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Introduction 

A desktop analysis for the Brooksville-Tampa Bay Regional Airport (BKV) Environmental 
Assessment, located in Hernando County, was conducted by Archaeological Consultants, Inc. (ACI) 
on behalf of Michael Baker International, Inc. This study, conducted as due diligence, included the 
identification and description of all known archaeological sites and historic resources located within or 
proximate to the property, as well as a discussion of potential archaeologically sensitive areas. 
Background research indicated that no archaeological sites have been recorded within the property, 
although four have been recorded within one mile, there is a low probability for aboriginal and historic 
archaeological sites based on the environmental setting and previous construction activities associated 
with the airport.

Historical/architectural background research revealed that no previously recorded historic 
resources are located within the proposed Direct Impact and Indirect Impact Area of Potential Effects 
(APE). Three previously recorded historic resources are located east of Broad Street, immediately 
adjacent to, but outside of the proposed APE. A review of the Hernando County Property Appraiser 
data and historic aerial photographs indicate that the circa (ca.) 1942 Brooksville Army Airfield, now 
known as the BKV, and associated runways are located within the proposed Direct Impact and Indirect 
Impact APE. The Airfield could be recorded within the Florida Master Site File (FMSF) as a Resource 
Group with two contributing resources – Runway 9-27 and Runway 3-21.  No buildings or structures 
that are 50 years of age or older (constructed in 1971 or earlier) are located within the proposed APE; 
however, a field survey would be necessary for proper identification of historic resources within the 
proposed APE.   

There is a low potential for archaeological sites, but a high potential for historic resources, as 
such, a Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) may be required as part of the permitting 
process. The fieldwork should meet the requirements of Chapters 267, 373 and 872.05, Florida Statutes 
(FS), Florida’s Coastal Management Program, and implementing state regulations, for possible effects 
on historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
or otherwise of historical, architectural, or archaeological value, as well as the standards contained in 
Florida Division of Historical Resources’ (FDHR) Cultural Resource Management Standards and 
Operational Manual (FDHR 2003). The report should meet the specifications set forth in Chapter 1A-
46, Florida Administrative Code (FAC).

Location and Environmental Setting 

The project area is in Sections 13-14 and 23-25 of Township 23 South, Range 18 East and 
Sections 18-19 and 30 of Township 23 South, Range 19 East (United States Geological Survey [USGS] 
Masaryktown 2013). It is located south of Springhill Drive between the Suncoast Parkway and US 
41/SR 45 on lands within the existing airport (Figures 1 and 2). The project will involve the extension 
of Runway 9-27, reconfiguration of taxiways, and additional related improvements. Figures 3 and 4
show the proposed improvements and the Areas of Direct and Indirect Potential Effects. 

The airport sites at an elevation of 21 to 26 meters (m) (70-85 feet [ft]) above mean sea level. 
It lies within the Gulf Coastal Lowlands physiographic region (White 1970). The property is underlain 
by Harthorn Group limestone that is surficially evidenced by clayey sand (Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection [FDEP] 2001a, 2001b). Originally the area was covered with hardwood or 
longleaf pine and xerophytic oak forests (Davis 1980). 
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Figure 1. Location of the BKV, Hernando County. 
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Figure 2. Environmental setting of the BKV.  
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According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), the airport is within the Candler-
Tavares-Paola and Nobleton-Blichton-Flemington soil associations (Hyde et al. 1977). The former 
consists of nearly level to sloping, excessively and moderately well drained sandy soils that occur in 
broad, rolling sand hill areas interspersed with small ponds, wet swampy areas, and a few sinks. The 
natural vegetation consists of bluejack, post, and turkey oaks and scattered longleaf and slash pine with 
a sparse understory of native grasses and annual forbs. The Paola soils support sand pine, scrub live 
oak, scattered turkey and bluejack oak, with an understory of scattered sawpalmetto, creeping dodder, 
rosemary, cacti, mosses, and lichen. In the more poorly drained areas, the native vegetation is slash and 
longleaf pine, inkberry and oak with bay, gum, cypress, and water-tolerant grasses and sedges in the 
wet, swampy areas.  

The Nobleton-Blichton-Flemington association consists of nearly level to strongly sloping, 
somewhat poor and poorly drained fine sandy loams to sands. These are made up of large to small areas 
of nearly level to strongly sloping soils on the uplands interspersed with sinkholes. The natural 
vegetation is slash, loblolly, and longleaf pine; laurel, live, and water oaks; and sweetgum, hickory, 
magnolia, dogwood, ironwood, and scattered red cedar. The understory includes wax myrtle, inkberry, 
American beautyberry, huckleberry, deer tongue, scattered sawpalmetto, and native grasses. Table 1
provides a list of the soil types within the project location; their locations are depicted on Figure 5 
(Hyde et al. 1977; USDA 2018). 

Table 1. Soil types within the project area.
Soil type, % slopes Drainage Setting 
Candler fine sand, 0-5% Excessive Uplands 
Kendrick fine sand, 0-5% Well Uplands 
Masaryk very fine sand, 0-5% Moderately well Broad ridges 
Nobleton fine sand, 0-5% Somewhat poor Uplands 

Figure 5. Soil type distribution. 
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The soils support different vegetative regimes, which in turn provide habitats for the local 
animal population, and thus provide essential food resources. However, the soils have variable 
suitability for openland, woodland, and wetland habitats. The habitat for openland wildlife consists of 
cropland, pasture, meadows, and areas that are overgrown with grasses, herbs, shrubs, and vines. These 
areas produce grain and seed crops, grasses, and legumes, and wild herbaceous plants. The wildlife 
attracted to these areas include bobwhite quail, dove, sparrow hawk, meadowlark, field sparrow, 
cottontail, and cattle egret. Candler, Kendrick, Masaryk, and Nobleton soils are rated fair for openland 
habitat. Woodland wildlife habitat includes area of deciduous plants or coniferous plants or both and 
associated grasses, legumes, and wild herbaceous plants. Wildlife attracted to these areas include 
turkey, towhee, woodpeckers, owls, squirrels, gray fox, racoon, and deer. Candler and Nobleton soils 
are rated fair for this habitat; Kendrick sand is well suited to woodlands. The habitat for wetland wildlife 
includes areas of open, marshy or swampy, shallow water areas. Wildlife in these areas include ducks, 
egrets, herons, kingfishers, alligators, and otters. Floridana sand is well suited to wetland habitats (Hyde 
et al. 1977: Table 13). 

Background Research and Literature Review 

A review of pertinent archaeological and historical literature, records, and other documents and 
data pertaining to the general area was conducted. The focus of this desktop analysis was to ascertain 
the types of cultural resources known in the project vicinity, as well as the potential for the occurrence 
of yet unrecorded resources. Research included a review of sites listed in the NRHP and the FMSF 
(July 2021 GIS update); an examination the Hernando County Property Appraiser’s data; soil survey 
information; plat map, field notes, and tract book records; historic aerial photos on file with the 
Publication of Archival Library and Museum Materials (PALMM); regional prehistories, histories, and 
site location predictive models; and relevant CRAS reports and manuscripts.

Archaeological and Historical Considerations 

The archaeological background research indicated that no archaeological sites are located 
within the project location; five are located within 1.6 kilometers (km) (1 mile [mi]) (Table 2, Figure 
6). Most of the sites are lithic scatter that have been determined ineligible for listing in the NRHP. One 
lithic scatter and the historic town have not been evaluated by the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) in terms of NRHP eligibility. 8HE00287 (Rural) was recorded by the Hernando County 
Planning Department (HCPD) based on historic documentation and has had no archaeological 
investigations conducted. Table 3 provides a list of the CRAS projects conducted near the airport. 
These have been conducted for transportation projects, developments, cell towers, National Guard 
armories, airport facilities, and for the development of the Hernando County Comprehensive Plan. 

