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Comment 1 To summarize these detailed comments, FAA has:  1) accepted unsubstantiated 

forecasts and arguments about purpose and need, 2) inappropriately designed and 
evaluated runway alternatives, and 3) created and applied inappropriate and 
subjective criteria for evaluating various airspace configurations, 4) introduced new 
connected action by the Sponsor that requires preparation of a Supplemental EIS, 
specifically the encumbrance of the existing site in a sale and redevelopment that is 
an integral part and/or a connected action of the federal action, including allowing 
the Sponsor to advertise the site for sale on terms that allow the Sponsor to use the 
proceeds of the sale as collateral for debt to finance construction of the FAA's 
preferred alternative (a probable violation of FAA grant agreements already in 
force), and 5) failed to adequately disclose and analyze the comprehensive effects of 
the cumulative actions triggered by the federal action, specifically the “West Bay 
DSAP”, the “RiverCamps at Crooked Creek”, and the other intensive development 
of 75,000 acres encompassed in the “Sector Plan Overlay”.  This Sector Plan, only to 
be implemented if the FAA's preferred alternative is built, creates a predictable 
financial cost and environmental impact and/or mitigation, and thus the airport and 
Sector Plan are “part and parcel” of the broader federal action.  These impacts and 
mitigations should be explained and quantified in a Programmatic EIS, a 
Supplemental EIS (or both).  

  
Response Comments 1 through 5 above encompass a number of elements that are answered 

individually as part of specific responses to follow.   To specifically respond to the 
Commentor’s last point, secondary development of the areas surrounding the 
relocated airport, such as proposed under the Sector Plan, are not federal actions 
because the FAA has no federal approval authority or control over these actions.  
These are purely local decisions and do not require approvals or decisions by the 
FAA.  Rather, such development is appropriately addressed as indirect or cumulative 
impacts.  The FAA has treated secondary development surrounding the relocated 
airport as cumulative impacts, based on the best information available at the time of 
the FEIS.  See Section 5.26 of the FEIS for the cumulative impacts analysis.  FAA 
does not believe that any information was developed or is now available with respect 
to the Sector Plan and other proposed development in the area surrounding the 
relocation site that would meet the CEQ standard for the development of a 
Supplemental EIS. 

  
Comment 2 The effect of these actions is to consider in the FEIS, several alternatives, including 

8400 foot runways, that are not necessary to serve aviation demand in the service 
area during the planning period, and thus are not “reasonable, feasible, prudent, and 
practicable” as required by NEPA.  Even if  the Sponsor's preferred alternative must 
be analyzed, FAA has not analyzed a “reasonable, feasible, prudent, and practicable” 
8400 foot alternative on an upland greenfield site, instead constraining its analysis to 
arbitrarily selected unsuitable sites including 1) two other wetland-intensive sites and 
2) the existing airport site that cannot be prudently or feasibly expanded beyond the 
6800 foot runway that is FAA's own determination of the maximum airfield to meet 
any credible purpose and need during the planning period.  In many instances, the 
analysis is arbitrarily and capriciously biased in favor of the Sponsor’s Preferred 
Alternative.  This course of conduct led FAA to extend undue deference to the 
Sponsor's preferred alternative, whereas an objective analysis would lead to selection 
of either 1) a 6800 foot alternative on the existing site (thus totally avoiding the 
devastating impacts at West Bay and arguably causing less impact than from the 
connected action of redeveloping the site) or 2) an 8400 foot alternative on an upland 
site that avoids most of the environmental impact and mitigation required at West 
Bay, or 3) separate facilities comprised of a new one-runway Part 139-certified 
airport on a minimum-footprint suitable site and retention of the present airport as a 
general aviation airport. 
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Response The FAA has identified an adequate and appropriate range of alternatives that 

include areas where airport development could reasonably occur and has conducted 
an independent assessment of those alternatives as described in Chapter 3 of the 
FEIS.   The FAA used a two-level screening process to determine if an alternative 
was feasible.  The FAA screening criteria for the first level of alternatives analysis 
relates directly to the federal purpose and need for the proposed action as identified 
in Section 2.5 of the FEIS.  To meet these criteria, an alternative must meet FAA 
safety and design standards, provide for compatibility with regional airspace and 
utilization, and provide for aviation demand for the defined market area.  See Section 
3.3.1.1 of the FEIS.  The FAA Level 2 screening process was intended to further 
refine the evaluation of alternatives through the application of criteria specific to 
both natural and community environments affected by each alternative.  The FAA 
Level 2 screening criteria were developed in response to federal and state agency 
input, preliminary review of environmental impacts, and FAA purpose and need as 
described in Section 2.5.1 of the FEIS. See Section 3.8 of the FEIS.  The Runway 
14-32 8,400-feet Southeast Alternative at the Existing Site met both the Level 1 and 
Level 2 screening criteria and was carried forward for full environmental evaluation 
in Chapter 5 of the FEIS.  See Section 3.10 of the FEIS. 
 
