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Chief, Airports Planning Division, AAP-400
AAP-1

PROPOSED ACTION. The proposed action is approval of the final environ-
mental impact statement (EIS) for a new general aviation airport in
Freedom County to serve as a reliever for Southeast International Airport
(SIA). The Federal action is site approval and financial participation
in Phase I of development. Phase I development includes acquisition of
a 725-acre site on Miller's Point, construction of a 5,400-foot

Runway 5-23, parallel taxiway, apron, terminal, and related development
as described in Section I of the EIS. Subsequent Phases 2 and 3 are
also described in the EIS but will require appropriate environmental
assessment and FAA approval prior to construction. Phase I includes
construction of 35 acres of fill into Thompson Bay. Future phases, as
now planned, would require an additional 40 acres of f£i1ll. Otherwise,
the initial proposed site will also accommodate intermediate and long-
range development.

The relieved airport, SIA, serves the greater Lee City area of some

1.5 million people--a major transportation center of the southeastern
United States and principal transfer point for passengers traveling
between other U.S. cities and foreign countries. The proposed new
Freedom Airport will divert general aviation from SIA, relieving the
total demand which is approaching theoretical capacity with the existing
configuration at SIA.

BACKGROUND. In December 1971, a report was issued which presented the
results of a feasibility study on alternative means of accommodating
increased demands at SIA. This report recommended the development of a
new reliever airport. It was presented to the Coastal Counties Regional
Planning Commission in January 1972 and served as the basis for a recom-
mendation by the Southeast Aviation Authority to the Freedom County
Board of Supervisors in March that a site be located in Freedom County.

In April 1972, the County endorsed the proposal by formal resolution.

A site selection committee was established with representatives of the
Adrport Commission, the Regional Planning Commission, and the Freedom
County Planning Department. The committee considered three sites in
terms of both suitability to fulfill the need and environmental impacts.
The public was informed of the recommendation of the committee in open
meetings in March and April 1973. Expressions of both support and
objection were registered at that time and became input to subsequent
more detailed environmental and other studies of the proposed site at
Miller's Point.
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At a public information meeting in October 1974, residents of nearby
areas raised concerns about relocation of the Trailer Park on the site,
potential noise impacts, and effects on recreation and waterfowl in
Thompson Bay. At the formal public hearing in June 1975, duly advertised
in local papers six weeks in advance, the principal issue raised by a
few of the some 100 persons in attendance related to the effect of the
project on the Bay and adjacent wetland. Section VIII of the EIS
summarizes the public hearing results as well as the results of the
Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95 review by the regional and
State clearinghouses. Section VIII also includes responses to questions
raised in this review process.

There was some concern by the Governor's Committee on Recreation and

Parks about mitigating the effects of the project on the adjacent beach
areas. The State's Department of Natural Resources-Coastal Zone Management
Agency (DNR-CZMA) pointed out the requirement for submission of a formal
permit application prior to construction. Regional and County agencies
indicated that the proposed project was consistent with their plans for
the area. No expressions of objections to the project or significant
consequences were received from the State and local level.

Pursuant to the requirements of Sections 16(c)(1l)(A), 16(c)(3), and
16(d) of the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-258),
as amended, we find that the project is consistent with the plans of
cognizant planning agencies, that the public hearing opportunity was
provided, and that fair consideration has been given to the interests of
communities in the area. We are also confident that the certifications
by the State relative to air and water quality required by Section 16(e)
will be obtained prior to project implementation.

The draft EIS was coordinated with the Department of the Interior,
Environmental Protection Agency, and several other Federal agencies
which were expected to have an interest in the project in accordance
with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(P.L. 91-190) and Section 16(c)(4) of P.L. 91-258. The list of agencies
which responded are included in the summary. The letters themselves are
incorporated in this EIS after the appendices. FAA's responses follow
each letter and are cross-referenced to specific paragraphs for ease in
review.

The comments received covered a wide range of subjects requiring, in
some cases, new material to be added or revisions to be made in the

text. The responses offer clarification where appropriate and references
to sections of the text where the subject was discussed. As might be
expected, many of the comments related to the effects of the project on
the marine biology and uses of the Thompson Bay area into which the
project extends. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
and the National Marine Fisheries Service of the Department of Commerce,
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as well as the U.S. Coast Guard and Department of the Interior, each
commented in this regard. Our review of the documentation indicates
that the required coordination yielded a number of useful remarks which
led to improvement in the analyses presented in the impact statement and
that the issues raised have been addressed satisfactorily.

PRINCIPAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. The noise analysis in Section III of

the EIS includes a projection of cumulative noise exposure using the
Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) methodology. This analysis indicates
that, even with ultimate development (through Phase 3), no existing
noise sensitive areas will be exposed to levels greater than NEF 30. A
portion of Thompson Bay and the beach area to the north will receive
such exposure ultimately, but the recreational boating and swimming
activity in this area would not be significantly affected by such
exposure.

Immediately to the south of Miller's Point is a State designated wetland.
Just beyond the wetland is a currently undeveloped area which has been
shown on the County's long-range Land Use Plan for residential development--
as has the site of the airport itself. The EIS outlines the changes in
proposed land uses which would be necessary. The Freedom County
Commissioners went on record at the public hearing as supporting these
changes, including the establishment of a special airport use zone for
the site and prevention of residential development in areas within the
future NEF 30 contour. This commitment will be implemented if Federal
funds are received and will fulfill the requirement of Section 18(a) (4)
of P.L. 91-258 relative to compatible land use.