Table 2. Previously recorded sites proximate to the project location.
FMSF # SITE NAME SITE TYPE CULTURE REFERENCE SHPO EVAL 
8HE00027 Garden Grove Lithic scatter/quarry Archaic (FMSF) Not Evaluated 
8HE00258 Holland Spring 1 Lithic scatter/quarry Indeterminate (Wharton 1990) Ineligible 
8HE00287 Rural Historic town 1898-1916 (HCPD 1990) Not Evaluated 
8HE00430 Golf Ball Chase Lithic scatter Indeterminate (ACI 2001) Ineligible 
8HE00438 Rivard Lithic scatter Indeterminate (ACI 2001) Ineligible 
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Figure 6. Location of the previously recorded cultural resources proximate to the project location. 
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Based on these data, and other regional site location predictive models and studies (e.g., Austin 
et al. 1991; Burger 1982; de Montmollin 1983; Deming 1980; Ellis et al. 1995; Ellis et al. 1998; Ellis 
et al. 1993; Horvath 1986; Janus Research 1992, 2004; Smith et al. 2008; Weisman and Collins 2004; 
Wharton 1990) informed expectations concerning the types of sites likely to occur within the project 
APE, as well as their probable environmental settings, was generated. As archaeologists have long 
realized, aboriginal populations did not select their habitation sites and activity areas in a random 
fashion. Rather, many environmental factors had a direct influence upon site location selection, 
including soil drainage, distance to water, topography, and proximity to resources. It should be noted 
that the settlement pattern noted below cannot be applied to sites of the Paleoindian and Early Archaic 
periods, which precede the onset of modern environmental conditions.

Table 3. CRAS projects conducted proximate to the airport. 

REFERENCE PROJECT 

# of  
Newly 

Recorded 
Resources 

# of 
Previously 
Recorded 
Resources 

140 / (Marsh 1976) An Archaeological Survey of the Brooksville 201 
Facilities Plan Hernando County, Florida 1 1 

554 / (Marsh 1981) Archaeological Survey of the Proposed Holland 
Springs Development, Unit One 0 0 

2785 / (HCPD 1990) Excerpts from the Hernando County Comprehensive 
Plan, Historical and Archaeological Element 57 0 

4889 / (ACI 1995) A CRAS Suncoast Parkway Reevaluation Areas 
Hillsborough, Pasco, and Hernando Counties, Florida 12 8 

7186 / (Janus 
Research 2002) 

Cultural Resource Assessment Technical 
Memorandum State Road 45 (U.S. 41) from County 
Line Road to South of SWFWMD Entrance, Hernando 
County, Florida 

5 0 

7453 / (Pracht 2001) 
Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey/ Section 106 
Review; Proposed Cellular Tower Site: Oakcrest 4100 
Barclay Road, Hernando County, Florida 

0 0 

8019 / (Sims 2001) 
An Archaeological and Historical Survey of the 
Proposed Cypress Pond Tower Location in Hernando 
County, Florida 

0 1 

8537 / (Stokes 2002) A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey of Six Florida 
Army National Guard (FLARNG) Facilities in Florida 4 0 

9533 / (ACI 2001) 

CRAS Technical Memorandum Pond and Floodplain 
Compensation Site Alternatives US 41 (SR 45) from 
SWFWMD Entrance to South of Powell Road, 
Hernando Co, Florida 

3 0 

13640 / (Batun et al. 
2006) 

Cultural Resources Survey and Assessment, Hernando 
Oaks DRI, Hernando County, Florida 4 1 

16300 / (Wood 2008) Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Proposed 
Silverthorn Cell Tower, Hernando County, Brooksville 0 0 

17575 / (FDOT et al. 
1994) 

Final Environmental Impact Statement: Volume 1: 
Zone 2: SR 52 to US 98 in Hernando County, FL 26 0 

18055 / (McReynolds 
2010) 

Proposed 102-foot Monopole Telecommunications 
Tower / Hernando County Airport 0 0 

21779 / (ACI 2015) Phase I CRAS of the Brooksville-Tampa Bay Regional 
Airport MRO Hanger Development in Hernando Co. 0 0 

21702 / (McMakin 
2015) 

Cultural Resources Assessment of the 23577 P and R 
Rentals 086386 Cellular Tower, Hernando County, FL 0 0 
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Analysis of the April 2021 data for the 86 aboriginal archaeological sites, with known locations 
in the Gulf Coastal Lowlands physiographic region of Hernando County, was conducted. Historic 
archaeological sites and aboriginal archaeological sites that were plotted “per vague verbal description” 
were deleted from this analysis.  

Proximity to water is often an important site location feature. Over 74% of the sites are located 
within 100 m (328 ft) of a water source, with another 14% of the sites within 200 m (656 ft) of water 
(Table 4). There are six sites within 300 m (956 ft) and another four that had a further water source. It 
is possible that smaller water sources may have been present during aboriginal times but were not 
identified based on the maps and soil types as identified today. Given the extraction of water through 
wells and drainage projects, prehistoric water sources may have been obscured. Wetlands and swamps 
account for almost half of the sites, with ponds/lakes following a distant second at 16%. Depressions 
and sinkholes, which or may not have served as water sources, each account for 14% of the sites. The 
remaining 8% of the sites are next to the Weeki Wachee River or an intermittent stream. 

Table 4. Distribution of sites by water type and distance. 
Type 100 m 200 m 300 m >300 m Total 

Cnt % Cnt % Cnt % Cnt %
Creek/river 5 5.8% 2 2.3%  0.0%  0.0% 7 8.1% 
Depressions 6 7.0% 2 2.3% 2 2.3% 2 2.3% 12 14.0% 
Pond/lake 12 14.0% 1 1.2% 1 1.2%  0.0% 14 16.3% 
Sink 12 14.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0% 12 14.0% 
Wetland/swamp 29 33.7% 7 8.1% 3 3.5% 2 2.3% 41 47.7% 
Total 64 74.4% 12 14.0% 6 7.0% 4 4.7% 86 100.0% 

Soil types and their drainage characteristics can also be used to assess the likelihood for 
aboriginal site occurrence (Almy 1978). However, it should be remembered that although we know 
what soils the sites fall on, we do not have a good handle on what percentage of the soils have been 
surveyed for archaeological sites. As more archaeological surveys are conducted, the model presented 
here can be refined. There are 43 soil types within the Gulf Coastal Lowlands portion of Hernando 
County; of which 24 have recorded archaeological sites (Table 5). Many of the sites occurred on more 
than one soil type. This analysis only includes the four types covering the greatest acreage for each site, 
which totaled 133 soil type occurrences. The column “1” indicates that this soil type had the greatest 
area of the site, and so on down the line, so that column “4” had the smallest site acreage. 

Table 5. Distribution of sites by drainage and soil types. 
DRAINAGE/Soil type, & slopes % of 

Area 1 2 3 4 Total % of 
Sites Difference 

EXCESSIVELY DRAINED
Astatula fine sand, 0-8% 0.3%     0 0.0% -0.3% 
Candler fine sand, 0-5% 51.6% 40 2 2  44 33.1% -18.5% 
Candler fine sand, 5-8% 6.4% 1 2   3 2.3% -4.1% 
Paola fine sand, 0-8% 2.3% 7 2   9 6.8% 4.5%

Total 60.6% 48 6 2 0 56 42.1% -18.5% 
MODERATELY WELL DRAINED

Masaryk very fine sand, 0-5% 3.9% 5 1   6 4.5% 0.6% 
Pomello fine sand, 0-5% 0.1%     0 0.0% -0.1% 
Tavares fine sand, 0-5% 1.6% 8 3   11 8.3% 6.7%

Total 5.5% 13 4 0 0 17 12.8% 7.2%
POORLY DRAINED

Basinger fine sand 0.9% 3 1   4 3.0% 2.1%
Blichton loamy fine sand, 0-2% 0.4% 1 1  2 1.5% 1.1% 
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DRAINAGE/Soil type, & slopes % of 
Area 1 2 3 4 Total % of 

Sites Difference 

Blichton loamy fine sand, 2-5% 0.7% 1 1   2 1.5% 0.8% 
EauGallie fine sand 0.2% 1 1 0.8% 0.6% 
Flemington fine sandy loam, 0-2% 0.2%     0 0.0% -0.2% 
Flemington fine sandy loam, 2-5% 0.8% 1    1 0.8% 0.0%
Flemington fine sandy loam, 8-12% 0.1%     0 0.0% -0.1% 
Myakka-Myakka, wet, fine sands, 0-
2% 2.7% 4 6   10 7.5% 4.8%

Pompano fine sand 0.0%     0 0.0% 0.0% 
Wabasso fine sand 0.4%     0 0.0% -0.4% 
Wauchula fine sand, 0-5% 0.2% 1   1 0.8% 0.6% 

Total 6.5% 9 10 2 0 21 15.8% 9.3%
SOMEWHAT POORLY DRAINED

Adamsville fine sand, 0-2% 0.1%     0 0.0% -0.1% 
Aripeka fine sand 0.0%     0 0.0% 0.0% 
Aripeka-Okeelanta-Lauderhill 
association 0.2%    1 1 0.8% 0.5% 

