Highway 71 East Site Eliminated due to transmission Tine locatlons that would
necessifate crosswind runway ahgmnent and/or runway
. length restrictions.
Birds Nest Site Eliminated due to transmission line locations that would
| riecessitate crosswind runway allgnment and/or runway
, length restnctlons :

Central Texas Alrport Slte Selectlon Analysns Matrlx. '

McFarland - Webber’s Austm Energy ghway 7 1 Birds Nest
i i b .| Crossing . i R - Bast :
' 'vTopography G i X oo X ) X

X

[ Landfill - |
'Industi’y' L R , 1 -
S vTowers I O S T R X

Potential -~ | 2 fributa 3 potential | Apotential | 3 potential ._
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Waters and and one man- | tributaries; 8 tributaries; 3 tributaries; tributaries; 4

Wetlands made stock potential potential complex of potential
pond; No wetlands wetlands wetlands wetlands
wetlands

Political X X X X

Jurisdiction

Power Lines X X X

The McFarland tract was evaluated by aviation experts, geologists/hydrologists, civil and
soils engineers, environmental consultants, financial viability, and FAA consultants and
officials. The specific McFarland tract off of FM 969 at FM 1704 was determined to be the
superior site in the region, based on the criteria in the table above, and because it meets
airport constraints, Waters of the U.S. on-site consist of two tributaries and one man-made
stock pond. No wetlands exist on the site. Additionally, the soils on the site were
determined to be appropriate for construction of the proposed project. With the support of
the Bastrop County Commissioners Court approving the economic development
inducements for the privately-funded airport project, the McFarland tract was chosen as the
preferred site for the development of the proposed CTA.

L. On-site configurations. Construction of the proposed CTA on the selected site at FM
969 and FM 1704 in Bastrop County, Texas would adversely impact waters of the U.S.
located on the proposed site. The USACE conducted a jurisdictional determination during
the site visit December 15, 2010, and determined that approximately 9.42 acres of waters of
the U.S., including 5,390 linear feet of ephemeral stream (approximately 0.87 acre) and an
approximately 8.55-acre man-made stock tank, are located on the proposed CTA site.

The Applicant considered two on-site airpott configurations to determine whether there is a
less environmentally damaging practicable alternative to waters of the 1.S. on the proposed

CTA site.
Deseription Comparison to criteria
Configuration One Configuration One was designed to optimize the

operational capabilities of the proposed CTA. The runway,
which is aligned to a compass bearing of 010 degrees and
190 degreces, is consistent with prevailing winds. The
Applicant has received a letter of no objection from the
FAA for the runway position associated with Configuration
One and has received a letter of no objection from the FAA
on the use of the airspace associated with this design.

Configuration One is designed to contain all componeats of
the proposed CTA within the boundaries of the 1,100-acre
tract, including the entire land envelope for the proposed
runway and runway protection zones, Configuration One is
also designed so that all noise impacts, as measured by
FAA standards (>65+ Ldn), lie well within the boundaries
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of CTA ahd do not extend into the surroundmg business
eampus or commumty

Approximately 9.42 : acres of waters of the U.S., mcludmg
5,390 linear feet of ephemeral stream (approx1mately 0.87
, _acre) and an approxnnately 8.55-acre man-made stock tank
| are located on the proposed CTA site; there are no wetlands
" | onsite. “As designed, Conﬁguratlon One would nnpaot

: ‘these waters ofthe U S SR :

| Configuration Two - - - Conﬁguratlon Two assumes the same layout as

e | Configuration One because this layout was designed to

* | optimize the operatmnal capablhtles of the proposed CTA.

However, in an attempt to cause less impact to waters of

o the U.S,, the layout was sh ghtly rotated clockwise and

o ‘moved to the east, placmg the runway’ and taxiway between

* <| the min-made stock tank and the unnamed éphemeral
stream, in the area that is not cons1dered jurlsdlctlonal by

: 'the USACE (Flﬂure 8)

| The Apphcant s av1at10n experts hive determmed that
| Configuration Two does not prov1de an acceptable
fenvelope for the’ runway and runiway protection zones, as
| the entire land envelope for the proposed runway and.
runway protection zones would not be ¢ontained within the
- Vboundarles of the site. “The USACE has evaluated the
* | applicant’s information regardmg these constraints and
"| believes their conclusmns to be réasonable. Conﬂguratlon
| Two would plaoe part of the runway protection zones and
S the approach of inbound aircraft directly over F M 1704 and
~ | FM 969, as well as over an existing ohurch located at the
.mtersectlon of FM 969 and FM 1704 Addltlonally,
VConﬁguratxon Two rotates the alignment of the runway
| clockwise to a northeast-southwest ahgmnent, possibly
LT }mtroduung erosswmd 1mpacts to afrcraft. Furthermore, it
7 | is niot certain. ‘whether Conﬁguratlon Two would have less
L :~1mpaet to waters of the UL S than Conﬁguratlon One dueto |

i ;'hangars and the alrport support btuldmgs west of the -

1 Due" to addluonal potentlal safety nsks and unpacts to the
: and to the existing church, Conﬁgurat:lon Two

“Wwas eliminated and not oamed forward through the '
en onmental consequences ' :
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g. Other alternatives not requiring a permit, including No Action.

Description Comparison to criteria

No-Build Alternative Under the No-Build Alternative, the construction of CTA
would not occur, and the purpose and need of the proposed
project, as set forth, would not be met.

Presently, the general aviation needs of the Austin region
are underserved, as ABIA is not designed or equipped to
service the region’s general aviation needs. The No-Build
Alternative would result in adverse economic, social, and
financial loss to Bastrop County and the Central Texas
region and would eliminate the potential for new jobs being
created by this project. Additionally, sbandonment of the
project would result in loss of investment by both Bastrop
County and the Applicant, and would be economically
impractical for them. For these teasons, the No-Build
Alternative was eliminated and not carried forward.

h. Alternatives not practicable or reasonable. No-Build Alternative; Conﬁguraﬁon Two,
the Bird’s Nest Airport, Highway 71 East tract, Austin Energy tract, and the Webbers
Crossing tract would not meet the purpose and need for the reasons stated above.

i Least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. The applicant’s preferred

alternative, construction of the project with use of mitigation bank credits as described
above.

5. Evaluation of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. ((_]NA)

a. Factual determinations.

Physical Substrate.
See Existing Conditions, paragraph 1

Waler circulation, fluctuation, and salinity.
[_] Addressed in the Water Quality Certification.
The project would cause minimal individual and cumulative adverse primary
and secondary impacts on the environment,

Suspended particulate/turbidity.
[ ] Turbidity controls in Water Quality Certification.
The project would likely result in a short term increase in turbidity associated
with construction, although BMPs would likely reduce these impacts. These
impacts would result in minimal individual and cumulative adverse primary and
secondary impacts on the environment,

Page 13
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Contaminant avarlabrlrty
D4 General Condition requires clean fill, '
D4 The project area was evaluated for the presence of hazardous materials to avoid
. contamination. Water quallty measures would be in place to reduce these impacts,
‘| ‘Aquatic ecosystern and organism. - i
. Wetland/w1ldhfe evaluatrons paragraphs 5,6,7 & 8.
: Proposed dlsposal site.
' 5 Publre rnterest paragraph 7
Cumulatrve effects on the aquatlc ecosystem
5 SeeParagraph 7 e