The change to airport use of the Miller's Point site involves the
necessity to relocate ten mobile homes presently occupying the Thompson
Bay Trailer Park. Several other trailer parks are located within a ten-
mile radius with adequate capacity for the dislocated units. All those
people displaced, including the trailer park owner, will receive full
benefits allowed under the provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.

Impacts on Thompson Bay will be minimized through construction techniques
which will prevent siltation from the fill into the Bay. Design of the
drainage system and waste disposal controls during operation of the air-
port will reduce adverse effects and protect the marine environment.

The only effect on the wetland area bordering the site on the south will
be disturbance of a small quantity of marsh vegetation by the construction
of light standards for the approach lighting system. The EIS includes
extensive analysis of the project's impact on both terrestrial and

marine flora and fauna. While much- of the vegetation and wildlife on

the site itself will be destroyed, no endangered species will be affected;
and the total effect on the regional biotic resources will be negligible.
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The proposed development has been coordinated with the DNR which established
the CZMA and a Statewide coastal management program pursuant to the

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-583). The Thompson Bay and
wetland areas adjacent to the site were identified as Priority II
(sensitive) by the DNR-CZMA. The Phase I airport development and the
mitigation measures to be imposed have been found consistent with the
State's program. Formal application to the CZMA for approval will be
required before actual construction begins.

DOT SECTION 4(f). The construction and operation of the proposed Freedom

Adrport will affect the use of a portion of Thompson Bay and adjacent
beaches which are public recreation areas. Such use is limited essentially
to the reduction of Bay area by the filling of 35 acres initially and an
additional 40 acres ultimately. There will also be some intrusion of
aircraft noise which will slightly diminish the leisure use of these

areas. Construction controls will minimize disruption during construction.
The size of the Bay area reduced is small compared to the overall area
available for recreational boating and will be offset by the improvements
in the pleasure craft navigational channel through dredging of fill
material for the project. (The dredge and fill operation will require a
Corps of Engineers permit which will be obtained prior to construction.
Reference Department of the Interior Comments 44 and 45 and FAA responses
thereto.)

A separate Section 4(f) discussion is included in the impacts section of
the EIS. Our review supports the finding below that there is no feasible
and prudent alternative to the use of such lands and that the adverse
effects will be minimized.

ALTERNATIVES. Section V of the EIS contains a detailed discussion of
alternatives considered in the formulation of this project. Neither
alternative modes nor the no action alternative would reasonably fulfill
the basic purpose of the project to provide a reliever facility for
general aviation traffic using the area's major air carrier airport,
Southeast International. Site constraints prevented serious consideration
of expansion of SIA. Three alternative sites for the proposed airport
were examined in detail by a site selection study committee. Reasons
for elimination of the other two sites (the Roberts Plantation and the
Hash Property) are explained in Section V. Alternative configurations
on the selected site were limited by its size and the desire to avoid
impacting the tidal marsh wetland as a tradeoff to extending the airport
into the Bay. The proposed configuration will also reduce the amount of
planned residential area which would be noise impacted.

ASSURANCES. Approval of the proposed action includes the condition that
measures summarized in Section IV of the EIS to minimize the adverse
effects of the project will be undertaken and that applicable permits
will be acquired prior to construction.
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OPTIONS AVAILABLE. The proposed action may be approved with respect to
environmental requirements. There is also the disapproval option.

FEDERAL FINDING. After careful and thorough consideration of the facts
contained herein and following consideration of the views of those
Federal agencies having jurisdiction by law or special expertise with
respect to the environmental impacts described, the undersigned finds
that the proposed Federal action 1is consistent with existing national
environmental policies and objectives as set forth in Section 101(a) of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. It is also determined
that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the proposed action
and to use of land covered by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation
Act of 1966, as amended; and further, the proposed action includes all
possible steps to minimize any adverse effects and all possible planning
to minimize harm to such 4(f) land. Having met all relevant requirements
for environmental consideration and consultation, the proposed action is
authorized to be taken at such time as other requirements have been met
and subsequent to expiration of waiting periods established to inform

the Council on Envirommental Quality and the public of this action.

RECOMMENDATION. I recommend that you approve the environmental impact
statement with respect to environmental requirements.

NOTE: This action involves a new airport serving a metropolitan area
and as such is subject to concurrence by TES and approval by AAP-~1 as
required by paragraph 64.c., Order 1050.1B, Appendix 6. The action also
involves DOT Section 4(f) and therefore also requires concurrence by
TGC. The decision paper for this type action would be signed by the
Chief, Airports Planning Division, AAP-400, and would include the

| following signature blocks:

CONCUR: DATE:
Assistant Secretary for Environment,
Safety, and Consumer Affairs, TES-1

CONCUR: DATE:
General Counsel, TGC-1

CONCUR DATE:
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Office
of Adlrports Programs, AAP~2
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APPROVED: DATE:
Assistant Administrator, Office of
Airports Programs, AAP-1
DISAPPROVED: DATE:

Assistant Administrator, Office of
Airports Programs, AAP-1

NOTE: The file copy grid would include a space for initialing by the
Office of the Chief Counsel, AGC-1, to signify his review for legal

sufficiency. It should not be assumed that either AGC, TES, TGC, or
AAP would necessarily concur or approve without further modification.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Model Environmental Impact Statement No. 2
Freedom County, Southeast, America

Summary Sheet

For additional information contact:

Mr. Elliott B. Perrett, Jr., AAP-410
{ : Federal Aviation Administration

: 800 Independence Avenue, S. W.
Washington, D. C. 20591

(Telephone: 202-426-3263)

1. This action is (X) Administrative () Legislative

2. Proposed Action: Endorsement of site and construction of a new
general aviation reliever airport in Freedom County, Southeast,
America. The airport will serve to divert general aviation traffic
from Southeast International Airport, which is approaching satura=-
tion. This action covers Phase I development only. However,
potential impacts of future phases are identified.

3. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Adverse Environmental Effects:
Principal impacts are as follows: acquisition of a 725~acre site
on Miller's Point, relocation of a ten-unit trailer park, reclaima-
tion of 35 acres (ultimately 75 acres) of Thompson Bay and related
loss of Bay waters for recreational purposes.

4, “Summary of Major Alternatives Considered: Expansion or replacement
of the Southeast International Airpo?l to accommodate projected
demand were considered. When these were found not to be feasible,
three potential sites for a reliever airport were studied. Alterna-
tive runway configurations on the selected Miller's Point site were
considered to minimize impacts. Alternative modes and the no project
alternative were also examined.

5. List of Agencies from Which Comments Have Been Received:¥
Environmental Protection Agency; Department of Agriculture,
Department of Transportation (Office of the Secretary); Department
of Health, Education and Welfare; Department of Commerce; U. S.
Coast Guard; Department of the Interior; and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

Date Final Statement Made Available to CEQ and the Publigfi
: 7. Date of Public Hearing:* June 13, 1975.

¥This summary sheet accompanies a Model Environmental Impact Statement
prepared under contract with FAA based on a hypothetical situation. The
A-95 process and public hearing were simulated to add realism. Normal
distribution of the draft statement to state and local agencies which
had commented earlier or announcement of its availability tc the general

ublic either directly or through CEQ, therefore, is not appropriate ir
his case.
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SECTION I: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

The Southeast Aviation Authority proposes to build a new general
aviation airport in the Miller's Point area of Freedom County, ten miles
south of Lee City on Thompson Bay. Exhibit 1 is a location map of the
proposed project site in relationship to the greater Lee area. Exhibit 2
is a vicinity map of the Miller's Point area.

The project is conceived as a reliever airport. That is, it
will have the primary function of relieving congestion at the Southeast
International Airport by diverting the latter's general aviation component.
Development of Freedom Airport is planned for three separate phases.
Exhibit 3 shows Phase I development while Exhibit 4 shows ultimate develop-
ment. Conditional approval is being sought for the complete airport layout
plan. This assessment report addresses specifically the site location and
Phase I improvements, and identifies potential impacts associated with
later phases of development.

Phase I development includes the following elements:

. Acquisition of a 725-acre site on Miller's
Point.

. Reclamation of 35 acres of bay bottom through
the placement of hydraulic £fill material.

. Construction of a 5,400-foot by 150-foot paved
runway (designated 5-23) with parallel taxiway.

c Construction of terminal building, fuel
facilities, and hangar buildings.

¥ Construction of two aircraft parking aprons.

. Construction of an airport access road and auto
parking area.

. Installation of a Category I instrument landing
system (CAT I-ILS) for runway 5, a medium
intensity approach lighting system (MALSR) and
high intensity runway lighting.

T a St s O i 2
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Subsequent development to Phase I will be conditional upon prior
written FAA approval that proposed actions are in full compliance with
environmental requirements stated in appropriate paragraphs of FAA Order
5050.2B.

Phase II components include the following:

. Creation of an additional 20 acres of fill
section adjacent to the Phase I fill in
Thompson Bay.

. Construction of a 1,400-foot extension of run-
way 5-23 to the northeast on fill material,
with parallel taxiway extension.

5 Construction of a 3,000-foot by 75-foot cross-
wind runway (designated 14-32).

- Additional apron area and hangar space.

. Relocation of the localizer on runway 23.

Finally, long range development plans envision the following
Phase III elements:

. Creation of 20 additional acres of fill section
in Thompson Bay.

. Construction of a 5,400-foot by 150-foot :unway
(designated 5R-23L) parallel to and 3,500 feet
southeast of the proposed Phase I runway.

¢ Construction of a 5,400-foot parallel taxiway.

¢ Installation of a visual approach slope in-
dicator (VASI) and runway end identifier lights
(REIL) for new 5R-23L runway.

This airport development action also involves an application for
a U. S. Corps of Engineers dredging permit pursuant to Section 10 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act of 1972.




¥ LIS ] $IIBN 99¢€ 0 99¢ | 4

e
INIWNJOTIA3A ILVWILIN 1834 001 0 oozl
| 3IVIS
INAWALVLS LOVAWI TVINAWNOYIANA | s 3 " 0 N
LAOJATV WOad:1d , 0 1
L\

L 5.

) \ sah....m...

| 2
A - .
/ )
INIOd N

o

INIOTING TYNINY3L O\ L2
3 ¥3IN0L I0YINOD L -«

SNOYdv
ININYYd
14vHaH 1V

7
\ \l~ ’ ~— x— ~ ]
\\\ \ . —
Do gz =
i i
" | | . w
e i S—
v 57 TERK] 2 e e
L~ 7 3SVHd lg _ :au_m_a._ul ’441 el
I 3SVHd e S s T T T HOVOuddY R
ON3911 AYVONNOE ALYIdOYHd N




PROJECT PURPOSE

Freedom Airport will serve the entire region as a reliever
facility to divert general aviation traffic from Southeast International
Airport (SIA) which is approaching its operational capacity under its
present configuration. Diversion of small aircraft from SIA will not only
provide for a more efficient operation but a safer one for the general
public.