The FAA’s actions and analysis were not arbitrary.  The FAA conducted an 
independent analysis of appropriate locations for potential relocation sites.  See 
Section 2.2 and 3.5 of the FEIS.  The alternatives analysis was conducted to respond 
to the purpose and need identified in Section 2.5 of the FEIS.  Ultimately, the 
alternatives that best met the purpose and need were carried forward for detailed 
analysis and disclosure of potential environmental impacts. Further, the FEIS 
presented the mitigation for impacts. The Commentor’s statements that the FAA’s 
FEIS is arbitrary and capricious is a conclusion of law, to which the FAA need not 
respond.   

  
Comment 3 Furthermore the FEIS has been tainted by using the work product of consultants who 

have a financial interest in the project.  These consultants have a clear conflict of 
interest as they both “justify” and “evaluate” the financial, technical, and 
environmental objectives of the Sponsor.  Bechtel Infrastructure Inc., PBS&J, and 
their subconsultants are participating as “experts” in the “Ecosystem Team 
Permitting” (ETP) process (and the St. Joe Company is not, at least not in public) 
even though they are both contractors in related matters to both the airport Sponsor 
and The St. Joe Company.  ETP is supposedly an arms-length negotiation of 
environmental mitigation, including concession of land or land entitlements, by St. 
Joe to benefit the Sponsor and the federal action that is the subject of this FEIS.  
These same consultants have consistently steered the project to the site offered as a 
“donation” by The St. Joe Company, provided that only a site at West Bay be 
selected.  Such conflicting participation violates the principle and perhaps the letter 
of FAA’s policy that prohibits consultants with a financial interest in the outcome to 
develop Environmental Impact Statements for FAA actions.  The ETP process is 
integral to selection of a preferred alternative and the FAA Record of Decision, 
because the Sponsor's mitigation plan resulting from ETP is included in the FEIS and 
cited as a decisive factor in FAA's selection of FAA's preferred alternative. The FEIS 
is also tainted by authorizing the prime EIS consultant to do approximately $1 
Million worth of work (that at least in part should be the subject of a Supplemental 
EIS) without properly authorized funding or a written change order and subsequently 
misrepresenting this work as “to be done in the future” when in fact it was already 
substantially complete. 
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Response The FAA has conducted an independent assessment and evaluation of all data and 

analysis documented in the FEIS, including data and information prepared by the 
Airport Sponsor.  The Airport Sponsor’s consultants that participated in the ETP 
process are not the FAA’s consultants.  The timing of the Sponsor’s procurement 
process is irrelevant to the FAA’s objective analysis of the work products ultimately 
produced by the FAA’s prime consultant.  The FAA developed the schedule of the 
EIS independent of the Sponsor’s local procurement process and the timing of that 
process.  Therefore, the timing of the funding for the professional services rendered 
by the consultants had no impact on the timing and objectivity of the FAA’s phased 
analysis of the Airport Sponsor’s proposed project.  FAA’s prime consultant had no 
involvement in the actions during the ETP process of which the Commentor 
complains.   

  
Comment 4 1.  FAA has entered a contract to re-locate the VORTAC navaid from the existing 

airport to (presumably) the new airport, despite the fact that FAA should not 
participate in construction of a new airport before the NEPA process is finished. 
 
2.  FAA has provided a "draft" siting study for a new ATCT at the Sponsor's 
preferred site, and the Sponsor is proceeding with construction drawings based on 
this "draft" after being assured that the siting study will not be changed by the NEPA 
process. 
 
Both of these actions are further evidence that the selection of FAA's preferred 
alternative and the forthcoming ROD are mere formalities and the FAA has not 
processed the EIS in good faith, instead acting arbitrarily and capriciously to favor  

 (and indeed accelerate) the Sponsor's project despite FAA's own requirement to 
complete the NEPA process before approving an Airport Layout Plan and funding 
construction. 