Electra variant fine sand, 0-5% 0.0%     0 0.0% 0.0% 
Micanopy loamy fine sand, 0-2% 0.7%     0 0.0% -0.7% 
Micanopy loamy fine sand, 2-5% 2.5% 5 2   7 5.3% 2.8% 
Nobleton fine sand, 0-5% 6.9% 4 1 1 6 4.5% -2.4%
Sparr fine sand, 0-5% 0.3%     0 0.0% -0.3%

Total 10.8% 9 2 1 2 14 10.5% -0.2%
VERY POORLY DRAINED

Anclote fine sand, 0-2%, ponded 0.3% 1 1  2 1.5% 1.2% 
Basinger fine sand, depressional, 0-
1% 2.0% 2 1  3 2.3% 0.3% 

Floridana fine sand 0.0%     0 0.0% 0.0% 
Floridana variant loamy fine sand 0.2% 1    1 0.8% 0.6% 
Homosassa mucky fine sandy loam 0.0%     0 0.0% 0.0% 
Lacoochee fine sandy loam 0.1%     0 0.0% -0.1% 
Okeelanta-Terra Ceia association 10.2%  1 1 1 3 2.3% -7.9%
Samsula muck 0.0% 1 1 2 1.5% 1.5% 

Total 12.8% 2 5 2 2 11 8.3% -4.5%
WELL DRAINED

Arredondo fine sand, 0-5% 0.0%     0 0.0% 0.0% 
Kendrick fine sand, 0-5% 1.1% 1 2 4  7 5.3% 4.1% 
Williston loamy fine sand, 2-5% 0.0% 1    1 0.8% 0.7% 

Total 1.2% 2 2 4 0 8 6.0% 4.8% 
OTHER

Hydraquents 0.3%     0 0.0% -0.3% 
Pits 0.3% 1 2   3 2.3% 2.0% 
Pits-dumps complex 0.1%     0 0.0% -0.1% 
Quartzipsamments, shaped, 0-5% 0.1%     0 0.0% -0.1% 
Udalfic arents-Urban land complex 0.6% 2  1  3 2.3% 1.7% 
Water 1.4%     0 0.0% -1.4% 

Total 2.7% 3 2 1 0 6 4.5% 1.8% 
Grand Total 100.0% 86 31 12 4 133 100.0% 0.0% 

The excessively drained soils cover almost 61% of the area but have only 42% of the sites. The 
very poorly drained soils cover almost 13% of the area with 8% of the sites. The somewhat poorly 
drained soils cover 11% of the area and have 10% of the sites. Almost 16% of the sites occur on poorly 



Desktop Analysis P21097
BKV EA 12 

drained soils that cover only 6.5% of the area. There is also a somewhat high correlation of sites with 
the moderately well drained soils. These cover over 5% of the area and have almost 131% of the sites. 
Although the well drained soils cover just over 1% of the area, they account for 6% of the sites. The 
remaining 4.5% of the area is covered by water, has been excavated for pits, or are reworked soils 
(hydraquents, quartzipsamments, Udalfic arents); six sites were recorded in these areas. 

However, there is variation in the preference/avoidance of certain soil types within the various 
drainage classes. Those soils that have a higher percentage of sites as compared to area (2% or greater) 
are marked in red on the table, while those that seem less likely to be used (-2% or less) are marked in 
blue. As might be expected, there is a preference for the better drained soils, but the excessively drained 
soils are used significantly less than one would expect based on the acreage. The Candler sands cover 
58% of the area but account for only 35.4% of the sites. Those soils that have a negative correlation 
with sites are Candler fine sand, 0-5% and 5-8% slopes, Okeelanta-Terra Ceia association, and 
Nobleton fine sand, 0-5%. The preferred soils, in order of preference, are Tavares fine sand, 0-5%; 
Myakka-Myakka wet, fine sand, 0-2%; Paola fine sand, 0-8%; Kendrick fine sand, 0-5%; Micanopy 
loamy fine sand, 2-5%; and Basinger fine sand. 

Based on the environmental setting, the project APE was considered to have a low probability 
for aboriginal archaeological site occurrence. Although Kendrick sand has a positive correlation with 
sites, there are no nearby water sources. No evidence was uncovered to suggest usage of the area prior 
to construction of the airport. In addition, had sites been present, they would have likely been destroyed 
by construction of the airport facilities. 

A review of the 1848 plat maps of the area revealed no occupation in the area (Watson et al. 
1848a; Watson et al. 1848b) (Figure 7). Township 23 South, Ranges 18 and 19 East were surveyed in 
the 1840s by Henry Washington, George Watson, R.W. Templeman, and R.W. Norris (Norris 1845; 
Templeman 1844; Washington 1843b, 1843a; Watson 1846-47). The land proximate to the project area 
were described as undulating 3rd and 2nd rate pine with black jack and turkey oak (Watson 1846-47:31-
42, 113-148). The area was not purchased until the late-1800s when the lands within the project area 
were deeded to John J. Carter (1885), Charles D. Woodson (1885), M.B. Patchin and A.M. Millerd 
(1883) and William H. Hawk (1890) (State of Florida n.d.-a:259, 262, n.d.-b:185). 

Historical/architectural background research revealed that no previously recorded historic 
resources are located within the proposed APE. Three previously recorded historic resources are located 
on the east side of Broad Street, immediately adjacent to, but outside of the proposed Direct Impact and 
Indirect Impact APE (Figure 6). These include the Garden Grove Historic District (8HE00860), linear 
resource, the Seaboard Air Line (SAL) Railway (8HE00615), and one Frame Vernacular style building 
(8HE00431). Of these, the SAL and Frame Vernacular style building were determined ineligible for 
listing in the NRHP by the SHPO. The Garden Grove Historic District is a typical subdivision platted 
in the 1920s and wasn’t fully developed until the 1950s. According to FMSF, the district never achieved 
its original vision and does not retain historic integrity. The historic district has not been evaluated by 
the SHPO. Furthermore, remnants of the Brooksville Army Airfield Bunker are located 900-ft north of 
the proposed Indirect Impact APE near the intersection of Aviation Loop Drive and Sam Pearson Way. 
The resource has not been recorded in the FMSF. 

By 1942, the Brooksville Army Airfield had been constructed as an operational training facility 
consisting of runways, taxiways, aprons, roads, utility systems, and about 150 buildings (BKV 2021) 
(Figure 8). It was used during World War II as an auxiliary airfield of MacDill Field and Drew Field 
for training pilots and ground crews. Operations at this field began in November 1942 with the arrival 
of the 1st Bomb Squadron. The 9th Bombardment Group used the airport for training on B-17 Flying 
Fortresses and B-24 Liberators. The Army Airfield remained active until late 1945, when the Army 
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determined the site was surplus. The War Assets Administration (WAA) sold or removed most of the 
improvements for off-site use. The WAA conveyed the acreage and remaining improvements to the 
City of Brooksville, which eventually transferred the property to the Hernando County Board of County 
Commissioners (BKV 2021). 

A review of the Hernando County Property Appraiser data and historic aerial photographs 
indicate that the ca. 1942 Brooksville Army Airfield, now known as the BKV, and associated runways 
are located within the proposed Direct Impact and Indirect Impact APE.  No buildings or structures that 
are 50 years of age or older (constructed in 1971 or earlier) are located within the proposed APE.  The 
review of aerial photos revealed little change to the area between 1944 and 1957 (USDA 1944a, 1944b, 
1951, 1957). 

Figure 7. 1848 plats of the project area. 
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Figure 8. 1944 and 1995 aerial photos of the airport. 
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Conclusions

The background research revealed no recorded archaeological sites or historic resources within 
the project area. There is a low potential for intact aboriginal and historic archaeological sites, based 
on environmental conditions, historic land use patterns, and the extensive disturbance of the project 
area over time. It is ACI’s professional opinion that no additional archaeological survey is needed. 
Historical/architectural background research revealed that no previously recorded historic resources are 
located within the proposed APE. The ca. 1942 Brooksville Army Airfield, now known as the BKV, 
and associated runways are located within the proposed APE. The Airfield could be recorded within 
the FMSF as a Resource Group with two contributing resources – Runway 9-27 and Runway 3-21. No 
buildings or structures that are 50 years of age or older (constructed in 1971 or earlier) are located 
within the proposed APE; however, a field survey would be necessary for proper identification of 
historic resources within the proposed APE.   