- Secondary effects on the aquat1c ecosystem
(=4 See Paragraph 7 e -
EI

| ‘0 Restnctrons on drscharges (230 10)
(l) It IEhas/ l:]has not been dernonstrated in paragraph 5 that there are no ,
: praeucable not less damagmg alternatives which could satisfy the project's basic
purpose The aetlvrty EIIS/ .1s not located ina specral aquatle site (wetlands

g complexes) “The actmty [Mdoes/<does not need to be loeated ina special
'aquat1c 51te to fulfill its basic purpose :

(). The proposed actwlty Ddoes/EIdoes hot v1olate appllcable State water quality
- standards or Section 307 prohibitions or effluent standards (L_jbased on.
information from the eertlfyrng agency that the Corps could proceed with a
T provrslona.l determmatron) The proposed activity E[does/.does not

Jeopardlze the continued existence of federally listed threateried or endangered S

species or affects thEII' crmcal habitat.*The proposed actrvrty Ddoes/. does .
, ,not vrolate the requrrements ot a tederaﬂy desrgnate marlne sanetuary

- ' (3) “The aet1v1ty .wrll/-wﬂl not cause or contrrbute to srgmﬁcant degradatlon of S
- ’Lwaters of theﬁ Umted States mcludmg adverse effects on human health hfe S

d practlcable steps IZ]have/ Dhave not been taken to minimize
"n'npacts of the discharge on the aquatlc 'osystem (see R
or descnptron of m1t1gat1ve actlons) '

4) . Appropriate
ipotentlal adv

e?ég.‘?’ 14- .
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6. Public Interest Review: All public interest factors have been reviewed as summarized here.
Both cumulative and secondary impacts on the public interest were considered. Public
interest factors that have had additional information relevant to the decision are discussed in

Paragraph 7.
+ Beneficial effect
0 Negligible effect
- Adverse effect
M Neutral as result of mitigative action
+ [0 - | M
LTI B3| K| Conservation.
T IV E]| Economics.
I & 1] ]| Aesthetics.
U General environmental concerns.
[] [l ]| Wetlands.
L] DX [} (] Historic properties.
U1 U1 1| X | Fish and wildlife values
LI OO X Flood hazards.
0 O X | Floodplain values,
X [l Land use.
L] B4 1| O] Navigation.
T 11 X L] ]| Shore erosion and accretion.
U - i ] Recreation.
] L1} ] Water supply and conservation.
L L | X water quality.
L] L1 ]| Energy needs.
0O []| Safety.
[ | | []| Food and fiber production/Prime Farmland.
[ (1 | Mineral needs.
L] [ ]| L}} Considerations of property ownership.
U] ] X| ]| Noise.
[1] L] &} L] Air Quality.
U1 X | O | Transportation Infrastructure.

7. Effects, policies and other laws. |

a. _NA
Public Interest Factors.
Factor Discussion
Conservation Although wilderness conservation would be negatively

impacted by the project, the limited value, compensatory
mitigation, severe overgrazing, and current condition of the
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, property offset the potentlal loss of conservatron value.

‘| Econornics C The CTA’s socioeconomic beneﬁelal effects derive from
© .= | the Investment of private capital in a privately funded
Vgeneral aviation airport. The CTA mrport may also
| inditectly contribute to socioeconomic benefit within the
region. According to findings in a study by The Perryman
.| Group of Waco, Texas, the State of Texas could expect the
:follow:[ng indirect economic benefits. Operatrons of the
't CTA and related services would generate ongoing positive
economic effects, 1nclud1ng $878 million in annual
spendlng, $398 million i in output, and 4,730 _]ObS

Itis an‘ncrpated that the proposed proj ject would contrrbute
| 16 econotnic stimilus of the region and benefit Bastrop
County and Central Texas. "It is reasonable to anticipate
that other development would be stunulated by the airport
and would also contnbute posrtlvely to the regronal
'economy o R

VOperatlons of the CTA and related services would generate
ongoing positive economic effects, 1nclud1ng annual
i operatrons spendrncr and _]obs creatlon

The proposed CTA pro_; ject 1s not adjacent to areas that
would be expected to drsproportronally effect minority and
low income populatlons Therefore, no negative
Environmental Justice issues are antmpated -However, job
| creation, ‘construction actlvmes and operatlons spendmg

| should pos1t1vely lmpact the reglon ' :

2 Impacts to property value were assessed _'l_he assessment
included three airports in Texas Wthh cater to gencral
'| aviation, and have siniilar types of 1 runway and taxiway
configurations that are planned for the CT'A. These
| ‘airports include David Wayne Hooks Airport, Addison
| Airport, -and Sugar Larid Regronal Alrport These airports
| are located in areas which have simildr, or superlor
| demographic characterrst;cs to those Wl'uch exist in the
| general Austm—Bastrop region. In the case of residential
* | propetty, all three locations do not exhibit any substantial
o fdlﬁ'erence in the property tax assessment applied to .

T using as a result of proxumty to the airport.

n property tax assessments were generally
ol ;5 percent Th]S result was both pos1t1ve and




CESWF-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506)
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of Findings for the
Above-Numbered Permit Application

negative, with residences in the airport’s vicinity, in many
cases, developing relative assessments which were greater
than comparable property outside the airports defined area
of influence for this study. Therefore, no substantial
indirect impacts related to displacements are anticipated as
a result of the proposed action.

Aesthetics It is not anticipated that the project would have substantial
aesthetic impacts.

General environmental The project would have some negative environmental

concerns impacts such as increased impervious cover, removal of

vegetation, temporary increase of total suspended solids
during construction, and adverse impacts to waters of the
U.S. However, based on our evaluation of the proposed
project, there is no reason to believe this proposal would
contribute to the establishment of invasive species.

Wetlands No wetlands exist on the site and no wetland impacts are
anticipated as a result of the CTA project.
Historic properties The proposed CTA development was surveyed for the

presence of historic and prehistoric sites. Prior to the
survey there were no known or recorded sites eligible, or
potentially eligible, for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places on the property. The cultural resources
work included pedestrian survey, shovel-testing, and
backhoe trenching, There were no sites or structures of any
age located in the permit area. There is a negligible chance
of unidentified sites being encountered during construction.
Fish and wildlife values Common mammalian species known from the region

: include, but are not limited to: Virginia opossum
(Didelphis virginiana), common mole (Scalopus
aquaticus), fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), fulvous harvest
mouse (Reithrodontomys fulvescens), cotton mouse
(Peromyscus gossypinus), Baird's pocket gopher (Geomys
breviceps), South Texas bobcat (Lynx rufus texensis), red
fox (Vulpes fulva), raccoon (Procyon lotor), river otter
(Lutra canadensis), and red bat (Lasiurus borealis),
Lizards and snakes inctude, but are not limited to: Carolina
anole (4nolis carolinensis), eastern glass lizard
(Ophisaurus ventralis), six-lined racerunner
(Cnemidophorus sexlineatus), blue racer (Coluber
constrictor), black rat snake (Xlaphe obsoleta), diamond-
backed water snake (Natrix rhombifora), eastern ribbon
snake (Thamnophis sauritus), and western cottonmouth
(Agkistrodon piscivorus) (Blair 1950).

Federally threatened and endangered species evaluations
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| ‘were performed as requlred for subrmttal with the

- |:Application for a Department of the Army Permit.

- | Evaluated species included: Houston toad, whooping
.| crane;and Nayasota ladies’-tresses. Although the bald
e eagle was dehsted in 2007, the species was also evaluated.

L 'v.The bald eagle is found pnmanly near seaeoasts rivers, and
large lakes where food resources such as fish.and
waterfowl are readﬂy available. Eagles typically build their
nests in 40- to 120-foot tall trees; nests are usually in the
tallest trees in an area with an unobstructed flight path.