The need to accommodate expanded operations at SIA was recognized
as early as 1970. Lee City has traditionally served as a major transpor-
tation center for the southeastern United States. Southeast Internaticnal
not only provides commercial carrier service for the 1.5 million residents
of greater Lee but acts as a primary connection point for passengers
traveling between other U. S. and foreign cities.

In recognition of increased commercial carrier demand, the
Southeast Airport Authority in conjunction with the Coastal Counties
Regional Planning Commission launched a feasibility study to explore alter-
natives to expand facilities to accommodate increased demand at SIA. The
report, published in December 1971, recommended development of a reliever
airport. This study showed that diversion of general aviation operations
would be the most cost-effective means to permit expansion of commercial
carrier service.

General aviation activity at Freedom Airport is forecast to in-
crease from 50,000 annual operations in 1977 to 135,000 annual operations
in 1990. Annual instrument operations are anticipated to increase from 700
in 1977 to over 2,000 by 1990. By 1990 the parallel runway will increase
the practical annual capacity of the airport to meet projected demands.
Without diversion of these flights, SIA will be subject to increasing con-
gestion, delay and ultimate saturation.

Congestion creates delay as planes are stacked in the air
waiting clearance to land. Further, emissions from aircraft circling in
the air or idling on taxiways waiting takeoff clearance on the ground
increase air and noise pollution. Circling and idling also increase un-
necessary fuel consumption. When SIA reaches its operational capacity,
regional economic opportunities and development will reflect this restric-
tion as private income and public revenues fail to reach their potential.

Thus, the project, while small in scale, has large implications
in terms of the continued safety, health, convenience and economic well-
being of the Coastal Counties service area.

|




The proposed project is the end product of many yvears of study.
As previously noted, an initial feasibility study to expand SIA was conducted
between 1970 and 1971 by the Airport Authority and its consultants. The
forecasted activity as reported in the study is shown in Table 1. These
forecasts have been reviewed and updated and are in agreement with the
current FAA Terminal Area Forecast for SIA. The 1971 study developed fore-
casts using multiple regression analysis* based on projections of population
and income levels as well as a review of historical aviation activity trends
in the region. It should be noted that the forecasts presented in the 1971
report were unconstrained, that is, they were developed without consideration
of capacity limitations at SIA. Calculated capacity indicated the practical
annual capacity (PANCAP) of the existing airfield to be 400,000 operations
per year and that this level of activity would be reached shortly after 1977. ‘

To accommodate the forecasted activity three SIA expansion alter-
natives were evaluated and rejected (see Section V, Alternatives to the

Proposed Action).

These included:

- Construction of additional runways within SIA's
present site. This alternative was rejected due
to runway/taxiway separation criteria and airspace
restrictions.

. Expansion of SIA through aquisition of adjacent
off-site acreage. This alternative was not
cost-effective since it involved relocation of
a major interstate highway and a 350-acre in-
dustrial park. Further, this action contra-
dicted the County Comprehensive Land Use Plan
which concentrated industrial development in
the SIA area.

- The concept of constructing an entirely new
international airport. This was unacceptable
both in terms of economic feasibility and the
Coastal Counties Comprehensive regional develop-
ment plan.

»« P ey

* For details of forecasting techniques, see
referenced Feasibility Report.
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Trunk Domestic
Trunk Intern.
Commuters
Military

General Aviation

TOTAL

TABLE 1

FORECAST OF AVIATION ACTIVITY
SOUTHEAST INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

UNCONSTRAINED ACTIVITY
(WITHOUT FREEDOM AIRPORT)

1977
125,200

55,150

19,800

5,000

145,000

350,150

1980 1985 1990
150,000 175,000 200,000
60,000 70,000 75,000
20,000 22,000 25,000
5,500 6,000 6,500
175,000 200,000 225,000
410,500 473,000 531,500

Source: SIA Feasibility Study, Expansion Alternatives

by GAA Planners, Inc. for Southeast International

Airport and Coastal Counties Regional Planning

Commission, December, 1971.

GAA Planners, Inc., July 15, 1974.

Updated figures by




Construction of a reliever general aviation facility was rec-
ommended as the only viable alternative.

Forecasts of activity for the proposed general aviation facility
are shown in Table 1-A. These forecasts were developed using the method-
ology as described above and represent a diversion of activity from SIA.
Considering the capacity of SIA to be a 400,00 PANCAP, the diversion of
general aviation to the proposed Freedom Airport will relieve SIA and allow
all air carrier, military, commuter and a portion of general aviation to
continue at SIA through 1990. Activity at SIA as shown in Table 1 will be
reduced by the amount of general aviation activity shown in Table 1-A.

Subsequent to the publication of the 1971 report, the Southeast
Aviation Authority decided to undertake a site feasibility study for the
recommended reliever facility. The site selection study extended over a
six month period in 1972. Three sites were located with sufficient con-
tiguous acreage, adequate drainage and subsurface conditions to support the
proposed development. Subsequent site selection analysis indicated the
following:

- A 1,000-acre tract, known as the Roberts
Plantation, was available in north central
Freedom County. However, this site was 25
miles from the Lee central business district
and would have required significant access road
improvements. Distance plus access costs
eliminated this site as a viable alternative.

e A 750-acre tract, known as the Hash property,
was available due east of the Turnpike border-
ing Hammonds Inlet. However, portions of this
site lay within a designated State wetland
conservation zone and there was potential noise
impact on residences within the Estuary Estates
Subdivision bordering Hammonds Inlet. Con-
sequently, this tract was also eliminated from
consideration.

. A 725-acre tract was also available on Miller's
Point. This site offered the advantages of
proximity, good access and noise impact
partially over water. Consequently, it was
selected for the proposed project.