A CRAS may be required during the permitting process to document historic cultural resources 
within the project area. The fieldwork should meet the requirements of Chapters 267, 373, and 872.05, 
FS, Florida’s Coastal Management Program, and implementing state regulations, for possible effects 
on historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the NRHP, or otherwise of historical, architectural 
or archaeological value, as well as the standards contained in FDHR’s Cultural Resource Management 
Standards and Operational Manual (FDHR 2003); the report should meet the specifications set forth 
in Chapter 1A-46, FAC.
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APPENDIX A. DOCUMENTED CATEX 

Airport sponsors may use this form for projects eligible for a categorical exclusion (CATEX) that 
have greater potential for extraordinary circumstances or that otherwise require additional 
documentation, as described in the Environmental Orders (FAA Order 1050.1F and FAA Order 
5050.4B).  

To request a CATEX determination from the FAA, the sponsor should review potentially affected 
environmental resources, review the requirements of the applicable special purpose laws, and 
consult with the Airports District Office or Regional Airports Division Office staff about the 
type of information needed. The form and supporting documentation should be completed in 
accordance with the provisions of FAA Order 5050.4B, paragraph 302b, and submitted to the 
appropriate FAA Airpor5ts District/Division Office. The CATEX cannot be approved until all 
information/documentation is received and all requirements have been fulfilled. 

________________________________________________________________________________

Name of Airport, LOC ID, and location: 

Brooksville-Tampa Bay Regional Airport (BKV), Brooksville, Florida 

Project Title:  

Land Clearing and Grading for Wildlife Hazard Mitigation 

Give a brief, but complete description of the proposed project, including all project components, 
justification, estimated start date, and duration of the project. Include connected actions necessary to 
implement the proposed project (including but not limited to moving NAVAIDs, change in flight 
procedures, haul routes, new material or expanded material sources, staging or disposal areas). 
Attach a sketch or plan of the proposed project. Photos can also be helpful. 

The project consists of tree clearing, grubbing, smooth grading, and hydroseeding of 115.4 acres 
at BKV to remove wildlife cover and foraging habitat thereby reducing wildlife attractants and 
hazardous wildlife to facilitate safe aircraft operations at BKV (Exhibit 1).  This includes 114.8 
acres of currently wooded land within the fenced airport operations area and an additional 0.6 
acres of vegetated habitat that would be cleared adjacent to existing airport fencing to establish 
a clear maintenance and access corridor adjacent to the perimeter fence in the locations 
depicted on Exhibit 1. The project is estimated to start in Fall of 2023.  It is anticipated that for 
hauling of vegetation debris offsite for disposal, the contractor would use a number of different 
haul routes. It is anticipated that the contractor would not have to cross runways or taxiways to 
do this work as there are existing gates, roads, and trails around the perimeter of the airfield 
that will facilitate access to the tree removal areas.  

Give a brief, but complete, description of the proposed project area. Include any unique or natural 
features within or surrounding airport property.  

The first component of the project area includes the 12 separate areas of upland mixed pine-
hardwood and mixed hardwood forest that are within the BKV perimeter fence. Common tree 
cover species in these areas include slash pine, live oak, water oak, laurel oak, turkey oak, and 
red maple. These areas total approximately 114.8 acres in size.  
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The second component of the project area includes additional areas of tree removal that are 
included in the project to provide a 10 foot wide fence inspection and maintenance corridor
adjacent to 5 fence segments total. These areas total 0.6 acres (Exhibit 1).

Areas of wetland occur between Tree Removal Areas 8 and 9 as well as within Tree Removal 
Area 10 (Exhibit 1). Impacts to these wetland areas will be avoided during the project and a 
minimum 15-foot wide (average 25-foot wide) wetland buffer will be observed during 
construction. A feature that appears to be a sinkhole is located within the wetland in Tree 
Removal Area 10. The project would not impact the sinkhole.

Identify the appropriate CATEX paragraph(s) from Order 1050.1F (paragraph 5-6.1 through 5-6.6)
or 5050.4B (Tables 6-1 and 6-2) that apply to the project. Describe if the project differs in any way 
from the specific language of the CATEX or examples given as described in the Order. 

5-6.4l - Federal financial assistance for, licensing or approval of the grading of land, the removal 
of obstructions to air navigation, or erosion control measures, provided those activities occur on 
and only affect airport property 

5-6.4p - New gradeging landscaping, and/or maintenance of existing landscaping that does not 
cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasice species that would harm the native 
ecosytem.  

The circumstances one must consider when documenting a CATEX are listed below along with each 
of the impact categories related to the circumstance. Use FAA Environmental Orders 1050.1F, 
5050.4B, and the Desk Reference for Airports Actions, as well as other guidance documents to assist 
you in determining what information needs to be provided about these resource topics to address 
potential impacts. Keep in mind that both construction and operational impacts must be included. 
Indicate whether or not there would be any effects under the particular resource topic and, if needed, 
cite available references to support these conclusions. Additional analyses and inventories can be 
attached or cited as needed. 

5-2.b(1) National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) resources 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Are there historic/cultural resources listed (or eligible for listing) on the National 
Register of Historic Places located in the Area of Potential Effect? If yes, provide a 
record of the historic and/or cultural resources located therein and check with your 
local Airports Division/District Office to determine if a Section 106 finding is required.

A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey (CRAS) was performed and no historic or 
cultural resources listed or recommended as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places were found. A letter and a copy of the CRAS were provided 
to the Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources, Compliance 
Review Section (SHPO). The SHPO agreed with the findings of the CRAS. Please see the 
attached coordination from the SHPO.  
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Checkpoint YES NO 

Does the project have the potential to cause effects? If yes, describe the nature and 
extent of the effects. 

Since no listed or recommended eligible for listing resources were found, the CRAS 
found that the project will not affect known historic properties or cultural resources. If 
previously undocumented resources are discovered during construction, activity 
would cease and the SHPO would be contacted for further guidance.. 

Is the project area undisturbed? If not, provide information on the prior disturbance 
(including type and depth of disturbance, if available)

Portions of the area have been disturbed in the past due to the construction of the 
Brooksville Army Airfield in 1942 and subsequent disturbance for airport related use. 
Other areas have been subject to more limited disturbance for harvesting of trees or 
agricultural use historically. 

Will the project impact tribal land or land of interest to tribes? If yes, describe the 
nature and extent of the effects and provide information on the tribe affected. 
Consultation with their THPO or a tribal representative along with the SHPO may be 
required. 

A letter and a copy of the CRAS were provided to the five Native American Tribe 
entities with areas of interest that include the region of Florida within which the 
project is located.  Two of the five responded (Exhibit 2).  The Seminole Tribe of 
Florida indicated that they had no objections or other comments. The Muscogee 
(Creek) Nation indicated that they were not aware of any sacred sites, burial 
grounds, or significant cultural resources located within the immediate tree removal 
areas and that they agreed with the findings of the CRAS and concurred that there 
should be no effects to any known historic properties. Both Tribes indicated that if 
inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources, human remains and related resources 
protected by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act were to 
occur during construction that all work should cease and their offices and other 
appropriate agencies should be notified. Please see attached correspondence with 
the Native American tribe entities. 
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5-2.b(2) Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources

Checkpoint YES NO 

Are there any properties protected under Section 4(f) (as defined by FAA Order 
1050.1F) in or near the project area? This includes publicly owned parks, recreation 
areas, and wildlife or waterfowl refuges of national, state or local significance or land 
from a historic site of national, state or local significance.

No. The entire project is on existing airport property within the airfield perimeter 
fence.  There are no Section 4(f) properties in the project area. Additionally, there are 
no section 4(f) lands near the project area. This was determined by reviewing, a 
number of resources including the following: 

• List of Hernando County parks and preserves;  

• List of City of Brooksville parks;  

• Hernando County GIS Zoning/Future Land Use interactive map;  

• Florida Conservation Lands GIS data layer, including National Parks, state 
forests, wildlife management areas, local preserves, and private preserves;  

• Cultural Resources Assessment Survey prepared for the project; 

• Letter of coordination from the Florida Department of State, Division of 
Historical Resources, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO); 

• National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) National Archives;  

• NRHP Spatial Data; and, 

• NRHP NPGallery Database. 

Based on a review of the above sources, there are no known Section 4(f) resources 
located within or in the vicinity of the Affected Environment. One golf course, the 
Rivard Golf Club is located on the east side of U.S. Route 41, southeast of the Runway 
27 approach. However, although this golf course is open to the general public, it is not 
publicly owned and it is not operated and managed by a public agency, therefore it is 
does not qualify as a Section 4(f) resource. No impact to the Rivard Golf Club would 
occur as a result of the project. 