  
Response The Commentor claims that FAA is contracting to relocate the VORTAC navaid to 

the new airport site before completing the NEPA process and issuing a Record of 
Decision; and that the FAA has issued a “draft” siting study for a new Air Traffic 
Control Tower and has assured the Sponsor that the draft will not be changed by the 
NEPA process.  The Commentor is mistaken.  The FAA has not taken any such 
actions.  The Airport Sponsor has undertaken planning level studies for VORTAC 
replacement and an air traffic control tower as they relate to the operation of the 
proposed new airport.  The FAA informed the Airport Sponsor that undertaking such 
studies in advance of the completion of the FAA’s NEPA process was done at the 
Airport Sponsor’s own risk.  However, consideration of these navigational aids and 
air traffic control towers as it pertains to the proposal to relocate the airport in the 
NEPA process is fully appropriate.  See response to Comment 1-3-2 in Letter F004 
(Egginton) of Volume III of the FEIS. 
 
Contrary to the Commentor’s conclusions, the FAA’s considerations of the 
VORTAC and air traffic control tower are routine for planning and NEPA purposes.  
 
The FAA decision on the level of funding will not be determined until after the ROD 
is issued.  The ROD is the decision on the EIS, and the FAA decision on funding is a 
separate process.   However, the FAA has advised the sponsor that, at this time, the 
costs of constructing only 6,800 feet out of the total 8,400 feet of the primary runway 
are eligible for AIP funding.  This is consistent with facility needs identified using 
the FAA TAF and FAA’s independent runway length analysis.    
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Comment 5 The NEPA process is one of the few opportunities for patient, objective, and long-

term evaluation of such a significant project that will permanently alter 
environmental processes in place for thousands of years.  FAA should strive for the 
utmost objectivity and attention to its legal responsibilities under NEPA.   Due to the 
disclosure of significant additional scope of the federal action and connected actions, 
I request that a Supplemental DEIS or a Programmatic EIS (or both) including public 
hearing and comment, be prepared.   I also request a copy of any Supplemental EIS, 
Programmatic EIS, and the FAA Record of Decision.  

  
Response The substance of this comment suggests that the proposed action (relocation of the 

airport) and redevelopment of the existing airport site and secondary development 
surrounding the relocated airport are connected actions within the meaning of 40 
C.F.R. §1508.25(a)(1) that must be evaluated in a Supplemental EIS or 
Programmatic EIS.   
 
Redevelopment of the existing airport site is not a federal action, nor does it require 
federal approval.  Assuming that FAA’s future decisions regarding transfer of the 
Airport Sponsor’s federal grant obligations to the relocated airport, decommissioning 
of the Existing Site facilities and release for disposal of the Existing Site for non-
aeronautical use (referred to herein as “decommissioning and release”) are actions 
connected to the proposed relocation of PFN, there are no direct environmental 
impacts associated with these actions.  Nonetheless, the FAA recognizes that future 
FAA action regarding decommissioning and release may have indirect impacts, 
particularly related to redevelopment of the existing airport site.  To address these 
potential indirect impacts, the FAA has evaluated the impacts associated with 
potential redevelopment of the existing site based on the best information available 
at this time.  As disclosed in the FEIS at Section 5.1, these impacts were evaluated 
based on a composite redevelopment scenario based on the Request For Proposal 
(RFP) and accompanying Redevelopment Report issued by the Airport Sponsor.  At 
this time, there is no approved plan for redevelopment.  As explained in the FEIS, 
the three scenarios presented in the RFP and Redevelopment Report represent only 
three proposals of a potentially limitless number of redevelopment options, any of 
which might be approved.  Even when a final redevelopment option is selected, that 
decision is outside of the purview and authority of the FAA.  Furthermore, there is 
no legal requirement for the FAA to delay issuing a decision on the proposed 
relocation of the airport in anticipation of future FAA action that is not ripe for 
decision at this time (decommissioning and release).  Similarly, there is no legal 
requirement for the FAA to delay action on the proposed relocation of the airport 
pending completion of local decisionmaking regarding the ultimate uses of the 
existing airport site when and if it is redeveloped.  Once FAA’s decisions regarding 
decommissioning and release are ripe for review and approval, and more definitive 
information is available regarding the redevelopment plan that will be presented to 
local authorities for approval, additional NEPA evaluation will be undertaken. 