I-6
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The alternate sites are discussed in more detail in Section V.

On February 14, 1973, the results of the site selection study
were published, and subsequent to local and regional approval, preliminary
planning began for the reliever facility. On July 15, 1973 the Southeast
Aviation Authority retained the consulting firm of GAA Planners, Inc. to
prepare preliminary plans for the project. These were completed on July
15, 1974, and the preparation of the environmental impact assessment was
begun.

PROJECT SETTING

PR—————

The proposed Freedom Airport site is located on Miller's Point
adjacent to Thompson Bay. The Lee Turnpike, a four-lane divided, con-
trolled access highway, is located one-mile west of the site. Exhibit 1
provides a location map relating the site to key features of the region.

The project site topography is generally flat with elevations
ranging from O to +15 feet above mean sea level. Miller's Point is a small
peninsula bordered by the mouth of Bern Creek on the south and Thompson Bay
on east and north. With the exception of a ten-unit mobile home park, the
Point is totally unoccupied and the site area covered by lowland brush and
other typical indigenous vegetation.

Thompson Bay and the entire site area is within the State's
designated Coastal Management Zone. The bay is considered a valuable
recreational resource and includes a navigational channel for small craft
boating. Numerous publiic beaches border the Atlantic Ocean to the east.

This entire area, once occupied by the Sypejay Indians, remains
sparsely developed. The closest housing developments are the Lewelyn
Branch Estates, located three miles west of the proposed site, and the Bay
Pines subdivision, bordering the west shore of Thompson Bay, three miles
north of the site. In addition, clusters of beach houses are located on
the Atlantic Ocean beach.

The balance of the site area is virtually unoccupied or used for
agricultural purposes. Intensive land use is not encountered within a
five-mile radius of the site. Existing county zoning is shown in Exhibit
5.

L
)

©
5%

5,




LEGEND
A-1 AGRICULTURE / UNDEVELOPED
RC RECREATION
RC/CN RECREATION / CONSERVATION
CN CONSERYATION DISTRICT
C-1 COMMERC AL
R-2 MEDIUM CENSITY RESIDENTIAL

B

R0ap

P <
k_,./—'—‘_—‘———“‘——\"

FREEDOM \_%/

AIRPORT MILLER
SITE POINT

T HOMNPS ON

b — —— —

A-1 ) _‘f [ f—‘\_—""_— ———
d ' = g ™[/ THONPSON BAY

S T-TRAILER PARK
N.j(/’v A-1 }(A-l EXCEPTION)

5000 Feet
1525 Meters

2

7
. >
\\x&*‘\\&
R-2|
Al - BAY PINES
~

——

ANERICANA

ISLAND

RC/CN
FREEDOM AIRPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
e
e —— BRI e
e s S g EXISTING ZONING
6 & € A
EL AN PN EXHIBIT §
-




The site is located in that portion of the state lying in the
physiographic province called the Atlantic Coastal Plain and is about 110
miles east of the fall line that separates the plain from the Piedmont
Plateau. The soils of the area are relatively clean sands with small
areas of sands and silts with shell fragments. The sediments are
relatively well consolidated and are generally more than one mile thick.
Beneath the sediment is crystalline rock that dips to the east at a rate
of about 100 feet per mile. The sediment was deposited mainly in a marine
or shallow water environment.

The soils of the area are recent age beach deposits of the
Woodstown-Fallsington Association which are well to moderately drained.
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SECTION II: PROJECT BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The initial SIA expansion study report was presented to the
Coastal Counties Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) at its regularly
scheduled monthly meeting on January 21, 1972. The media was invited to
attend this meeting and substantive recommendations of the study were
reported in local and regional media.

In March 1972, the Southeast Aviation Authority presented a
proposal to the Freedom County Board of Supervisors that the reliever air-
port site be located in Freedom County and that the Authority assume
responsibility for a site selection study. Public response to this
proposal included letters of support and interest in participating on a
site selection study committee. At their April 1972 open meeting, the
Freedom County Board of Supervisors passed a formal resolution endorsing
this proposal and guaranteed staff support through the County Department
of Planning and Zoning.

In May 1972, the Coastal Counties Regional Planning Commission
gave approval to the site selection study contingent upon the inclusion of
representatives from the Airport Authority, the Regional Planning Com-
mission staff and the Freedom County Planning Department on the selection
committee.

On February 14, 1973, the site selection committee submitted its
recommendation to the Southeast Aviation Authority. Subsequently, the
report was officially presented at open meetings of the Freedom County
Board of Supervisors (March 1973) and the Coastal Counties Regional
Planning Commission (April 1973).

Public reaction generally was mixed and included letters of
support from the Freedom County Chamber of Commerce, the Freedom County
Jaycees, the Lee Chamber of Commerce and Jaycees, as well as positive
editorials in the Lee City Clarion and Freedom County Register.

However, some letters of objection were received from residents
of the Bay Pines community, the Freedom County Conservation League and the
Governor's Citizen Committee on Recreation and Parks. All correspondents
received letters assuring that their concerns would be specifically in-
vestigated as part of the preliminary planning and environmental study
process. Further, they were assured that they would be provided opportu-
nities to contribute ideas, review preliminary plans, and environmental
study results.

II-1




Community involvement during the environmental study process in-
cluded personal interviews with leaders of local special interest groups
and a public informational meeting held on October 13, 1974 in the Bay
Harbor School Auditorium.

Those attending were primarily residents of the Thompson Bay
Trailer Park, the Bay Pines subdivision and Lewelyn Branch Estates.
Principal concerns voiced at the meeting dealt with relocation of mobile
home residents and noise impact on homes and sensitive areas in proximity
to the project.