 

Will project construction or operation physically or constructively “use” any Section 
4(f) resource? If yes, describe the nature and extent of the use and/or impacts, and 
why there are no prudent and feasible alternatives. See 5050.4B Desk Reference 
Chapter 7. 

No, since there are no 4(f) resources within or in the vicinity of the project there will 
be no physical or constructive use of a 4(f) resource.
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Checkpoint YES NO 

Will the project affect any recreational or park land purchased with Section 6(f) Land 
and Water Conservation Funds? If so, please explain, if there will be impacts to those 
properties.  

No.  All of the affected land is existing airport property. There are no recreational or 
park lands within or in the vicinity of the project. 

5-2.b(3) Threatened or Endangered Species

Checkpoint YES NO 

Are there any federal or state listed endangered, threatened, or candidate species or 
designated critical habitat in or near the project area? This includes species protected 
by individual statute, such as the Bald Eagle. 

Gopher tortoise burrows are found around the perimeter of each of the tree removal 
areas except for Area 9 (Exhibit 3). The gopher tortoise is listed as Threatened by the 
State of Florida.  It is also possible that the eastern indigo snake, which is federally 
listed as Threatened, could utilize habitats that will be affected by the proposed 
project. No evidence of other federal or state listed species or candidate species was 
found in the project area during the field survey conducted for the project.   

Removal of the trees will be phased to flush out wildlife primarily mammals that are 
not threatened and endangered species and allow them to move out.  Should an 
animal be found during tree removal activities, the animal would be relocated to the 
nearest forest  outside of the airport limits or if injured would be transported to the 
nearest animal shelter.    
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Checkpoint YES NO 

Does the project affect or have the potential to affect, directly or indirectly, any federal 
or state-listed, threatened, endangered or candidate species, or designated habitat 
under the Endangered Species Act? If yes, Section 7 consultation between the FAA and 
the US Fish & Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and/or the 
appropriate state agency will be necessary. Provide a description of the impacts and 
how impacts will be avoided, minimized, or mitigated. Provide the Biological 
Assessment and Biological Opinion, if required.  

A 100 percent gopher tortoise survey will have to be conducted by a permitted 
Authorized Gopher Tortoise Agent in all suitable habitat within the project limits. A 
gopher tortoise conservation permit will have to be obtained from the Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission. This would be initiated approximately 90 days prior 
to construction. Impacted burrows that cannot be avoided will be excavated under the 
conditions of the permit and the gopher tortoises that are captured will be relocated 
to a state-approved gopher tortoise recipient site per the conditions of the permit.  
Potential for impact to the eastern indigo snake will be minimized by requiring the 
contractor to implement the USFWS' Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern 
Indigo Snake throughout construction.  
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Does the project have the potential to take birds protected by the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act? Describe steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts (such as timing 
windows determined in consultation with the US Fish & Wildlife Service).

A list of migratory bird species of concern that may occur in the vicinity of the project 
was provided with the USFWS IPaC list that was generated for the project (Exhibit 4). 
This IPaC list included seven species from the USFWS' list of Birds of Conservation 
Concern (American kestrel, great blue heron, lesser yellowlegs, prairie warbler, red-
headed woodpecker, short billed dowitcher, and swallow tailed kite) and an additional 
species, the bald eagle, which is protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act. Of these species, five nest in forested areas (American kestrel, great blue heron, 
red-headed woodpecker, swallow tailed kite, and bald eagle). However, for the great 
blue heron, the swallow-tailed kite, and the bald eagle, nesting locations are typically 
found in forested areas near or within large areas of bottomland hardwood wetlands, 
on islands within bodies of water, within other various types of wetlands, or in large 
trees within short distances of bodies of water.  Habitats within the proposed tree 
removal areas are unlikely to be used for nesting by these species because there are 
only two small areas of wetlands within the project and these areas would not be
impacted. Additionally there are no large bodies of water in close proximity to BKV.   

Of the remaining two forest-nesting migratory bird species on the IPaC list, the red-
headed woodpecker and the American kestrel have some potential to utilize the 
habitats within the tree removal areas for nesting. The kestrel breeding season is 
reported by the IPaC report as being from April through August. Based on data from 
BKV's 2014 to 2015 Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA), kestrel observations at BKV 
were lower from April through July and highest from October through March.  This 
data indicates that there are at least some non-migratory kestrels that utilize BKV's 
airfield for foraging year-round. These kestrels are likely to nest somewhere near the 
airfield. The average number of individual kestrel observations per month during 
breeding season at BKV was approximately 7 individuals. It is very likely that some of 
these observations were duplicates because the observations were recorded across 
three survey periods per day for two days per month.  So the population of non-
migratory kestrels using the habitats at the airport that could potentially nest in 
forested areas on the airport is likely to be relatively low.  No red-headed woodpeckers 
were observed during the WHA. Although it is possible that red-headed woodpeckers 
could utilize wooded habitats at BKV occasionally, this was not documented during the 
WHA. 

While the proposed action would remove potential nesting habitat for kestrels, red-
headed woodpeckers, and other forest nesting migratory birds, there would be no 
intentional take of these species is anticipated with the project. Nesting habitat for 
forest nesting birds would be reduced but foraging habitat for birds that prefer to 
forage in open habitats (such as American kestrels) or nest in open habitats would be 
potentially increased. Approximately 22.96 acres (114.8 acres of forested habitat x 
20%) of forested nesting habitat would be removed as a result of the proposed action.   
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Checkpoint YES NO 

However, it should be noted that the reason for the project is to reduce available 
wildlife habitat for species that could present hazards to aircraft operations at BKV.  
While some incidental impact to migratory bird species, such as disturbance from 
equipment noise and presence of workers during tree removal activities, could occur 
as a result of the proposed project, reduction of wildlife populations in the habitats 
adjacent to the airfield is beneficial in this case because it would reduce the potential 
for wildlife collisions with aircraft at BKV. In addition, due to the available habitat 
outside the perimeter fence and the large amounts of similar habitat in the region 
containing the airport, these impacts would not be considered to be significant.  Due to 
the fact that the project will likely take several months to complete, no modifications 
of construction schedules to avoid conducting activities during periods when higher 
numbers of birds may be nesting (such as spring and summer) is proposed at this time. 
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5-2.b (4) Other Resources 

Items to consider include: 

a. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act YES NO 

Does the project area contain resources protected by the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act? If yes, describe any impacts and steps taken to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate impacts. 

No, the project does not impact any streams or other water bodies. 

b. Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. YES NO 

Are there any wetlands or other waters of the U.S. in or near the project area? 

There are two areas of wetlands within the project area. The first is a 0.6 acre wetland 
within Area 10, and the second is a 4.1 acre wetland located between Areas 8 and 9
(Exhibit 1). Both of these wetlands would be avoided and a minimum 15 foot and 
average 25 foot wide buffer around each of the wetlands would be marked with 
flagging tape and retained during construction.

 

Has wetland delineation been completed within the proposed project area? If yes, 
please provide U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) correspondence and 
jurisdictional determination. If delineation was not completed, was a field check done 
to confirm the presence/absence of wetlands or other waters of the U.S.? If no to 
both, please explain what methods were used to determine the presence/absence of 
wetlands. 

Wetland limits have been approximated through a combination of field 
reconnaissance and desktop evaluation.  A field wetland delineation will be conducted 
approximately 60 days prior to the start of construction.

 

If wetlands are present, will the project result in impacts, directly or indirectly 
(including tree clearing)? Describe any steps taken to avoid, minimize or mitigate the 
impact. 

No. The contractor will be required to avoid all impacts to wetlands during 
construction.  A wetland buffer averaging 25 feet wide with a minimum width of 15 
feet will be observed.   

 

Is a USACE Clean Water Act Section 404 permit required? If yes, does the project fall 
within the parameters of a general permit? If so, which general permit? 

No Section 404 permit will be required because there will be no wetland impact. 
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c. Floodplains YES NO 

Will the project be located in, encroach upon or otherwise impact a floodplain? If yes, 
describe impacts and any agency coordination or public review completed including 
coordination with the local floodplain administrator. Attach the FEMA map if 
applicable and any documentation. 