Regarding the secondary development of the areas surrounding the relocated airport, 
under the CEQ regulations this is not a connected action.  Per the CEQ regulations, a 
connected action is a federal action that 1) automatically triggers other actions which 
may require environmental impact statements, 2) cannot or will not proceed unless 
other actions are taken previously or simultaneously, or 3) are interdependent parts 
of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification.  See 40 
C.F.R. §1508.25(a)(1).  Under all three scenarios for identifying federally connected 
actions, each individual action being considered “connected” must be a federal 
action subject to NEPA review.  For actions that are not under federal action or 
control, the description of “connected action” does not apply.  Rather, such actions 
are properly considered under indirect or cumulative impact analyses.   
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Response 
Con’t 

In this case, with respect to future development surrounding the relocated airport, the 
FAA has no authority or purview over such development.  These are purely local 
decisions and do not require FAA action or approval.  Thus, such development 
actions are not properly described as connected actions.  Rather, development 
surrounding the relocated airport properly belongs, and has been included in, the 
FAA’s analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts.  The FAA has presented this 
analysis based on the best information available regarding future development 
surrounding the West Bay Site in Section 5.26 of the FEIS. 
 
Regarding the Commentor’s request that FAA prepare a Programmatic EIS, this EIS 
has been identified as a programmatic EIS for  purposes of tiering future federal 
actions,as appropriate. The ROD will be available for public review at the Panama 
City-Bay County International Airport, Bay County Public Library, FAA Orlando 
Airports District Office, the FAA’s website at www.faa.gov, and Panama City-Bay 
County International Airport’s website at www.pcairport.com. 

  
Comment 6 
 

Hodges FEIS Comment:  The Sponsor is proceeding (with the FAA's knowledge and 
apparent consent, (see FEIS Vol. II, Appendix “V”) to offer the parcel for sale under 
terms that will allow the Sponsor to use the Purchaser's irrevocable Letter of Credit 
as collateral to finance the project.  This is apparently a “sham transaction” to 
circumvent the Sponsor's grant obligations to FAA.  If the FAA allows this 
connecting of the sale/redevelopment to the construction of the FAA's preferred 
alternative, it reinforces the necessity for a Supplemental EIS to address in detail the 
connected action.  At very least, the FAA should act to recover its grant amounts 
from the Sponsor if the Sponsor proceeds with monetizing the existing site by any 
method. 

  
Response With respect to the comment regarding the Airport Sponsor’s grant obligations, the 

Airport Sponsor has indicated its intent to close the existing airport site and sell the 
property for redevelopment in order to facilitate the construction and opening of the 
new airport.  The Airport Sponsor has proposed obtaining a Letter of Credit from a 
prospective purchaser of the existing airport which would enable the Airport Sponsor 
to finance the improvements for the new airport.  Once the new airport opens and the 
existing airport closes, the proceeds of the sale retire the debt which would be 
financed by the Letter of Credit.  FAA does not consider this “a ‘sham transaction’ to 
circumvent the Sponsor's grant obligations to FAA,” as alleged by the Commentor.   

 
Grant Assurance 5 precludes an airport sponsor from selling, leasing, encumbering 
or otherwise transferring or disposing of any part of its title to airport property 
without the approval of the Secretary.  Such approval will be required in the present 
case should the Airport Sponsor find a willing purchaser for the existing airport site 
after FAA issues its Record of Decision. 

 
The sponsor is subject to the requirements of Grant Assurance 25 Airport Revenues 
and thus its use of the proceeds of the sale of the airport is restricted.  The FAA’s 
Policy and Procedures Concerning the Use of Airport Revenue, 64 Fed. Reg. 7696 
(February 16, 1999) restates the general prohibition on the use of airport revenues for 
other than airport purposes.   

 
Unlawful revenue diversion is the use of airport revenue for purposes other 
than the capital and operating costs of the airport, the local airport system, or 
other local facilities owned and operated by the airport owner or operator and 
directly and substantially related to the air transportation of passengers or 
property.   
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Response 
Con’t 

The proposed use of the revenue from the sale of the existing airport site is 
permissible under Grant Assurance 25 because the revenue would be used for airport 
purposes. 