- Nest sites-are also commonly within 1 to 2 miles of large
water bodles such as lakes or reservoirs. The bald eagle is

| known to nest along the Colorado River in Bastrop County

. |-and along the Llano River i in Llano County. The bald eagle
is known to wmter from early November to late March

oo along major river systems of the castern and central
| Edwards: plateau The Colorado River dramage, especially

.Lake Buchandn in Llano and Burnet Counties, is the area
most likely to have wintering bald eagles in central Texas. .

| No ctitical habltai has been designated in the 48 contlguous
o states for l;hiS Speeles

'A database Search of the Texas Natural Diversity Database
(TXNDD), which includes federally and state listed and
- | tracked Threatened, Endangered, and Rare species, was

~ 'performed for the Utley and adjacent USGS quadrangles to
include the proposed proj ect arca. Review of the database
o search- mdlcates that there are known bald eagle nesting
| sites approx1mately one inile east of the proposed project

©.| area.

S "Due to the potentLaI for bald eagle actlwty, a bald eagle and
. ibald eagle nest survey protocol was developed in
-} accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Draft
L Post-Dehstmg Momtormg Plan for the Bald Eagle and the
. ~|'National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines. As there are
) hlstoneal nesting locations within one mile of the proposed
o 'pIOJect area anng the Colorado River, surveys emphasized
- | locating active and dormant bald eagle nests. -Surveys were
: ,conducted on December 20, 2010, and consisted of two
oat survey and pedestrian survey.- “The boat survey
24| ucted by kayak along the Colorado River, The
S 'kayak survey focused on assessing the vegetation closest to
L ',shore as. bald eagle nestlng s1tes typlcally 1nclude at least

s 4i"v'l’aée ',1:8_, -
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one perch with a clear view of a nearby water body. The
National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines recommend
avoiding the operation of aircraft within 1,000 feet of a nest
during the breeding season; therefore, the kayak survey
included the Colorade River adjacent to the proposed
project area, as well as 1,000 feet of the Colorado River to
the west and east of the proposed project area. The
pedestrian survey focused on inland areas of vegetation that
were not clearly visible during the kayak survey. No nests
or bald eagles were identified during the surveys.

Development projects are limited in the amount of
protection they can provide for singular birds as they
migrate or forage through a project area. Typically, the
greatest protection that can be afforded to bald eagles is to
ensure a safe, undisturbed nesting and fledging area for
their young. However since no nests were identified within
close proximity of the proposed project area, it seems
unlikely that any of the actions proposed would have any
impact to bald eagles. Additionally, there are no activities
planned within approximately 450 feet north of the
Colorado River surrounding the proposed project area, A
required perimeter road would be located approximately
450 feet north of the Colorado River, and the southern
extent of the runway would be located approximately 1,900
feet north of the Colorado River,

In accordance with the Bald and Golden Fagle Protection
Act requirements, if a nest is identified on the proposed
project area, the proposed project would implement the
recommended precautions and steps in order to meet the
avoidance and minimization guidelines as outlined in the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, particularly when
activities commence proximate to the Colorado River
riparian corridor, which provides the greatest potential for
eagle nesting habitat.

The Houston toad is a tetrestrial amphibian, 2 to 3.5 inches
long, and known to occur in nine Texas counties: Austin,
Bastrop, Burleson, Colorado, Lavaca, Lee, Leon, Milam,
and Robertson. The Houston foad requires deep, loose,
sandy soils for burrowing. For breeding, the toad requires
still or slow-flowing water sources, such as ephemeral rain
pools, flooded fields, sceps, springs, or more permanent
shallow-water ponds. These water sources must persist for
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at least 30 days. J uvemle Houston toads have been found

| within 50 meters of the metamorph031s habitat for the first

11 weeks followmg transformation. Critical habitat has

.| been determined in part of this species range. The areas

.. | determined to be critical habitat are located in Bastrop and
S Burleson Countlcs

V Revmw of the TXNDD search 1ndlcates that there are
'l;nown Houston toad observations east of Highway 95. No
| observations were noted within the proposed project area.

- _Usmg GIS‘ analysis, the proposed project area was studied
_+| for various habitat requirements for the Houston toad.
These anlude

S VGeologlc formations conducive to deep soil
* development provided in the USFWS Houston toad
-~ habitat geographic database and referenced by ‘
oo USEWS; :
e Bastrop County sandy SOI] units determined to be
- potential Houston toad habitat; :
: e Native wooded, savannah, or bunch grass
- " vegetation (based on field reconnaissance);
‘o Pools of water that persist 60 days during the spring
" . breeding season (based on field reconnaissance and
- aerial photography); and
¢ Atreas showing evidence of water on USGS maps
~_and aenal photography.

Ry .f.Based on thc analyms of Houston toad habitat Wlthln the
*| project area, it contains two small afeas of potentlal soils
. | and areas of ponding water durmg the spring breeding

- | 'season, but does not contain the necessary geology

| ‘tonducive to Houston toad habitat, Therefore; Houston
i toad habltat does not existon the air pUll property. -

: The wh'o'opmg crane isa lmgrant species whose ﬂyway
-+ .t crosses through much of Texas from the coast and spans -

© - 'northwest through the panhandle ThIS flyway incorporates
7| all of Basttop County. The whooping crane typically -
-,,br'éeds among rushes and sedges in marshes and meadows )
in Canada and winters on the estudrine marshes shallow
‘bays, and tidal salt ﬂats of the Texas coast. During
: mlgratlon the crane typlcally stops to rest aid feed in open ‘
L ;b_ottomlands of Ia;rge rivers, marshes and in agrloultural

L zr‘P@gé?O' .
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arcas. Whooping cranes are omnivorous feeders. Some of
the more common food items taken are crabs, clams,
shrimp, snails, frogs, snakes, grasshoppers, larval and
nymph forms of flies, beetles, water bugs, birds and small
mammals. In Texas, critical habitat for the whooping crane
is the area, land, and airspace of Aransas National Wildlife
Refuge and vicinity.

Based on the analysis of the whooping crane habitat within
the proposed project area and the occurrence of open
cropland along the Colorado River including various
tributaries and ponds, the likelihood of the whooping crane
utilizing the proposed project area during migration is low.
However, the pasture is not grain-based, a commonly
preferred attribute of stopover habitat,

Navasota ladies’-tresses, a member of the orchid family, is
an erect, slender stemmed perennial herb that ranges in
height from 8 to 15 inches. This species is endemic to the
Post Oak Savannah region of East Texas and is typically
found in lightly wooded, naturally disturbed upland areas
(250 feet above sea level) along the Navasota River and
Brazos River drainages. This species has been observed at
the onset of drainages between grassy fields and
woadlands, along the edges of woods adjacent to hiking
trails, and on the banks of natural drainages in wooded
areas. Navasota ladies’-tresses is typically observed in
moderately well-drained soils with weak to moderate
acidity, low availability of plant nutrients, and very low
water holding capacity. No critical habitat has been
designated for this species.

The proposed project area lies along the western border of
Bastrop County. The nearest known populations of
Navasota ladies’-tresses are located in Bastrop County at
the University of Texas Stengl Lost Pines Biology Station
north of Smithville, Texas (approximately 21 miles away).
Much of the soil within the proposed project area consists
of clay and clay loam that are typically acidic and have a
high available water capacity and slow permeability, Based
on the soil requirements of the species, no habitat for
Navasota ladies’-tresses is located in the project area.