Mobile home residents were reassured that relocation provisions
would be made to their satisfaction. As a result of the meeting, a twenty-~
four hour acoustic monitoring program was established to measure ambient
conditions at Bay Harbor School, the St. John's Church and the Bay Pines
subdivision. Finally, the question was raised as to impact of the project
on recreation and waterfowl in Thompson Bay.

The consultant noted that the study was intended to result in
recommendations of measures to minimize impact on both residences and wild-
life, and that personal interviews with representatives of the Freedom
County Conservation League, the Governor's Committee on Recreation and
Parks, local branches of the Audobon Society and Sierra Club were antici-
pated to result in positive solutions to potential problems.

fhe formal public hearing for the project was held on June 13,
1975 and was advertised in local newspapers, on radio and television. A
total of twenty-three citizens spoke during the hearing. Questions or
objections raised dealt with the fully developed (Phase III) project's
impact on recreational opportunities, water quality of Thompson Bay, and
waterfowl protection. A summary of the public hearing issues is provided
in Section VIII of this report.
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SECTION III: PROBABLE IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT

NOISE

Prior to reviewing this section, it may be helpful to read the
brief report entitled, Impact of Noise on People. This report includes
an explanation of noise and its measurement and discusses public reaction
to various levels of aircraft-generated acoustic noise. The report is
available for review at the Southeast Aviation Authority's office and the
FAA Airports District Office, and is contained in the Appendix Volume of
the FAA publication, "Environmental Assessment of Airport Development

Actions."”

Existing Conditions

Prior to determining the impact of noise from the proposed
Freedom Airport, the following steps were taken to evaluate existing

conditions:

- Measurement of ambient conditions
v Review of existing land use patterns

Identification of noise sensitive areas

Ambient noise conditions were measured on and around the proposed site and
were found to be relatively low. Only in areas influenced by the turnpike
were noise levels high. The remainder of the area was influenced pre-

dominantly by local traffic, motor boating and normal community activities.

At the request of the local community, twenty-four hour monitor-
ing was conducted for the school and residential area locations. It should
be noted that the monitoring location at the school was in the playfield
and measurements were conducted on a weekday school holiday. Therefore,
outdoor school activities did not influence noise readings. Also, the
monitoring site within the community was located in an open field approxi-
mately 150 feet from two local roadways. Although the site was chosen as
being typical within the community, some variance in noise levels would
occur within the community, depending upon location with respect to local
traffic and other noise generators.

III-1




The noise-sensitive areas monitored, together with the monitoring
results, are provided in Table 2. The location of these sites is presented

in Exhibit 6.

Table 2

Field Noise Monitoring Results (dBA)*

Li0
Sensitive Area Day*#* Night Day
Bay Harbor School 67 62 64
St. John's Church 56 52 51
Bay Pines Residential 56 52 51

Area

5!
45
45

Lan

67
56
56

* ok ok

*The L1p and Lgg noise levels are those exceeded 10 and 50 percent of the
time, respectively. The Lqp level is the 24 hour A-weighted equivalent

sound level, with a 10 decibel penalty applied to nighttime levels.

**Day 0700-2200
Night 2200-0700

***L4qn levels were calculated from measured
Lsp levels and corresponding standard deviations.

Initial field investigations were conducted to determine the
extent of local development and the forms of land use occurring within the
proposed airport site's vicinity. Sensitive areas were identified and

possible existing and future land use conflicts were reviewed.

background conditions established, the probable impacts of the proposed

project were then evaluated using the Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF)
methodology. The NEF was also used to relate to Lgp levels and established

With these

criteria. In addition, peak noise levels associated with aircraft anti-
cipated to use the facility were identified. A discussion of the noise
methodologies is contained in the Appendix. Computations for the NEF

contours were based on the methodology found in the Handbook for Developing

Noise Exposure Contours for General Aviation Airports, developed by Bolt,

Barenek, and Newman, Inc. in October, 1975. Worksheets used in this

analysis are also contained in the Appendix.
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Project Impact

Phase I Development (1977)

The initial phase of development consists of the construction of
a 5,400-foot runway (5-23), together with a terminal building and other
supportive facilities.

Based on the airport's aviation forecasts, small business jet
aircraft such as the Lear and Gulfstream II could be expected to use the
airport. In addition, twin-engine piston aircraft such as the DC-3 and
turbo prop aircraft such as the Twin Otter and Beechcraft King Air are
anticipated to be used for local commuter flights. The remainder of the
aircraft would consist of light twin-engine and single-engine propeller
craft. The aircraft mix anticipated at the facility and used as a basis
for the noise study is shown in the Appendix.

With the use of this data, the noise model was prepared and
noise contours developed. The NEF contours shown in Exhibit 7 indicate
that noise exposure will be generated over bav waters to the northeast
area over conservation lands to the southwest of the propos~d airport.

NEF 30 contours will extend approximately 5,000 feet from the thresholds
of the proposed runway. Since the existing on-site trailer park units
would be acquired as part of project development, no residences in the area
would be exposed to aircraft noise greater than NEF 30.

To provide additional information concerning peak noise levels
associated with the aircraft, single event contours are presented in
Exhibit 8. These contours visually describe the maximum noise levels that
would be heard from a takeoff of the noisiest (business jet) aircraft
expected to use the facility and from the quietest and most common aircraft
(single engine prop) to use the airport. The Effective Perceived Noise
Level (EPNL) tables used to generate peak level curves are provided in the
Appendix. For comparative purposes, a list of noise levels for various
common activities is provided in Table 3. A table is also provided which
describes land use compatibility and noise exposure (Table 4).