The project area overlaps 8.77 acres of 100 year floodplains (Exhibit 5). However, 
since some of the area shown as floodplain in Area 10 is also wetland, and since all 
wetland impacts are being avoided, actual clearing and smooth grading within 
floodplains will be less than 8.77 acres.  The floodplain impacts will consist of tree and 
vegetation removal, smooth grading, and establishment of turfgrass to allow 
mowing/maintenance.  No fill is proposed, and due to removal of root material, net 
flood storage capacity is actually likely to increase slightly as a result of the project. 

d. Coastal Resources YES NO

Will the project occur in or impact a coastal zone as defined by the State’s Coastal 
Zone Management Plan? If yes, discuss the project’s consistency with the State’s 
CZMP. Attach the consistency determination if applicable.

All of Florida is considered to be within the State's Coastal Zone. Based on 
coordination with the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD), the 
project will require a Minor Modification Environmental Resource Permit application. 
The permit that would be modified is the permit for BKV's existing stormwater 
management system.  In the state of Florida, coastal zone consistency is evaluated as 
part of the Environmental Resource Permit application process.  Issuance of an 
Environmental Resource Permit constitutes a determination that the project is 
consistent with the State's CZMP. All of the project's impacts would be within the 
existing airport perimeter fence, on land that has already been dedicated for airport 
use. There would be no negative effects on beaches or shorelines, emergency 
evacuation routes, conservation or recreation lands, greenways or trails, historic 
resources, commercial development, water resources, energy resources, or other 
important coastal resources. It is anticipated that the project will be determined to be 
consistent with the state's CZMP.  

 

Will the project occur in or impact the Coastal Barrier Resource System as defined by 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

The project is located well inland and will have no impact on the Coastal Barrier 
Resource System. 

 

e. National Marine Sanctuaries YES NO 

Is a National Marine Sanctuary located in the project area? If yes, discuss the potential 
for the project to impact that resource. 
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No National Marine Sanctuary is located in the project area.  The project is in an 
inland area in south central Hernando County.

f. Wilderness Areas YES NO 

Is a Wilderness Area located in the project area? If yes, discuss the potential for the 
project to impact that resource.

There is no wilderness area within the project area.

 

g. Farmland YES NO 

Is there prime, unique, state, or locally important farmland in/near the project area? 
Describe any significant impacts from the project. 

Based on a review of the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Web Soil Survey tool, 
there is no prime, unique, state important, or locally important farmland in the 
project area. Please refer to Exhibit 6. 

 

Does the project include the acquisition and conversion of farmland? If farmland will 
be converted, describe coordination with the US Natural Resources Conservation and 
attach the completed Form AD-1006.

The project will not result in conversion of farmland. 
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h. Energy Supply and Natural Resources YES NO 

Will the project change energy requirements or use consumable natural resources 
either during construction or during operations? 

Energy, in the form of fuel for landclearing equipment, would be consumed during the 
construction phase of the project; however, this would be a short term effect that 
would not affect availability of energy resources in the region containing the project. 
After construction is complete, there would be a minor increase in annual energy 
consumption at BKV because the cleared areas would have to be mowed regularly 
during the growing season, and this would require increased use of fuel for the 
airport's mowing equipment. This increase in fuel usage would not be expected to 
have an effect on the availability of fuel in the region containing BKV. Consumable 
natural resources that would be affected by the project would include timber 
resources because existing tree cover would be removed from the wooded areas 
within the airport's perimeter fence. The winning contractor has the option of 
selecting suitable trees for timber and chipping or mulching trees that cannot be 
logged.  Mulched/chipped materials would be transported to the nearest Hernando 
County solid waste facility.    

 

Will the project change aircraft/vehicle traffic patterns that could alter fuel usage 
either during construction or operations? 

During the period of time that trees are being removed from the wooded areas south 
of the Runway 3 approach, it is likely that traffic would be diverted from Runway 3-21 
to Runway 9-27. This would only be necessary during daytime hours while tree 
clearing is underway and construction vehicles would have potential to be driving in 
or near the approach RSA for Runway 3. This would not be anticipated to alter fuel 
usage. No changes in other vehicle traffic patterns would be required. 

  

i. Wild and Scenic Rivers YES NO

Is there a river on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory, a designated river in the National 
System, or river under State jurisdiction (including study or eligible segments) near the 
project? 

The nearest designated wild and scenic river is the Wekiva River system, which is 
located over 60 miles east-northeast of the project. 

  

Will the project directly or indirectly affect the river or an area within ¼ mile of its 
ordinary high water mark? 

No 
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j. Solid Waste Management YES NO 

Does the project (either the construction activity or the completed, operational 
facility) have the potential to generate significant levels of solid waste? If so, discuss 
how these will be managed. 

The project will generate solid waste in the form of tree and vegetation debris that 
will be removed from the project area.  However the amount of material that will be 
removed would not approach levels that would be considered significant, and 
depending on what the contractor decides to do with the material, some of it may be 
merchantable material that could be sold as pulpwood or sawtimber that would not 
contribute to solid waste. Material that is not useful as wood chips, mulch, pulp, or 
sawtimber would likely disposed of in a solid waste landfill that accepts vegetation 
debris.  

 

5-2.b(5) Disruption of an Established Community 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Will the project disrupt a community, planned development or be inconsistent with 
plans or goals of the community? 

There will be no community disruption from the project, because it is completely 
contained within the existing airport.

  

Are residents or businesses being relocated as part of the project? 

No relocations will be required. 
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5-2.b(6) Environmental Justice 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Are there minority and/or low-income populations in/near the project area? 

The census block groups that surround the Airport include census tract (CT) 040302 
block group (BG) 1, CT 040906 BG 2, CT 040908 BG 2, and CT 040911 BG 1. 
Five-year data from the United States Census Bureau’s American Community 
Survey were reviewed for these four block groups and compared to the data for 
Hernando County and for the State of Florida as a whole.  The socioeconomic 
characteristics of the people living in block groups considered are comparable to 
those living in Hernando County as a whole and the State of Florida. All four block 
groups have a higher median household income than that of Hernando County as 
whole.  Only CT 40906 BG 2 has a median household income that is notably less (by 
approximately 5,700 dollars) than the median household income for the State of 
Florida.  Median family income is less than both the county and the state for CT 
40906 BG 2 and CT 40908 BG 2, but the percent of households with income below 
the poverty level is lower for all of the block groups evaluated than for Hernando 
County as a whole or the State of Florida.  Based on the consideration of this data, it 
was concluded that none of the block groups in the study area contain environmental 
justice populations. Since the percent of households with income below the poverty 
level is lower than that of Hernando County as a whole and the State of Florida, none 
of these block groups would be considered to be low income populations. In addition, 
the percentage of minorities living in the four block groups considered ranges from 
seven to ten percent, which is lower than minority percentage for Hernando County 
as whole (11 percent) or the State of Florida (25 percent); therefore none of these 
block groups would be considered to be minority populations. 

  

Will the project cause any disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority 
and/or low-income populations? Attach census data if warranted. 

Since the project is completely contained within existing airport property and will 
not result in increased noise, light emissions, relocations, or traffic, it will have no 
disproportionate impact to minority or low-income populations. 

  

5-2.b(7) Surface Transportation 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Will the project cause a significant increase in surface traffic congestion or cause a 
degradation of level of service provided? 

No.  The project is completely contained within airport property and will not result 
in increased useage of the airport. It is strictly a safety project that is intended to 
decrease the usage of the habitat on the airport by wildlife that are attracted to 
forested habitats and that cause hazards to aircraft operations such as white-tailed 
deer. 
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Checkpoint YES NO 

Will the project require a permanent road relocation or closure? If yes, describe the 
nature and extent of the relocation or closure and indicate if coordination with the 
agency responsible for the road and emergency services has occurred. 

No road relocations or closures are proposed. 

  

5-2.b(8) Noise 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Will the project result in an increase in aircraft operations, nighttime operations, or 
change aircraft fleet mix? 

The project will not result in an increase operations or change in fleet mix. 

  

Will the project cause a change in airfield configuration, runway use, or flight 
patterns either during construction or after the project is implemented? 

During removal of trees from the approach end of Runway 3, some traffic may be 
shifted temporarily to Runway 9-27 because construction haul routes may be within 
the RSA for the approach end of Runway 3. The contractor will provide the airport 
with a schedule concerning when the haul route near the approach end of Runway 
3 will be needed so that Runway 3 can be closed and NOTAMs declaring the closure 
of Runway 3 can be issued. This would only be required during daylight hours when 
construction activities are taking place and construction vehicles are traveling to 
and from the site. Construction within the remaining tree removal and grading 
areas would not cause changes in runway use patterns. 