The proposed CTA site lies within the Crops and Post Oak
Woods/Forest designation, as noted on the Texas Parks and
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B Wlldhfe “Vegetatlon Types of Texas” map.

e Crop areas generally 1nclude cultivated cover crops or row
| crops ‘used for the purpose of producing food and/or fiber
| for either man or domestic animals. The majority of the
T proposed CTA site is inconsistent with this designation,
- | ‘consisting prnnarlly of coastal bermudagrass pastures, with
, very few trees, and is used for the grazmg of approx1mately
= -1400 head of cattle

~ Post Oak Woods/F orest arcas are generally located in sandy ‘
“soils within the Post Oak Savannah: This designation is '

| generally consistent with vegetation along the Colorado

- 1'Riverand associated tributaries, which is less than 10
percent of the proposed CTA site.

Canopy vegetatlon observed along the Colorado River and
| tributaries includes, but is not limited to: pecan (Carya

: ? illinoinensis), cedar elm (Ufmus crassifolia), post oak

(Quercus stellata), burr oak (Quercus. macrocarpa), and
-+ 7| mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa) The tree layer within the

3 "subject area has a height range of 15 to 40 feetand a

| canopy cover range of 30 to 70 percent. Vegetatlon within

- | 'the shrub layer iricludes, but is not limited to: saw

= greenbrter (szlax bona—nox), mustang grape (Vitis

- mustangensis), and rattiebush (Sesbania drummondii).

- | Herbaceous layer vegetatlon observed within the subJ ect

. | area inctudes, but is not limited to: Texas prickly pear

- 1 Opuntia spp.), pencil cactus (Opum‘za leprocaulis), anoual

| sumpweed (Iva annua), broomweed (Gutierrezia -

| dracunculoides), giant ragweed (Ambrosia mf da), coastal

i abermudagrass (Cynodon daciylon) and various other

grasses and forbs ' :

{Cledrmg of vegelduon would be avoided or minimized
- where possible for the construcnon of the road and -
cstablishment of clear zones. Upon completlon of
carthwork opetations, disturbed areas would be restored
and-'seededvaccordmg to TCEQ General Perrmt

urin constructlon, efforts would be taken to avord a.nd
: 'mrmmlze disturbance of vegetation-and sojls. ‘Areas within
' ';the p"'p()sed CTA site, but outside the limits of -
‘con o'n' Would not be d1sturbed Mrmmal 1n1pacts to
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vegetation within the area of construction would occur.

Per the requirements in the Texas Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (TPDES) General Permit, all disturbed
areas are required to be re-vegetated to at least 70 percent
coverage prior to removing all best management practices
(BMPs) on the site.

Compensatory mitigation is proposed for unavoidable
adverse impacts to waters of the United States resulting
from the proposed construction of the CTA.

Direct and indirect effects to wildlife are anticipated from
the proposed action and would likely impact wildlife such
as snails, frogs, snakes, insects, spiders, birds, and small
mammals. However, due to the low quality of the pasture,
and the lack of permanent water on the proposed site, these
impacts are anticipated to be minimal. In addition, these
impacts would be mitigated for through compensatory
mitigation.

Flood hazards The proposed layout for the CTA covers an area which is
bisected by an existing Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain. In order to construct
the Airport entirely outside of the floodplain, a portion of
the effective floodplain would need to be filted. The
proposed improvements with the 1% Annual Chance
Floodplain were submitted to FEMA on May 10, 2010, in
an application for a Conditional Letter of Map Revision
Based on Fill (CLOMR-F). The application for the
CLOMR-T was reviewed and commented on by FEMA
reviewers, After FEMA’s comments were addressed,
FEMA issued a letter on September 28, 2010, stating that
the proposed CTA meets the minimum floodplain
management criteria of the National Flood Insurance

Program.

Floodplain values Currently, two ephemeral streams drain across the proposed
layout of the Airport. In order to construct the proposed
Airport entirely outside of the floodplain, a portion of the
effective floodplain would need to be filled. The proposed
plan calls for filling the portion of the floodplain and
conveying drainage from the strearns via a culvert and open
channel system. The proposed culverts and open channels
would drain to a proposed 26-acre detention pond, which
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'would mlttgate the flow generated by the proposed Alrport

development and reduce peak flows to predevelopment

' 1evels prior to releasmg the flow into the existing tribulary
Sl downstream of the proposed Ailrport property

1A CLOMR request was submitted to FEMA on May 10,
2010, requesting that FEMA evaluate the effects that the

: proposed CTA along Colorado River Tnbutary 8, Colorado
River Trlbutary 9, and Unnamed Tributary to Colorado

. | River Tributary 8 would have on the flood hazard

| information shown on the effective (Fl lood Insuxance Rate
_Map) F[RM

: The proposed Proj ect along Colorado River Trlbutary 8
includes a detention basin at the confluence with Colorado
River Trlbutary 9 and a 3,330 foot long, seven-barrel, 10

' foot by 5 foot Reinforced Conerete Box (RCB) culvert just

: 'upstream of the pond The proposed project along

" | Colotado River Tributary 9 includes channelization from_

approxnnately 820 feet upstream of the confluence with

| Colorado River Trlbutary 80 4,010 feet upstream of the

- |- conflaencé with Colorado River Tnbutary 8.  The proposed

o | project along’ Unnamed Tributary to Colorado River
* | Tributary 8 includes channelization from the confluence

- with Colorado RJVCI' Tributary 8 to approximately 1,500

| feet upstream of the conflyence with Colorado River -

| Tributary 8 and a 1,490 foot long, four-barrel, 8 foot by 4

- | foot RCB culvert Just upstream of the channel The area of

+- | 'the proposed pro;ect is shown on the Bastrop County,

. ' | Texas; and Incorporated Areas FIRM panel number

3 f4802100200 E, dated Janvary 19, 2006.

- FEMA rev1ewed the submltted data and the data used to’
"] prepare the effective FIRM for the community, and -
| determined that the proposed ploJecl mel the minimum
. | floodplain management criteria of the National Flood
.| Insurance Program, and a CLOMR was 1ssued by FEMA
i on September28 2010 I AT _

'%Bastrop County ha,s been expenenemg unprecedented
wth.” Twenty percent of Bastrop County has an

) "---i;.;'p'gge,zz;‘ . ij_::
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reasonable to anticipate that the land use surrounding and
including the CTA project area would change independent
of the proposed action.

The proposed action would include direct land use
conversion of agricultural pasture/rural residential land use
to commercial, Any future development in the area would
be governed by local, state, and federal regulations, which
may include individual city zoning and permitting, county
permitting, state requirements, environmental requirements,
and federal regulations including Section 404 of the CWA.
Therefore, any indirect effects the proposed action would
have on land use outside of the proposed project arca
would be required to comply with the appropriate local,
state, and federal requirements and would occur within the
context of regional planning, which anticipates land use
transitions in the near future.

Navigation The Colorado River is a Section 10 Navigable Water of the
U.S. This project would not impact the Colorado River nor
navigation on the river.

Shore erosion and Shore erosion and accretion would not be impacted by this

accretion project. Increased storm water flows would be mitigated
by the detention pond.

Recreation No impacts to recreation resources are anticipated as a

result of the proposed action.

Water supply and The CTA plans to utilize the roof surface areas of the
conservation hangars and other structures on the airport for rainwater
collection and harvesting for commercial reuse. Airports
such as the proposed CTA do not have high water
requirements so utilizing gray water systems for irrigation
and other uses offer a polential model for sustainability.