  
Comment 7 Hodges FEIS Comment:  In this FEIS, FAA selects a preferred alternative that goes 

far beyond any credible Federal purpose and need and does not minimize 
environmental impacts to the extent possible.  FAA's own analysis finds that a 6800 
foot runway fulfills the FAA's criteria for the planning period.  By introducing 8400 
foot alternatives that are not feasible, reasonable, prudent, or practicable FAA has 
isolated the Sponsor's preferred alternative as the only alternative that fulfill's both 
FAA's and the Sponsor's preference.  The 8400 foot alternatives used by FAA were 
either on obviously inferior wetland sites or on the existing airport site that cannot 
feasibly, reasonably, prudently, or practicably support an 8400 foot runway.  
Specifically, the 8400 foot runway would require urban land acquisition, tunneling 
for a 6-lane state highway under the runway, and displacement of hundreds of 
houses/businesses.  Although FAA blithely uses these devastating impacts to reject 
the on-site alternative, it ignores the fact that these impacts are simply not plausible 
as feasible, reasonable, prudent, or practicable under the ordinary meaning of these 
terms.  Although it is not even necessary to consider 8400 foot alternatives to fulfill 
the federal purpose and need, if such alternatives are allowed they should be on sites 
that are equivalent or superior to the Sponsor's alternative, such as upland greenfield 
sites.  Considering these new alternatives will require a Supplemental EIS. 

  
Response The FAA has identified an adequate and appropriate range of alternatives that 

include areas where airport development could reasonably occur and has conducted 
an independent assessment of those alternatives as described in Chapter 3 of the 
FEIS.  With respect to the consideration of an 8,400-foot alternative at the Existing 
Site and the need for a Supplemental EIS, please see response to Comment 2.  The 
FAA does not believe that any information was developed that would meet the CEQ 
standard for the development of a Supplemental EIS or affect the FAA’s choice 
among alternatives considered in the EIS.  Even though FAA’s analysis finds that a 
6,800 foot runway is justified, the FAA has environmentally assessed the 8,400 foot 
runway to respond to the Airport Sponsor’s proposed project and to disclose the 
range of environmental impacts that would occur if implemented.  

  
Comment 8 Hodges FEIS Comment:  I adopt and incorporate by reference the comments of the 

Natural Resources Defense Council regarding the obligations and actions of the 
USACE. 

  
Response Please see Responses to Comments to the National Resources Defense Council 

located in Letters P001 and P003, Appendix B of this ROD. 
  
Comment 9 Hodges FEIS Comment: See comments on FEIS Vol. IV regarding the inferiority of 

the preferred site to serve the air service market in this area. 
  
Response Based on the FAA’s experience, the FAA defined the primary commercial service 

area for PFN in Section 1.6 of the FEIS.  The preferred alternative is located within a 
distance that is considered to be acceptable based on common industry practices 
considering the defined market area and passenger length of travel times, including 
within 20 miles of travel as stated in a NPIAS goal.  See Section 2.5.2 of the FEIS.   
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Comment 10 Hodges FEIS Comment: The Sponsor's Updated Forecast is not credible for many 

reasons cited in my comments on the DEIS and my responses to FAA responses to 
those comments.   Analyzing the aircraft operations inferred by this defective 
forecast acknowledges an aircraft type that can only be supported by the Sponsor's 
preferred alternative.  FAA is trying to have it both ways: disavowing a forecast and 
then using it to posit operations that its own expert analysis cannot foresee.   In the 
absence of these spurious operations, there is absolutely no reason to consider a 
runway longer than 6800 feet during the planning period.   

  
Response The FAA has used both the FAA’s TAF and the Airport Sponsor’s forecast to 

analyze a full range of potential environmental impacts in the EIS.  The FAA does 
not initiate airport development projects.  The FAA may consider the Airport 
Sponsor’s preferences in evaluating alternatives that would meet the needs for the 
National Airspace System and the FAA’s environmental responsibilities. 

  
Comment 11 Hodges FEIS Comment: This need can be met by several of the 6800 foot 

alternatives at the existing site. 
  
Response The FAA acknowledges that several of the alternatives found to meet the FAA’s 

purpose and need are located at the Existing Airport Site.  See Chapter 3 of the FEIS.  
The environmental consequences of these alternatives are documented throughout 
Chapter 5 of the EIS. 

  
Comment 12 Hodges FEIS Comment: Every airport would prefer to be unconstrained in any way, 

but this airport has not shown a need to expand to the extent it prefers.  All of the 
valid needs can be met without the Sponsor's proposed project. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the 

FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response.   
  