  

Does the forecast exceed 90,000 annual propeller operations, 700 annual jet 
operations or 10 daily helicopter operations or a combination of the above? If yes, a 
noise analysis may be required if the project would result in a change in operations.

 This threshold is exceeded based on FAA TAF which states that GA and military 
aircraft operations total 90,840 for BKV, but the project will not result in a change in 
operations.

 

Has a noise analysis been conducted, including but not limited to generated noise 
contours, a specific point analysis, area equivalent method analysis, or other 
screening method. If yes, provide that documentation. 

A noise analysis is being developed for another ongoing NEPA evaluation for the 
proposed extension of Runway 27. That analysis is still in draft status and has not 
been finalized, but preliminary results indicate that the noise contours for both the 
existing condition and the proposed condition do not extend off of BKV property 
and there are no noise sensitive land uses and no residences within the 65 DNL 
contour for any of the years modeled (2019, 2025, and 2030). 
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Checkpoint YES NO 

Could the project have a significant impact (DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase) on noise 
levels over noise sensitive areas within the 65+ DNL noise contour? 

 No noise impacts are anticipated from the tree removal and grading project.

  

5-2.b(9) Air Quality 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Is the project located in a Clean Air Act non-attainment or maintenance area? 

No 

  

If yes, is it listed as exempt, presumed to conform or will emissions (including 
construction emissions) from the project be below de minimis levels (provide the 
paragraph citation for the exemption or presumed to conform list below, if 
applicable) Is the project accounted for in the State Implementation Plan or 
specifically exempted? Attach documentation.  

N/A 

  

Does the project have the potential to increase landside or airside capacity, 
including an increase of surface vehicles?

No 

  

Could the project impact air quality or violate local, State, Tribal or Federal air 
quality standards under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 either during 
construction or operations? 

No. Minor emissions would occur due to operation of equipment during construction 
but this would not affect attainment status or result in violations of local, State, 
Tribal, or Federal air quality standards.

  

5-2.b (10) Water Quality 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Are there water resources within or near the project area? These include groundwater, 
surface water (lakes, rivers, etc.), sole source aquifers, and public water supply. If yes, 
provide a description of the resource, including the location (distance from project 
site, etc.). 

There are wetlands within two of the tree removal and grading areas, but these 
wetlands will not be disturbed and a 15 foot minimum/25 foot average width buffer 
will be retained around the wetland areas. 
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Checkpoint YES NO 

Will the project impact any of the identified water resources either during construction 
or operations? Describe any steps that will be taken to protect water resources during 
and after construction. 

Impacts to water resources will be avoided during construction.  

Will the project increase the amount or rate of stormwater runoff either during 
construction or during operations? Describe any steps that will be taken to ensure it 
will not impact water quality.

It is possible that runoff may increase to a small extent temporarily during 
construction, but the existing stormwater management system at the airport would 
help to contain and treat any temporary increases in runoff that may occur. In other 
portions of the property the wooded areas are adjacent to large areas of maintained 
grass of the airfield that would help to slow runoff. All of the areas affected are within 
the Airport's closed drainage basin so any temporary increase in runoff during 
construction would be contained within airport property and would not affect other 
property owners. Much of the project site is nearly level and most of the soils are 
highly permeable sandy soils so it is anticipated that a large percentage of precipitation 
will simply percolate. During construction, sediment and erosion best management 
practices will be incorporated to reduce erosion and sedimentation.  Once grading is 
complete bare ground will be seeded to help control runoff.  

 

Does the project have the potential to violate federal, state, tribal or local water 
quality standards established under the Clean Water and Safe Drinking Water Acts?

No. The project will not affect aquifers that are sources for local drinking water. During 
construction the project will utilize sediment and erosion control measures, will 
implement a construction stormwater pollution prevention plan, and will implement a 
spill prevention control and countermeasures plan to protect surface and groundwater 
quality.  

 

Are any water quality related permits required? If yes, list the appropriate permits. 

An Environmental Resource Permit minor modification will be required so that the 
Southwest Florida Water Management System can review the projects effects and 
ensure that the Airport's existing stormwater management system will be able to 
continue to effectively treat airfield runoff once the project is constructed.  No adverse 
effects are anticipated.  In addition, the contractor will be required to obtain a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction Permit for a large 
construction site (larger than 5 acres in size).  
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5-2.b(11) Highly Controversial on Environmental Grounds 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Is the project highly controversial? The term “highly controversial” means a 
substantial dispute exists as to the size, nature, or effect of a proposed federal action. 
The effects of an action are considered highly controversial when reasonable 
disagreement exists over the project’s risks of causing environmental harm. Mere 
opposition to a project is not sufficient to be considered highly controversial on 
environmental grounds. Opposition on environmental grounds by a federal, state, or 
local government agency or by a tribe or a substantial number of the persons affected 
by the action should be considered in determining whether or not reasonable 
disagreement exists regarding the effects of a proposed action. 

No since the project has no risk of resulting in notable environmental harm it would 
not be considered highly controversial.  There are no unique habitats that would be 
impacted, wetland impacts are being avoided, and impacts to gopher tortoises, where 
unavoidable, will be mitigated by relocating affected tortoises to a state-approved 
recipient site. 

 

5-2.b(12) Inconsistent with Federal, State, Tribal or Local Law 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Will the project be inconsistent with plans, goals, policy, zoning, or local controls 
that have been adopted for the area in which the airport is located? 

No.  The areas within the project limits are already zoned as either Aviation Facilities 
or split zoned as Aviation Facilities/Planned Development Project (Corporate Park). 
The project area is within the "Airport Planned Development District" which was 
established for the utilization of BKV as a center for aviation and aviation related 
uses and industrial and business park uses. Removal of the trees within the 
perimeter fence does not conflict with any of these designations. 

  

Is the project incompatible with surrounding land uses?  

No.  The project would not result in any land use conflicts or incompatibilities.  Most 
of the land surrounding the project is either already developed as aviation facilities, 
industrial use, or commercial use.  The only residential use is east-northeast of BKV 
on the east side of US Route 41 and is effectively screened from the airport by 
existing vegetation that is not planned for removal as well as an area of existing 
agricultural land with scattered trees and shrubs that is used for cattle farming 
(Exhibit 6). 
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5-2 .b (13) Light Emissions, Visual Effects, and Hazardous Materials 

a. Light Emissions and Visual Effects YES NO

Will the proposed project produce light emission impacts? 

No. Tree removal will result in less visual screening between the airport and some 
surrounding properties, but these surrounding properties area either vacant or contain 
either commercial or industrial land use.  There would be no reduction in screening 
for the residences to the east-northeast of the airport along US Route 41 because 
there would be no significant tree removal along the line of sight between those 
residences and the airport. The only tree removal near this part of the airport would 
be maintenance removal of trees within a 10 foot wide corridor on the inside of the 
perimeter fence so that the fence can be inspected and maintained as needed. This 
would not result in light emissions impacts for those residences on the east side of 
US Route 41. 

Will there be visual or aesthetic impacts as a result of the proposed project and/or 
have there been concerns expressed about visual/aesthetic impacts? 

The visual impact will consist of conversion of some existing forested habitats to 
open maintained turf. This is not anticipated to result in concerns related to visual or 
aesthetic impacts. Areas of forested habitat removal will not take place adjacent to 
any residential areas. 

b. Hazardous Materials YES NO

Does the project involve or affect hazardous materials?  

The project is not anticipated to have hazardous materials involvement.  Based on 
review of available hazardous materials listsearch data for the airport, there are no 
documented hazardous waste sites or generators of hazardous waste within any of 
the proposed tree removal areas. 

Will construction take place in an area that contains or previously contained 
hazardous materials?  

The database listsearch report prepared for the Runway 27 extension 
Environmental Assessment was reviewed because it also encompasses the project 
area for this wildlife hazard mitigation project. There are no documented hazardous 
materials sites within the tree removal areas according to the database listsearch 
report.  

If the project involves land acquisition, is there a potential for this land to contain 
hazardous materials or contaminants?

N/A, the project does not involve land acquisition. 
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Will the proposed project produce hazardous and/or solid waste either during 
construction or after? If yes, how will the additional waste be handled?

Solid waste generated will include vegetation debris removal from the land clearing 
work and general refuse from day to day operations of the construction crew.  The 
contractor will be required to remove and properly dispose of all solid waste 
generated during construction activities. 