Water quality Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires all applicants
that conduct activities that may result in a discharge to
waters of the U.S. acquire Section 401 Certification. As a
requirement of the Section 404 process, the Applicant has
submitted a TCEQ Tier I 401 Water Quality Certification
Questionnaire and Alternative Analysis Checklist for the
proposed CTA, concurrent with the submittal of the
Individual Permit application.
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B VseCti‘oziv 402 of the Clean Water Act implements the

- | National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

| (NPDES)." In the State of Texas, the NPDES is.

administered by the TCEQ as the Texas Pollutant

' Dlscharge Elimination System (IPDES). A Stormwater

Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P) would be prepared and

| administered for the proposed CTA project, The SW3P

-+ ['would follow' guldehnes stated in the TPDES General

| Permit (TXRl 50000). Appropriate BMPs would be in

| place to minimize the potential discharge of suspended

| solids durmg storm events. The SW3P would include

| provisions for’ installation, maintenance, and upgrading of
‘BMPs throughout the construction process. The BMPs are

| designed to dissipate stormwater flow and capture

suspended. solids on site. Per the requirements in the

| TPDES Gereral Permit, all disturbed ateas are required to

be restored fo at least 70 percent vegetative coverage pnor

to removal of BMPs on the site. .

The Apphcant wouId use apphcable technologles selected
- from the following temporary stormwater BMPs during
constructlon actlvmes for eros1on and sedlment control

, ;"Fﬂter Berms (Rock Berms), ,

+Silt Fences;

. Stabilized Construction Entrances

. Straw or Hay Bales;

; Vegetated Buffers;

:- Conctete-Washout Areas

~*Vehicle Maintenance and Washmg Area;
"General Site Waste Management and

: 'Dust Control :

- The'proposed pI'O_]eCt is located along Segment 1428 of the
| ‘Colorado River, which is designated by the TCEQ as
_ . |.supperting exceptlonal aquatic life. There are no known
| water quallty regulatlons for nonpomt source pollution in
.{the area of the proposed CTA, except forthe TCEQ’s
TPDES, which' requires the use of BMPs associated w1th a
'SW3P whlch the proposed CTA would be requlred to

1 the absence of Vany Water quahty standards in the area, | -
i)pllcant ant101pates u’nllzmg Chapter 213 Subchapter o
A §213 1 §213 14 and Chapter 213 Subchapter B §213 20-
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§213.28 of the Texas Administrative Code, known locally
as the Edwards Rules.

Use of Petroleum Storage Tanks (PSTs) for the proposed
CTA would satisfy Texas Administrative Code Chapter
334, and the containment and management of hazardous
materials for the proposed project would satisfy the
requirements prescribed by the Texas Water Code, Chapter
26, Subchapter I and Subchapter K.

The TCEQ’s Edwards Rules were considered by the
Applicant for the following reasons: 1) the Edwards Rules
are designed to protect the Edwards aquifer, which has
been given the highest standards of protection by the TCEQ
and federal government; 2) the Edwards Rules are accepted
by the U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service as protection to the
Barton Springs salamander, one of the most endangered
aquatic species in the United States; and 3) the Edwards
“aquifer provides drinking water to thousands of people. If
the Edwards Rules are utilized for the proposed project, the
proposed on-site stormwater facilities and detention pond
would be designed to achieve 80 percent removal
efftciency of total suspended solids load arising from the
development through the installation of permanent BMPs.

The Colorado River is the most environmentally
noteworthy feature to the proposed CTA, as it is a
navigable and jurisdictional waterway. The southern
boundary of the Airport site abuts approximately 3,500
linear feet of Colorado River frontage. The Airport avoids
impacts to the Colorado River and its frontage. The closest
development activity, an airport perimeter road, sets back
from the Colorado River a minimum distance of
approximately 450 feet. Additionally, the airport runway
would be located approximately 1,900 feet north of the
Coloradoe River. This avoidance would provide a natural
and native buffer from the proposed Airport to the river and
associated wetlands and wildlife during the construction of
the proposed CTA.

Regulations and permitting of Petroleum Storage Tanks
(PSTs) in Texas is the responsibility of the TCEQ. The
TCEQ regulates PSTs under Texas Administrative Code
Chapter 334, which has the stated purpose to:
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|+ e Providea comprehenswe regulatory program for
-+ hiazardous substance and petroleum substance
underground storage tank (UST) systems, and a
. limited regulatory program for petroleum product
.. aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), as prescribed by
-+~ the Texas Water Code, Chapter 26, Subchapter I
0 and Subchapter K-
. e - Establish minimum standards and procedures to
- reasonably protect and maintain the quality of the
state's groundwater and surface water resources
" from environmental contamination that could result
- from any releases of harmful substances stored in
- such tanks; :
. Prov1de for the use of rlsk-based corrective actlon
cooand .
e Generally provide for the protectwn of human
 health'and safety, as well as the protection of the
s '~overall envnonment of the state.

. A Splll Preventlon Control and Countenneaswe Plan
(SPCC) would be in place if above ground storage capacity
- of diesel or gasohne exceeds 1,320 gallons, or underground
storaoe exceeds 42, 000 gallons :

The SPCC would 1nclude the fo]lowmg prov131ons

Monthly 1nspect10ns to ensure mtegrlty of all tanks
‘o 7 piping, valves, seals, secondary containment, and all
i other ‘associated equlpment B
"= Conduction of Annual Employee Tralnlng
©“regarding _plan maintenance and implementation
 during a spxll event to ensure quick and efficient
emergency response to potentlal spills that may
.o o¢edr on the site; and,
L jRev1ew and updatmg of the plan every ﬁve years

"e SPCC would also mclude add1t1onal mformatmn
egardlng Tacility” dra1nage patterns, emergency contacts,
L splll' prevention systems, and information regardmg _
'ate transferring and pumping of all fuels,

" olvents and Waste products on 31te

ed CTA is des1gned 1:0 be a green anport
emonstration pro;ect concelved and developed to achleve
ce between technology and sustamablhty The B

- Bnergy needs”
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proposed CTA is designed to provide a privately owned
and operated business facility which arms to recruit third-
party businesscs that target new and emerging technologies
in alternative renewable energies; patent-pending energy
management and communications applications; and
integrated environmental design and development
standards. The proposed CTA is designed to provide
convenient, safe, and efficient general aviation accessibility
to the Central Texas region.

The proposed CTA plans to implement unique
environmentally compatible design features, and utilize
demonstrations by other parties with renewable energy
generations and management capabilities and scalable
smart grid communications infrastructure. The smart grid
network proposes to provide secure and efficient
Infrastructure connectivity for the airport buildings and
businesses, offering real-time, point-source energy
consumption data collection and management capabilities
for individual buildings or the entire airport,

Safety The FAA Advisory Circular (AC) No. 150/5200-33
specifically states: “The holders of Airport Operating
Certificates issued under Title 14, Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), Part 139 Certification of Airports,
Subpart D (Part 139) may use the standards, practices, and
recommendations contained in the AC to comply with the
wildlife hazard management requirements of Part 139.
Airports that have received Federal grant-in-aid assistance
must use these standards.”

The proposed action is a privately funded general aviation
airport and associated facilities as described in Section 1.0
of this document, which has not and would not accept any
Federal grant-in-aid assistance. Hence, CTA is not
required to use these guidelines. Although CTA is not
required to use these guidelines, CTA wil] implement
hazardous wildlife controls at the proposed project area.