Comment 13 Hodges FEIS Comment: Nothing in this FEIS indicates a plausible “Projected 

Demand” during the FAA-sanctioned planning period that cannot be met by an on-
site alternative.  “Expansion Opportunities” that will require a 12,000 foot runway or 
a parallel runway are so far in the future as to be meaningless in this FEIS.  FAA has 
only analyzed the proposed project; unless the “expansion opportunities” are actually 
proposed they are extraneous. 

  
Response The FAA is responding to the Airport Sponsor’s proposed project.  The Commentor 

is correct that the FAA has only analyzed in detail those alternatives for addressing 
development in the planning horizon, which was a ten-year horizon for purposes of 
the EIS.  The Airport Sponsor has identified a need for an 8,400-foot runway 
sufficient to accommodate international charter operations during the planning 
horizon.  The FAA has considered the Airport Sponsor’s goals and objectives in its 
NEPA evaluation.  Furthermore, as referenced in Section 2.5.1, one of the NPIAS 
goals is “airports should be flexible and expandable, able to meet increased demand, 
and to accommodate new aircraft types”.  The FAA acknowledges there is no 
evidence at this time to support a need for further expansion beyond what was 
analyzed in the EIS for the current planning horizon.  However, the FAA also 
recognizes that further expansion at the Existing Site beyond what was analyzed in 
this EIS would likely be infeasible.  Thus, the constraints at the Existing Site when 
planning for the future are valid consideration for both the Airport Sponsor and the 
FAA. 
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Comment 14 Hodges FEIS Comment: All of the parties to the Sector Plan are not disclosed above.  

The St. Joe Company joined Bay County in a contract to develop the Sector Plan, 
after St. Joe offered to donate land for an airport in a circumscribed area along CR 
388 and West Bay.  A circular argument was carried through a series of “facilitated” 
public meetings that did not allow any options that did not include an airport.  The 
argument is this:  “A new airport is coming – we must make a plan to accommodate 
it.” (Pause for collecting suggestions, except no suggestions without an airport.)  
(Reconvene meeting.) “We have devised a plan for the West Bay Sector – a new 
airport will be the keystone of the plan, and a preponderance of the other 
developments in the plan will not occur unless the airport is built.”  In short, “The 
airport needs a plan” - “here is a plan that needs an airport.”   The entire process has 
flowed from the offer by St. Joe, not from any objective aviation need.  The same 
consultants who devised the sector plan for the Sponsor, St. Joe, and Bay County 
(and in various degrees the Feasibility Study, Site Selection Study, ETP, Draft ALP, 
existing-airport sale documents and various engineering documents) have now been 
allowed to participate in the mitigation plan for the FAA's preferred alternative.  
These financial incentives have tainted the FEIS and all work product of these 
consultants should be deleted and re-done in a Supplemental EIS. 

  
Response The FAA has objectively and independently evaluated any information provided by 

the Airport Sponsor and its consultants in preparation of the EIS in accordance with 
40 CFR Section 1506.5(a).  Furthermore, per CEQ regulations 40 CFR Section 
1506.1(d) “This section does not preclude development by applicant of plans or 
designs or performance of other work necessary to support an application for 
Federal, State, or local permits of assistance”.  The Sponsor’s preparation of Sector 
Plan documentation and the mitigation plan and the FAA’s consideration of that 
information is not only appropriate but contemplated under the CEQ regulations. 
 
Further, the FAA does not believe that any information provided by the Commentor 
meets the CEQ standard for the development of a Supplemental EIS or affects the 
FAA’s choice among alternatives considered in the EIS.   
 
Regarding the Commentor’s concerns that the EIS was tainted by “financial 
incentives”, the FAA’s prime consultant for the preparation of the EIS did not 
participate in the Feasibility Study, Site Selection Study, ETP, Drafting of the ALP, 
existing-airport sale documents and various engineering documents referenced in the 
comment.   
 

  
Comment 15 Hodges FEIS Comment:  It appears the FAA has identified no federal purpose for 

the project, and the FEIS in fact finds that the needs listed above can all be met 
without selecting the Sponsor's environmentally devastating project and its 
connected action of redeveloping the existing site. 