5-2 .b (14) Public Involvement 

Checkpoint YES NO 

Was there any public notification or involvement? If yes, provide documentation. 

No public notification is planned. 

  

5-2 .b (15) Indirect/Secondary/Induced Impacts  

Checkpoint YES NO

Will the project result in indirect/secondary/induced impacts? 

It is not anticipated that the project will result in indirect, secondary, or induced 
impacts.  No development is currently planned within five years for any of the areas 
of tree removal.  Areas of near-term future development were specifically excluded 
from the project. 
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When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, on or off airport property and regardless of funding source, would the 
proposed project result in a significant cumulative impact?  

Below is a list of past, current, and future projects at Brooksville-Tampa Bay Airport 
that were provided by airport management staff.  

 

Brooksville-Tampa Bay Regional Airport Projects in the last 10 years 

• Runway 9-27 Rehabilitation 

• Taxiway A Overlay 

• Telcom Drive/Technology Drive Construction  

Current Airport Projects 

• Decoupling of Runways 21 and 27 

• Northside Hangar Development  

• PemAir Engine Shop Facility 

• Ackley Corporate Hangar (off Taxiway B 

• Barrett Manufacturing Plant 

Projects Planned for the Next Five Years 

• MRO Hangar Development 

• Extension of Runway 9-27 to the east 

• T-hangar Expansion  

• Corporate Hangar Development  

• FBO and Corp hangar 

• Jet Concepts Repair Facility 

• Flight Path Aviation – Avionics Facility  

• Global Jet Hangar – 2nd 20,000 SF Hangar 

• American Aviation Maintenance Hangar 

Impacts due to the proposed tree removal project are minimal. Similarly the past, 
present, and future projects in the Airport’s vicinity have generated or are 
anticipated to generate only low environmental impacts.  

 

The primary impact from the proposed land clearing and grading project would be 
removal of forested habitat within the Airport’s perimeter fence that is currently 
utilized by some species of wildlife such as deer, coyotes, small mammals, and 
forest-dwelling birds. Since the goal of the project is to reduce future hazards for 
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aircraft operations that would result from the occurrence of wildlife within the 
Airport’s perimeter fence, this impact is justified. Impact to these wildlife species 
will be minimized by using a phased construction approach to flush them out and 
allow them to move out of the area that will be cleared of trees.  Although some of 
the other past, current, and future projects would also remove forested habitat, 
most of the projects considered are either entirely or partially within the perimeter 
fence, where removal of habitat will be a benefit to safety of aircraft operations. In 
other cases the future projects would occur in areas that are already cleared as part 
of the air operations area. The cumulative effect of the projects considered on 
availability of forested habitat in the region within which the Airport is located is not 
significant.  Large areas of forested habitat occur in the region, particularly east of 
U.S. 41. 

Other impacts that may occur as a result of the tree removal project include 
potential gopher tortoise relocation impacts. However, since the gopher tortoise 
conservation regulations in the State of Florida require that impacted gopher 
tortoise burrows be excavated and that gopher tortoises be relocated to an FWC-
approved recipient site, no significant cumulative impacts to gopher tortoises would 
be anticipated to result from this project and the other past, current, and future 
projects in the vicinity.  

 

Potential impact to the Eastern indigo snake, which is known to utilize gopher 
tortoise burrows, would be minimized by implementing the USFWS' Standard 
Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake during construction.  Other 
projects requiring federal or state approvals would also be likely to be required to 
implement these measures. Therefore the proposed land clearing and grading 
project and other projects considered as part of the cumulative impact analysis are 
not likely to contribute to the decline of this species. 

 

None of the past, current or future projects considered, including the land clearing 
and grading project,  would be anticipated to impact wetlands. Wetlands on Airport 
property are minimal in extent and would be avoided by all of the projects 
considered. Similarly, there are no natural streams or waterbodies in the vicinity of 
the Airport that would be impacted by past, current, or future projects, including 
the tree removal project.  

 

Although, the cumulative development projects have the potential to generate 
environmental impacts, existing programs, policies, and regulatory requirements 
are expected to avoid and/or minimize the potential for significant impacts. In some 
cases where unavoidable impacts will occur, appropriate mitigation would be 
required. The minimal impacts associated with the land clearing and grading project 
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Checkpoint YES NO

such as loss of wildlife habitat and displacement of wildlife, when considered in 
conjunction with impacts associated with past, present, and future development 
projects, are not expected to result in substantial cumulative impacts 
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Permits 

List any permits required for the proposed project that have not been previously discussed. Provide 
details on the status of permits. 

Permits that will be required will include the previously discussed Environmental Resource Permit 
from the SWFWMD that is required for changes to the surface water management system at the 
Airport, the previously discussed gopher tortoise conservation permit from the Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
construction permit, and a county land development permit. No permit applications have been 
submitted to-date.

Environmental Commitments

List all measures and commitments made to avoid, minimize, mitigate, and compensate for impacts 
on the environment, which are needed for this project to qualify for a CATEX. 

The project will be conducted without impact to wetlands and a 15 foot minimum, 25 foot average 
wetland buffer will be observed in order to avoid wetland impact. The wetland limits and wetland 
buffer will be marked using flagging tape at least 60 days prior to start of construction.  

A gopher tortoise survey will be conducted in 100 percent of suitable habitat for gopher tortoises 
approximately 90 days prior to construction. If gopher tortoise burrows are found within, or within 
25 feet of, the limits of construction, a gopher tortoise conservation permit application will be 
submitted to the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. It is anticipated that for most 
burrows that are located on the edges of the wooded areas, impacts to the burrows can be 
avoided.  In cases where impacts to burrows cannot be avoided, burrows will be excavated under 
the terms of the permit and recovered tortoises will be relocated to a state approved gopher 
tortoise recipient site under the conditions of the permit. 

The contractor will be required to follow the Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo 
Snake throughout the construction phase of the project. 

The contractor will be required to implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan during 
construction to prevent erosion and sedimentation through the implementation of sediment and 
erosion control best management practices. The contractor will also be required to implement a 
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan that will detail the procedures for the safe 
handling, storage, clean up, and disposal of potential pollutants during construction.
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Preparer Information 

Point of Contact: Michael Baker International, attention: Jay Gable 

Address: 4211 West Boy Scout Boulevard, Suite 500 

City: Tampa State: FL Zip Code: 33607 

Phone: 813 466-6027 Email Address: jgable@mbakerintl.com

Signature: Date: 12/16/2022 

Airport Sponsor Information and Certification (may not be delegated to consultant) 

Provide contact information for the designated sponsor point of contact and any other individuals 
requiring notification of the FAA decision. 

Point of Contact: Steve Miller, Airport Manager 

Address: 15800 Flight Path Drive 

City: Brooksville State: FL Zip Code: 34604 

Phone Number: 352 540-6342 Email Address: smiller@co.hernando.fl.us 

Additional Name(s):  

      

Additional Email Address(es):  

      

I certify that the information I have provided above is, to the best of my knowledge, correct. I also 
recognize and agree that no construction activity, including but not limited to site preparation, 
demolition, or land disturbance, shall proceed for the above proposed project(s) until FAA issues a 
final environmental decision for the proposed project(s) and until compliance with all other 
applicable FAA approval actions (e.g., ALP approval, airspace approval, grant approval) has 
occurred. 

Signature: Date:       
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FAA Decision
Having reviewed the above information, it is the FAA’s decision that the proposed project (s) or 
development warrants environmental processing as indicated below. 

Name of Airport, LOC ID, and location: 

Project Title: 

  No further NEPA review required. Project is categorically excluded per (cite applicable 
1050.1.F CATEX that applies:      ) 

..An Environmental Assessment (EA) is required. 

..An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required. 

..The following additional documentation is necessary for FAA to perform a complete 
environmental evaluation of the proposed project. 

Name:  Title:  
Responsible FAA Official

Signature: Date:  
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EXHIBIT 2: CORRESPONDENCE FROM STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 
AND NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES REGARDING CULTURAL RESOURCES 

ASSESSMENT SURVEY 



RON DESANTIS 
Governor CORD BYRD 

Secretary of State 

Division of Historical Resources 
R.A. Gray Building outh Bronough Stre Florida  32399 

850.245.6 850.245.6436 (Fax)  FLHeritage.com 

Cultural Resource Assessment Survey for the Brooksville-Tampa Bay Regional Airport Wildlife Hazard 
Mitigation Tree Removal Project, Hernando County, Florida

Michael.DuBose@dos.myflorida.com
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