Additionally, AC No. 150/5200-33, Section 3 “Land Uses
That May Be Compatible with Safe Airport Operations”
discusses several items. Section 3-1 states “Even though
they may, under certain circumstances, attract hazardous
wildlife, the land use practices discussed in this section
have flexibility regarding their location or operation and
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“f may éven be under the au'port operator s control, In

o general the FAA does not consider the activities discussed
‘below as hazardous to aviation if there is no apparent

o “attracnon to hazardous wildlife, or wildlife hazard

o 'mltlga’non techmques are lmplernented to deal effectlvely
co Vw1th anywﬂdhfe hazard that may arise.” :

'Seetlon 3-7 states “The movement of storm water away
| from Tunways, taxxways and aprons is a normal function
| on most airports and is necessary for safe aircraft operation.
- | Detention ponds hold storm water for short periods, while
| retention ponds hold water indefi nitely. Both types of
, ponds control runoff, protect water quality, and can attract
-7} hazardous wildlife. Retention ponds are more athactive to
*-| hazardous w11d11fe than detention ponds because they
S p10v1de a more rehable water source.” :

2t Sec’nons 3.1 and 3 7 specﬁ' ically address the use of a
| detention pond at an airport facility, The proposed CTA -
| detention pond is located to the east of the proposed aitport
'srte, and is far away from aircraft movement areas to -
| ‘minimize au‘craﬂ-wﬂdhfe interactions. A cornprehenswe
5 :ﬂood study was completed and submitted to FEMA for -
" | review as part of the Applicant’s CLOMR appllcatlon ~
- | réquest. The' detention pond was designed to meet the
[ requifements of the pre-pro_] ject flows, so that the post-
| project flows would not increase. As stated in the FAA
© | Advisory Circular above, detention ponds are more
| desirable and manageable than retention ponds because
“ they hold storm water for shorter periods of time. The-
§ Apphcant would 1mplement Best Management Practices
T and wildlife hazard mitigation techmques relative to the
= jhazardous w1ld11fe attractants assomated w1th the on—sne

' he Securecl Alrport Area would be protected by an

xtensive petimeter fenomg and gate system. All airport

‘operations areas need to be secured for se\_reral reasons, one

being the hazardous wildlife control, and others being

security and safety. - All airport and site operations would

njtmuously ‘monitored to effectlvely maintain se¢urity -
ale w1th1n the proposed project area and the

he jproposedf-project.looation 1s ma 5_spg:¢s§13f popnlated _




CESWF-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506)
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of Findings for the
Above-Numbered Permit Application

rural area surrounded by ranch land, rural residential
property, and a church, which is northeast of the project
area and more than 600 feet southeast of the intersection of
FM 969 and FM 1704,

Food and fiber The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) requires that
production/Prime federal agencies identify and consider the adverse effects of
Farmland their programs on the preservation of farmlands. The

FPPA applies to farmland defined as “prime” or “unique”
in Section 1540(c)(1) of the Act, or to farmland of
statewide or local importance as defined by the appropriate
state or local agency.

The proposed action would affect land within the boundary
of the approximately 1,100-acre proposed CTA site, which
is an active cattle ranching operation with over 400 head of
cattle. The property has been used as a cattle ranching
operation for over 50 years,

Prime farmland soils are soils that have the best
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for
the production of food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed
crops. In addition, prime farmland is located in areas with
adequate and dependable water supply from precipitation
or irrigation and favorable temperatures and growing
seasons.

The following fourteen soil units are found in the proposed
project area (SCS 1979):

Axtell-Tabor complex, 1 to 8 percent slopes (AtD);
Bosque loam (Bo);

Crockett soils, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded (CsC2);
Demona loamy fine sand, 1 to 5 percent slopes
(DeC);

Houston Black clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes (HoA);
Krum silty clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes (KrA);
Lincoln soils (Ls);

Mabank loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (MaA) and 1 to
3 percent slopes (MaB);

Norwood silty clay loam (No);

Shep clay loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes, eroded
(SeD2);

Ships silty clay (Sg),

¢_ Smithville fine sandy loam (Sm);

* & & 9

. & » @
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Verma complex, 1 to 8 percent slopes (VeD); and
erson clay loam, 1to 3 percent slopes (WSB)

, Accordrng to the Natural Resources Conservation Service,
7 the followrng sorls are con51dered prnne farmland soils:

o ,'- ’ ’Bosque loam (prrme farmland sorl if protected from
o f':fﬂoodtng or not frequently flooded durlnU the
~gtowing season),

. Houston Black clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes,

Krum silty clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes;

' Norwood silty clay loam;

“Ships silty clay; and ,

1 Smithville fine sandy loa'm.

L VTlns project would result in negatlve impacts on Prime
* | Farmland and food productlcn as aresult of unavmdable
| 'direct adverse nnpacts to 817.5 acres of prime farmland on-
| site. : Further avoidance of impacts to these resources
- 'would render the pro;ect mfeasrble o

Mineral neéds RN Access to rmneral rrghts is mandated by faw. This project -
SR R 'would not prevent accesstonlmeral nghts

| Considerations of property | A prehmmary analy31s was conducted in order to determine

ownership =~ the los§ in value, if any, to properties located in proximity
T ' o to the proposed CTA. Methodology reflects the modern
o capa(:lty to collect large amounts of data relating to -

| property assessments around aniy given location.

.. | The approach was based onthe proposrtton that

homeovimers and property owners in the vicinity of the

| airport would avail themselves of any advantages with

- | regard to the assessments which are pertinent to their

- | to airport proximity of the magnitude of over 25 percent, it

"% | would be reflected in the tax assessments for property

~|'which is in the vicinity of the airpott as opposed to property
| which is located further away | from the airport. The. = - |

nsrderatron of the airport would either be reflected in the

essment as a Detrimental Condition, or aliernatively,

uld likely | be appealed by a prudent owner if not o

' ed by the orrgtnal assessment. -

v The evaluatlon of potenttal tax—related eﬁ'ects lncluded :
ee general avratron an’ports m Texas wrth snmlar srte -

'Pfé:gfe_,Si NS

;parttcular property. That is to say, if there is a dlsadvantage S
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development characteristics as CTA. These airports
include David Wayne Hooks Airport, Addison Airport, and
Sugar Land Regional Airport. These airports are located in
areas which have similar, or superior demographic
characteristics to those which exist in the general Austin-
Bastrop region. In the case of residential property, all three
locations do not exhibit any substantial difference in the
assessment applied to residential housing in each of the
three areas based on commonality of characteristics, as a
result of proximity to the airport. Variations in assessments
were generally between 3 and 5 percent. This result was
both positive and negative, with residences in the airport’s
vicinity, in many cases, developing relative assessments
which were greater than comparable property outside the
airports defined area of influence for this study.

Noise Standard noise abatement procedures for arriving and
departing aircraft have been developed by the Aircraft
manufacturers and the National Business Aviation
Association. For example, noise abatement procedures
during takeoff and landing make for quieter airport
operations, Such procedures consist of a faster takeofT
speed and a steeper climb, quickly followed by slowing the
engine and reducing rate of climb, once airborne over a
populated area. Once beyond or substantially above the
populated area, the engines return to climb settings and
normal flight operations are resumed. This decreases the
amount of engine noise over the populated area without
adversely affecting the flight. These standard noise
abatement procedures are planned to be implemented at
CTA.

Additionally, CTA would establish operating requirements
and rules for utilizing the CTA airport runway and
facilities. CTA intends to restrict (ouch-and-go aircraft
operations except for based aircraft that are conducting
aircraft sales test rides or pilot proficiency tests and such.
CTA would require full-stop landings to discourage aircraft
that represent nuisance activities to our customer base at
CTA or the community. For example, student pilot
activities and military flyovers would not occur at the
airport.