  
Response 
 
 

The federal purpose and need is included in Section 2.5 of the FEIS.  As referenced 
in Section 2.5.1 of the FEIS, the FAA is charged with implementation of federal 
policies under its statutory authorities.  It is within the framework of the Airport and 
Airways Improvement Act of 1982, 49 USC Section 47101-47131 (as amended), that 
the FAA is responding to the Airport Sponsor’s proposal to relocate the existing 
airport.  The EIS acknowledges that alternatives at both the Existing Site and West 
Bay Site can meet FAA’s purpose and need.  However, the degree to which the 
various alternatives are able to satisfy the purpose and need varies among the 
alternatives, as documented in Section 6.1.4 of the ROD. 
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This comment suggests that redevelopment of the Existing Site is a “connected 
action” to the proposal to relocate PFN.  See Response to Comment 5 above 
regarding the relationship between relocation of the airport to the West Bay site and 
future FAA actions regarding decommissioning and release at the existing airport.   

  
Comment 16 Hodges FEIS Comment:  I adopt and incorporate by reference the comments of the 

Natural Resources Defense Council regarding the obligations and actions of the 
USACE. 

  
Response Please see Responses to Comments to the National Resources Defense Council 

located in Letters P001 and P003, Appendix B of this ROD. 
  
Comment 17 Hodges FEIS Comment:  The screening criterion "Compatibility with Airspace 

Configuration/Utilization" is invalid and arbitrary.  This criterion was contrived by a 
consultant just for this EIS and does not exist in the FAA's own airspace/airport 
design methodology.  FAA's "Airports District Office" did not even seek an official 
opinion from FAA's airspace experts, relying instead on Sponsor-solicited comments 
from a (since departed) local unit commander.  The current local USAF commander 
(B/G Egginton) provided additional comments on the DEIS that are included in FEIS 
Vol. III "Response to Comments - Federal, State, and Local Agencies".  These 
comments are considerably more objective and benign in their view of the 
alternatives.  From Gen. Egginton's comment: "Fulfilling this mission requires either 
the maintenance of the current airspace configuration (SUAs, ATCAAs, and 
approach/departure corridors) or that the design of any new airport and its associated 
approach/departure corridors do not interfere with Tyndall's SUAs, ATCAAs, 
approaches and departures."  These comments properly make no mention of the 
superiority of any potential configuration, and do not request addressing any 
"potential conflicts" - only that no alternative should reduce the operational space 
available to Tyndall and thus create actual constraints on Tyndall's mission.  FAA is 
acting arbitrarily if it sets out to relieve "potential conflicts" rather than applying its 

 own resources to the trivial problem of allocating airspace to three airports each 10 
miles apart so that all reasonable and prudent alternatives can be evaluated.

  
Response The Commentor is incorrect in stating that the criterion was contrived by a 

consultant for just this EIS and does not exist in the FAA’s own airspace/airport 
planning and design methodologies.  Please refer to FAA Advisory Circular 
150/5070-6B, Airport Master Plans, Appendix E, “Airport Site Selection”.  The EIS 
is a federal document prepared by the FAA with input from various FAA program 
areas, including Air Traffic, and other appropriate federal agencies.  Airspace issues 
are considered by the FAA for every project involving changes to an existing airfield 
or development of a new airfield. 
 
The FAA routinely coordinates with the DOD when there is military airspace in 
proximity to a proposed project.  Military airspace issues have been appropriately 
considered throughout the planning process for this project, beginning with the 
feasibility analysis and site selection study, and continuing into the development of 
this EIS.  The Level 1 screening criteria, which include more than just airspace 
criteria, are designed to eliminate alternatives that would not meet the objectives 
outlined in the purpose and need.  See Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS. The “Compatibility 
with Airspace Configuration/Utilization” criterion addresses an element of the 
federal purpose and need to ensure that the airport meets the FAA design standards 
and is operated in a safe and efficient manner, as indicated in Section 2.5.2 of the 
FEIS.  Specifically, the criterion is to ensure that any alternative would not increase 
the potential for airspace conflicts.     
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Response 
Con’t 