Table S5 indicates the noise exposure anticipated at the sensitive
areas which have been identified.

Based on a comparison of contours and criteria, noise exposure
from Phase I operations does not adversely affect any existing residential
area or public beaches. The conservation area to the southwest which is
exposed to a cumulative noise level greater than NEF 30 is not an area of




e ———— T v TYRTITTER — T o

5000 0 5000 Feet

1525 Meters

RESIDENTIAL

LEE

RESIDENTIAL

CONSERVATION

OPEN SPACE .
FREEDOM :(',}:5 s
AIRPORT
SITE g MY U e e, s =
THOMPSON A e SRR o s ST S
L — —— — —— — — mE B
/@f RECREAT 0N

—

._,Aggn_ssnvmuwé \ // REsnuemTX’L//
o ANER [ CaNA §\\, e
ISLAND /

RESIDENTIAL %

FREEDOM AIRPORT
— —————— = - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

s - RECREATION = PHASE | NEF
———
T AND FUTURE LAND USE

CE AN
.‘LANTlc . EXHIBIT 7




QS
ay
/& Lawag
‘S
S ~
o *Q
ST. JOHN'S
CHURCH ._},‘é_y E
BUSINESS JET o =
85 dBA
h#‘-—E 1
CALNOUN
[ Roap
t—_:_‘_/‘
DESIGNATED
WETLAND WILCERS
FREEDOM POINT
AIRPORT
SITE
T HOMPS ON e

SCALE
5000 0 5000 Feet
1525 0 1525 Meters
&
%
3
a\
RS AY PINES
BAY HARBOR
SCHOOL

ON BAY
BEA

FREEDOM AIRPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PEAK AIRCRAFT NOISE LEVELS

EXHIBIT %

SNUST SRS PGSR TR SIS £ SRT "

s,

s




public activity. The bay area to the northeast which is exposed is used for
recreational purposes, with primary usage occurring in the summer months.
The area of the bay adjacent to Miller's Point is used occasionally for
water skiing and boating. Noise from aircraft operations may discourage

use of the immediate bay waters. However, the entire bay is suitable and
available for these activities, so that they are not eliminated as recrea-
tional opportunities.

Table 3

Comparative Noise Levels

Typical Decibel (dBA) Values Encountered in Daily Life and Industry

dsa
Rustling leaves 20
Room in a quiet dwelling at midnight 32
Soft whispers at 5 feet 34
Men's clothing department of large store 53
Window airconditioner 55
Conversational speech 60
Household department of large store 62
Busy restaurant 65
Typing pool (9 typewriters in use) 65
Vacuum cleaner in private residence (at 10 feet) 69
Ringing alarm clock fat 2 feet) 80
Loudly reproduced orchestral music in large room 82
Printing press plant (medium size automatic) 86
Heavy city traffic 92
Heavy diesel-propelled vehicle (about 25 feet away) 92
Air grinder 95
Cut-off saw 97
Home lawn mower 98
Turbine condenser 98
150 cubic foot air compressor 100
Banging of steel plate 104
Air hammer 107
Jet airliner (500 feet overhead) LS

(These values may vary by several decibels in similar
situations, depending on circumstances)




Table 4

Land Uses Adjacent to Airports
and the Relationship to NEF Contours

Noise Exposure
3 . Forecast
(NEF) Values Remarks

. Few activities will be affected by aircraft sounds,
t although building designs for especially sound-
sensitive activities, such as auditoriums, churches,

schools, hospitals, and theatres should consider

20-30 sound control in areas close to the airport.
Detailed studies by qualified personnel are recom-
mended for outdoor amphitheatres and similar places
of public assembly in the general vicinity of the
airport.

Activities where uninterrupted communication is
essential should consider sound exposure in design.
Generally, residential development is not considered
a suitable use, although multi-family developments
where sound control features have been incorporated

30-40 in building design might be considered. Open-air
activities and outdoor living will be affected by
aircraft sound. The construction of auditoriums,
schools, churches, hospitals, theatres, and
similar activities should be avoided within this
zone where possible.

Land should be reserved for activities that can
tolerate a high level of sound exposure, such as
some agricultural, industrial, and commercial uses.
No residential developments of any type are recom—

>40 mended. Sound-sensitive activities such as schools,
offices, hospitals, churches, and similar activities
should not be constructed in this area unless no
alternative location is possible. All regularly
occupied structures should consider sound control in
design.

Source: Airport Master Plans, Federal Aviation Administration AC150/
5070-6 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1971),
Table 3, p. 47.
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Table 5

Exterior Noise Exposure at Sensitive Areas
(1977 Operations)

Peak Noise

LdN Level
Sensitive Area NEF (db) (dBA)
Bay Harbor School <30 <65 84
St. John's Church <30 <65 80
Bay Pines Residential <30 <65 84
Area
Thompson Bay 30-40 65~75 80-95
Thompson Bay Beach <30 <65 86
Americana Island <30 <65 80

Only one of the areas identified above experiences cumulative
noise exposure greater than NEF 30. It is estimated that daily aircraft
noise greater than 85 dBA would total from 1 to 10 minutes over portions
of Thompson Bay.

Ultimate Development

Ultimate airport development anticipated involves the extension
of the Phase I runway (5-23), construction of a crosswind runway (14-32),
and a parallel runway (5R-23L).