Once the operational rules and specific based aircraft
information are established, the noise contours would be
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S ,mapped The antlc1pated alrcraft type and mix are
"} projected t to generate a 65 decibel (dB) day/night average.
'1'The 65 dB level is the accepted industry standard because
-1 thisis the sound level at which a conversation typically
o 'takes place at3 to 5 feet. At this level, ground receptors
o may be affected, However these effects would be limited
o ,.'to areas located w1thm the boundanes of the alrport site.

o TAIrQuality | The | prnnary air quahty concern for Central Texas is the
B S ~‘p1'0duct1011 of ground level ozone (03). There are two
" | ‘major emissions types whlch contribute to O3 formation in
-1 Central Texas: Nitrous Oxides (N OX) and Volatile
i Orgamc Compounds (VOC).: The major producers of NOX
‘and VOC are on-~road vehicles, non-road motors, biogenic
, Vrnatter and point source (e.g., factories, brick yards ete.).
Reducing the vehicle miles traveled within' the region and
al ehmmatlng ernissions blown in from other areas would
have the most mlpact on improving Central Texas” air
o :quahty and énsure a continued attainment status of the
- Natlonal Amblent Arr Quality Standards

i :VAccordmg fo the Capltal Atea Council of Governments
'V(CAPCOG) there ate approximately 560,011 daily vehicle.
't work trips in  the region (of which Bastrop County
'generates 19 978)

: Arrcraft operatrons at general aviation auports do not
typlcally pose’a substan’nal tisk of increase in O3. The
| more likely ¢ concern for Bastrop County is an increase in
| vehicular traffic that would result from the ant1c1pated
: populatlon growth in the area. o

‘ 5.Dur1ng the constructlon of the proposed CTA, temporary
‘effects on air- quahty 1nc]ude additional dust generated from
~ | construiction activities. Ettorts would be made to control
| temporaty air quallty impacts during construction,
| including minimizing or eliminating unnecessary idling of
. H’onstructron#ehlcles and employmg a comblnatlon ol
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An SPCC would be in place for the site and includes
provisions for monthly inspections of all tanks, piping,
valves, seals, secondary containment and all other
associated equipment.

Transportation Both FM 969 and FM 1704 are important roads to Bastrop
Infrastructure County and the region. The CAMPO 2035 Plan includes a
future planned roadway improvement to FM 969 from the
current geometry to a four-lane, divided arterial, In
addition to the approved CAMPO Plan, Bastrop County has
an adopted transportation plan, According to the Bastrop
County plan, FM 969 should be upgraded to a four-lane,
divided arterial (consistent with the CAMPO Plan) and FM
1704 should be upgraded to a four-lane, divided arterial as
well.

Any indirect effect the proposed action would have on
transportation infrastructure would be required to comply
with the appropriate local, state, and federal requirements.
As previously described, fransportation infrastructure
improvements that might occur at some time in the future
are independent of the project.

b. Endangered Species Act. [ | NA
The proposed project:
(1) Will not affect threatened or endangered species:
>XAny/ ] . No threatened or endangered species, their habitats, nor

their critical habitats are found within the project area.

(2) May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect:
Species: . NA

(3) [WAI/[_JWill not adversely modify designated critical habitat for the . NA
(4) s/ Jts not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the .NA
(5) The Services Dconcmed/[:lprovided a Biological Opinion(s). NA

¢. Essential Fish Habitat, Adverse impacts to Essential Fish Habitat [ Iwilt/[XIwill not
result from the proposed project.

d. Historic Properties. The proposed project [ Twill/Iwill not have any effect on any
sites listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places, or
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= otherw1se of natlonal state or local 31g:n1ﬁcance based on Ijletter from SHPO/ X
C Records search “A cultutal | resources survey was completed fot the proposed CTA

" project.No ehglble sites were found. Thereis a negllglble chance of unidentified
. Vsﬂes bemg encountered dunng constructlon i e

e ?‘Cumulatrve & Secondary Impacts The geographlc area for thls assessment is the

: V'contrlbutmg watershed

W

Basellne Approxrmately 8% of the watershed area is wetland There are also

: approxnnately 50 stream miles contained within the watershed comprrsed of

- 2 42% perennial ; and 58% 1nterm1ttent tributaries. Corps permits since 1999 have
- .+ -authorized the fill of 0.28 acres. and 135 linear feet of stream. The projection is
" that authorizations w1ll cotiiinue Dat the current rate/D<] increase// [:I decrease

because deveIOpment pressures continue to move in the direction of Bastrop

" County. Natural resotirce issues of particular concern from Corps and non-

Corps act1v1t1es are protectlon of wetlands and streams.

e

g Context “The proposed pro;ect is |:|typlcal / |:|a precedent /.very large
R cornpared to other activities in the watershed. Smaller development than the

; 'proposal has'occurred since the 1980°s when the area ‘became desirable for

~ development. Future impagcts are expected to increase as development pressure
' expands to this area. Besides Corps authorized projects, other activities include

residential, commercial, and transportatlon These activities result in natural
resource changes and stresses. Key issues of concern' in this watershed are the
development ¢ of roadways, | businesses, and residential housrng resultmg in
wetland losses and 1mpacts to na;tural stream dynarrncs

MrtLgatron and Monltormg The project affects. the followmg key issue(s): By

" filling waters of the U-S., certam functions such as sediment/nutrient/ toxicant . - ‘

::retentlon ﬂood control; groundwater recharge/d1scharge would be minimally -
~ -decreased. The magmtude of the proposcd cffect is negligible within the

| ".;;(INA) W. ity (
- ‘has/[X]has not yet beern 1ssued by the /|Z|State/[]Commonwealth

Cod

. ‘watershed. -Compepsatary mitigation, including off-site mitigation bank credits -
“described herein would result in minimal individual and curnulatwe adverse .
e 'prlmary and secondary 1mpacts on the env1ronment

hdanaoem ZM) cons.iStency/permr ili'.N/A Issuance of a State | 5

pern:ut cert1ﬁes'that the project is consistent with the CZM plan. .[] There is no

ation from % that the prolect i mcon51stent wrth therr R
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i. Other authorizations. State
j. (IXINA) Significant Issues of Overriding National Importance.
8. Compensation and other mitigation actions.

a. Compensatory Mitigation
(1) Is compensatory mitigation required? [X] yes [ ] no [If “no,” do not complete
the rest of this section)

(2) Is the impact in the service area of an approved mitigation bank? yes [ | no

(1) Does the mitigation bank have appropriate number and resource type of
credits available? [X] yes [ ] no

(3) Is the impact in the service area of an approved in-lieu fee program?

[lyes Xno

(1) Does the in-lieu fee program have appropriate number and resource type of
credits available? [ ] yes [<] no

(4) Check the selected compensatory mitigation option(s):
mitigation bank credits

[ in-lieu fee program credits

[_| permittee-responsible mitigation under a watershed approach
[ permittee-responsible mitigation, on-site and in-kind

[] permittee-responsible mitigation, off-site and out-of-kind

(5) Ifaselected compensatory mitigation option deviates from the order of the
options presented in §332.3(b)(2)-(6), explain why the selected compensatory
niitigation option is environmentally preferable. Address the criteria provided in
§332.3(a)(1) (i.e., the likelihood for ecological success and sustainability, the
location of the compensation site relative to the impact site and their significance
within the watershed, and the costs of the compensatory mitigation project); The
Wilbarger Creek Mitigation Bank is the only mitigation bank in the service area of
the CTA. Therefore, mitigation bank credits from the Witharger Creck Mitigation
Bank are acceptable.

(6) Other Mitigative Actions: No other compensatory mitigation actions for
unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S, are proposed.

9. General evaluation criteria under the public interest review. We considered the following
within this document:
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a. The relatwe extent of the publlo and prlvate need for the proposed structure or work.
(e.g. Public benefits include employment opportumtles and a potenual increase in the
local tax base. Prlvate benefits include land use and economic return on the property; for
transportation projects ‘benefits 1nclude safety, capacity and congestion issues.) The -
proposed project would satisfy an unfulﬁlled neéd relative to general aviation facilities
in the Austin area. Additionally, the project would also result in economic opportunities’
through construction and operatlonal _]ObS, tax base property value increases, and
'operatlonal revenue. : . DT

b. . There are unresolved confhcts as to resource use; however there are no practrcable

 feasonable: alternative locations and methods to accompllsh ‘the objective of the purposed
work. The FAA Adv1sory Clrcular ACNo: 150/5200-33B, dated August 28, 2007, on
hazardous wildlife attractants on or near airports does not prevent the CTA project from
building an on-site ﬂoodplam detentron basin. Because the CTA project uses no federal
finding and the airport would not be an FAA Part 139 airport facility, the USACE does
‘not have’ sufﬁment federal control and authorlty to prevent the applicant from
constructing an open water feature. The applicant was ‘advised that the USACE believes
this pond is an avoidable hazard and sirongly encouraged the applicant to incorporate a
’dry pond design. However, the applicant asserted that the pond has been designed and.
would be mamtalned in away that Would mltlgate for any w11d11fe hazards

¢c. The extent and permanence of the beneﬁc1al and/or detrlmental effects which the
proposed work is likely to have on the pubhc and privaté uses to which the area is
suited.. .Detnmental 1mpacts are expected to be minimal although they would be
permanent in the construction area. The beneficial effects associated with utilization of .
the property Y would be both permanent and temporary For example tax base increase
would be permanent whlle constructwn _]ObS would be temporary
10 Determmatrons ‘
oAl " Public Hearmg Request |:|NA

- b.+ Section 1 76(c) of the Clean A1r Act General Conformlty Rule Revrew The propOSed
.~ permit action has been analyzed for conformity applicability pursuant to regulations -
G 1mplementmg Section' 176(¢) of the Clean Air Act. It has been determined that the -
- .activities proposed under this pernut will not exceed de minimis lévels of director -
" indirect emissions of a a-poltutant or its precursors and are éxempted by 40 CFR =
o ,Part 93 153. Any later emissions are generally. not within the Corps' contlnutng o
'vprooram respon31b111ty and.generally cannot be practlcably controll dﬁ by the Corps For =

F :-these tea
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c. Relevant Presidential Executive Qrders.

(1} EO 13175, Consultation with Indian "Iribes, Alaska Natives, and Native

@

&)

)

&)

Hawaiians. X]This action has no substantial direct effect on one or more
Indian tribes.

EO 11988, Floodplain Management. [ [Notina floodplain. ((X|Alternatives to
location within the floodplain, minimization, and compensation of the effects
were considered above.)

EO 12898, Environmental Justice. In accordance with Title III of the Civil
Right Act of 1964 and Executive Order 12898, it has been determined that the
project would not directly or through contractual or other arrangements, use
criteria, methods, or practices that discriminate on the basis of race, color, or
national origin nor would it have a disproportionate effect on minority or low-
income communities. '

EO 13112, Invasive Species.

[_|There were no invasive species issues involved.

XIThe evaluation above included invasive species concerns in the analysis of
impacts at the project site and associated compensatory mitigation projects.

[ IThrough special conditions, the permittee will be required to control the
introduction and spread of exotic species.

EO 13212 and 13302, Energy Supply and Availability. [XThe project was not
one that will increase the production, transmission, or conservation of energy,
or strengthen pipeline safety. ([_|The review was expedited and/or other
actions were taken to the extent permitted by law and regulation to accelerate
completion of this energy-related (including pipeline safety) project while
maintaining safety, public health, and environmental protections.)

b. Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), Having reviewed the information provided
by the applicant and all interested parties and an assessment of the environmental
impacts, 1 find that this permit action will not have a significant impact on the quality of
the human environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement will not be

required.

c. Compliance with 404(b)(1) guidelines. [ |NA

Having completed the evaluation in paragraph 5, I have determined that the proposed
discharge [Xlcomplies/[|does not comply with the 404(b)(1) guidelines.

Public Interest Determination: I find that issuance of a Department of the Army permit
is not/[_]is contrary to the public interest (with the inclusion of the appropriate and
praciicable special conditions listed below to minimize pollution or adverse impacts to
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the aquatic envxronment )

1
. Airport Mitigation Plan pr repared by Integrated Environmental Solutions, LLC, dated

The perm1ttee shall 1rnplement and abide by the mmgatlon plan titled Central Texas

February 15, 2013. The permittee shall lmplement the mitigation plan prior to
commencing any ground- dlsturbmg act1v1ty within waters of the United States.

: ;Completlon of all elements of th1s mltlgatlon plan isa requlrement of this permit.

The permlttee shall deblt l 304 4 stream credlts and 2.4 wetland credits from the
Wilbarger Creek Mitigation Bank in comphance with the provisions of the
“Wilbarger Creek Mitigation Bank, Mltlgatlon ‘Banking Instrument, Bastrop County,

“Texas” and the Site Development Plan titled “Wilbarger Creck Mitigation Bank, Site
: Development Plan, Bastrop County, Texas,” both dated September 21, 2011. This
- debit shall compensate off-site for unavoidable adverse project impacts that would

" “notbe con1pensated for by on-site mitigation.” The permittee shall complete the

mitigation bank transaction and provide documentation to the USACE that the
transaction has occurred pI‘lOI' to commencmg any ground cllsturbmo act1v1ty within
Waters of the Umted States ~

,The penmttee shall not 1mt1ate act1v1t1es in the permlt area assocwted with this
- permit, which have not prev1ously ‘been evaluated by the U. 8. Army Corps of
- Engineers (USACE) as-part of the pérmit review for this pro;ect, until such work has

been submitted to-and approved by the USACE: Such activities include, but are not -
limited to, haul roads, equipment staging areas, and borrow and disposal sites. The

‘ ‘pernut areg 1ncludes all waters of the United States affected by activities associated -
_with the project, as well as any. additional area(s) of noni-waters of the United States
in the immediate vmmty of, dlrectly assomated with, and/or affected by, activities in

o waters of the United States. Special restrictions may be required for such work. The

~permittee shall develop procedures to enstire that contractors are aware of this -

-+ condition and encourage contractors to' coordinate their selection of these’ sites with

. .the permittec as soon as p0531b1e to avoid construction delays. The permittee, or its
- deSIgnated agent/contractor: may coordlnate w1th the USACE on comphance Wlth
. AP ; SR o .

- ~The appheant w111 conduct penodlc momtormg for the presence of bald eagle nests

“‘up untila pomt in time when the airport is fully operatlona.l If bald eagle nests are
“found within 1,000 feet of aircraft operations, the apphcant will notify the Austin

.Ecologlcal Fleld Ofﬁce of the U:S. Fish and Wildlife to implement actions to comply

' 'v fw1th the Draﬂ; Po t"Dehstmg Momtormg Plan for the Bald Eagle and the National -

o theb bald éaglé

ent Gu' eimes or other current laws and regulatlons relative to

: V_”:e penmttee shall mplement and ablde by the Wlldhfe Hazard Management Plan
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