In order to identify possible future noise impacts, NEF contours
were prepared for the ultimate configuration and are shown in Exhibit 9.
Information on future operations and runway usage is contained in the
Appendix. The contours illustrate expected usage of the parallel runway
system. The crosswind runway would be only 3,000 feet in length, thereby
limiting its use to only light single and twin-engine prop traffic. Peak
noise levels in the parallel runway direction will be similar to those
shown for Phase I operations but will occur more often.

Table 6 summarizes projected noise exposu-e for sensitive areas
for ultimate airport development.
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Ultimate development and operation of Freedom Airport will create

noise exposure in excess of NEF 30 in areas to the southwest, which are

designated to be residential areas in future land use plans.

Noise

exposure between NEF 30 and 40 can be undesirable for residential use,
depending on the type and quality of construction.
recommended that the contours, as shown, be used as a planning tool to
establish boundaries of a compatible land use zone to the southwest of

the airport.

Projected Exterior Noise Exposure at Sensitive Areas
(Ultimate Develooment)

Sensitive Area

Bay Harbor School

St. John's Church

Bay Pines Residential
Area

Thompson Bay

Thompson Bay Beach

Americana Island

Table 6

NEF

<30
<30
<30

30-40
<30
<30

I1I-7

Ldn

<65
<65
<65

65-75
<65
<65

it is

Peak Noise
Level

(dBA)

84
80
84

85-90
86
85




LAND USE

The project site is subject to multiple land use controls. 3ince
it lies within a State designated Coastal Management Zone, it is subject to
particular development constraints established by the State program. How-
ever, the site is not within a prescribed critical recreation or wildlife
refuge area which might preclude development.

The site is also subject to Freedom County zoning ordinances and
influenced by County and Regional Comprehensive Master Plans. The rela-
tionship of land use within and adjacent to the site to these controls is
discussed first in terms of existing conditions and then in terms of
potential alterations resulting from the project.

Existing Conditions

Miller's Point, the site of the proposed project, is presently
unoccupied, with the exception of the ten-unit Thompson Bay Trailer Park.

The site is bordered on the north and east by Thompson Bay.
Americana Island lies east of the site, separating Thompson Bay and the
Atlantic Ocean. The island is largely undeveloped, but has experienced
recent development in the form of residential units, condominiums, and
resort-related commercial services.

The area immediately south of the site is a State designated wet-
land area.

Much of the shoreline immediately north and further south of the
site is undeveloped, with intermittent patches of tidal vegetation and
beach; and is used for recreational activities.

Two residential developments ~ Lewelyn Estates to the southwest
and Bay Pines to the north - exist in relative proximity to the project
site. Commercial development is concentrated along sections of Lamar
Boulevard, approximately three miles west of the site. Remaining land use
on the mainland involves agricultural activities. Exhibit 10 shows
existing land uses in the project area.

Existing land use is fairly consistent with existing Freedom
County zoning designations (See Exhibit 5). The proposed project site is
primarily zoned A-1, the general classification for open, undeveloped land
or agricultural areas. Within the A-1 zoning, other uses may be allowed by
way of a special exception permit from the County Board of Zoning Appeals.
This was the case for the Trailer Park on Miller's Point.
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Most of Americana Island in the vicinity of the project is zoned
RC-CN, Recreation = Conservation. The site's adjacent wetland area is
zoned CN, which indicates a conservation district.

The two residential areas in proximity to the site have a R-2
designation for medium density residential development. Commercial zoning
has been granted for sections of Lamar Boulevard.

The County's Future Land Use Plan (1995) for the airport
vicinity is shown in Exhibit 11. The entire airport site is shown to be
in an area designated for medium density residential develooment. Much of
the other presently undeveloped area is shown to be devoted either to
residential use or to light industrial use, as in the case the tract of
land immediately west of the turnpike. Usage on Americana Island shows a
more definite separation of recreation, residential and conservation uses.

The Regional Comprehensive Plan, developed by the Coastal
Counties Regional Planning Commission, also shows the proposed project site
as future residential area.

The Coastal Zone Management Agency (CZMA) of Southeast, America
is under the jurisdiction of the State Department of Natural Resources
(DNR). The DNR has overall responsibility for the development, management
and conservation of Thompson Bay and other tidal waters. The specific
goals of the State's CZMA include the identification and development of
mechanisms to protect critical or sensitive coastal areas. During their
first year of operation, they have identified and classified biological
recreational, and historical areas which are of particular significance in
the coastal region. These areas have been designated by the CZMA to be
either critical (Priority I) or sensitive (Priority II). Priority I areas
include designated wildlife refuges, known historical or archaeological
sites and some wetlands. Priority II areas include smaller wetland areas
which show evidence of influence of surrounding land development and/or do
not serve as major wildlife feeding areas. The wetland area immediately
south of the site and portions of Americana Island are classified as
Priority IT areas by the CZMA.

Project Impact

A permit for a zoning exception to the existing A-1 designation
will be required. The exception would be in the form of a special airport
use zone.

Since the airport is planned as the facility which will handle
the majority of the region's general aviation component, it is anticipated
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that certain support services will ultimately be required. Many of these
services can be located on-site, within the layout plan configuration.
However, in order to accommodate any additional services, it is planned
that the airport zone would extend westward to the turnpike to allow
support service location along the airport access road.

The designation of land for airport and airport-related use will
have direct and indirect land use impacts. The direct impact involves the
introduction of a new land use in the area, causing a reduction in land
designated for residential use. Indirect impacts involve off-site noise
and off-site induced development.

The elimination of residential land must be viewed in light of
the amount of remaining land capable of supporting residential use and the
projected demand for residential units in the region. As evidenced b<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>