The Commentor implies that the letters received from Brigadier General New and 
Brigadier General Egginton have inappropriately been considered differently in the 
EIS.  General New’s letter was provided prior to publication of the DEIS and 
provides input from the DOD regarding the need to “de-conflict” civil aircraft 
operations and Tyndall Air Force Base.  Thus, this letter was able to be considered in 
the development and screening of alternatives.  By contrast, General Egginton’s 
comments were provided in response to the DEIS, after the proposed action and 
reasonable alternatives had been crafted, in part, to address the need to de-conflict 
operations as identified by General New.  In FAA’s opinion, General Egginton’s 
comments were made with the benefit of these concerns having already been 
addressed by the alternatives put forth in the EIS, and support the need to ensure that 
any alternative that the FAA may select as its preferred alternative does not in any 
way further complicate the complexity of the airspace or hinder the ability of Tyndall 
AFB to further its mission.  It is not the purview of the DOD to identify a preferred 
alternative for this FEIS.  Appropriately, General Egginton’s letter does not identify 
a preferred alternative.  The purpose of the “Compatibility with Airspace 
Configuration/Utilization” criterion is to ensure that any alternative would not 
increase the potential for airspace conflicts. 

  
Comment 18 If one accepts that the Level 1 screen "Compatibility with Airspace 

Configuration/Utilization" is valid (and I do not for reasons given above), FAA's 
application of this screen is contradictory and arbitrary.  (See Table S-1, "Summary 
of Alternatives Evaluation - Level 1 - Purpose and Need").  The "No-Action" 
alternative passes this screen for the obvious reason that it cannot be rationalized 
away like the "Separate Facilities" alternative, even though all future operations 
would operate in this supposedly unacceptable "potential conflict" environment, and 
in fact all likely future operations in the planning period have already been surpassed 
in the past by the "No-Action" alternative. The "Separate Facilities" alternative is 
found to fail this screen, even though all future operations would be split between 
three airspace-standards-compliant airports within approximately 20 miles instead of 
two airspace-compliant airports within 10 miles, with the supposedly more benign 
general aviation operations biased toward the airport needing the most relief from 
alleged "potential conflicts". 

  
Response Compatibility with Airspace Configuration/Utilization is only one of three factors 

used in Level 1 Screening, the other two address meeting FAA safety and design 
criteria and providing for aviation demand.  The FAA acknowledges that the No-
Action Alternative does not meet the Level 1 evaluation, but is required by NEPA’s 
implementing regulations published by CEQ to be carried forward for detailed 
analysis. See Section 3.7 of the FEIS.  This does not mean that another alternative 
that does not meet the Level 1 evaluation should be carried forward.  The reasons for 
the failure of the “Separate Facilities” alternative are discussed in Section 3.4.5 of 
the FEIS.  The FAA disagrees with the opinion of the Commenter, for the reasons 
included in Section 3.4.5 of the FEIS. 

  
Comment 19 The “separate facilities” alternative was arbitrarily screened out despite the fact that 

it would preclude all of the impacts from redevelopment, and allow the new airport's 
“footprint” and impacts to be reduced.  This action defies the logic that other 
Sponsors and FAA have followed so successfully:  use an existing airport as long as 
it is viable, then build an additional airport to expand air carrier operations, but do 
not destroy a unique general aviation asset just for a marginal improvement.  This 
approach is also the lowest-cost and lowest-impact alternative that meets both the 
Sponsor's and the federal purpose and need. 
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Response The Commentor is incorrect in his statement that the Separate Facilities alternative 

was arbitrarily screened out.  The Separate Facilities was eliminated as a result of the 
Level 1 airspace screening criterion.  The Airport Sponsor did not propose to keep 
the existing airport open after the relocated airport is built.  This is not the 
“destruction” of an airport; it is the replacement of the airport with a new airport that 
would meet FAA standards and the Sponsor’s objectives. Replacement airports such 
as that proposed for Panama City have also been constructed when constraints at an 
existing site prevented further expansion to accommodate aviation needs. 

  
Comment 20 The Sponsor contends that the proceeds from selling PFN are essential to the project, 

yet the Florida legislature and FAA have already increased their appropriation plans 
by more than the expected proceeds.  (FAA's “share” has gone from $70 Million to 
over $100 Million, and FDOT's “share” has gone from $70 Million to over $130 
Million).  Patrons who can raise their support by $90 Million for the same project 
should have no problem finding the $55 Million to offset expected sale proceeds.  

  
Response The FAA has not committed to providing any specific level of funding for the 

proposed project.  The FAA decision on the level of funding will not be determined 
until after the ROD is issued.  The ROD is the decision on the EIS, and the FAA 
decision on funding is a separate process.   However, the FAA has advised the 
sponsor that, at this time, the costs of constructing only 6,800 feet out of the total 
8,400 feet of the primary runway are eligible for AIP funding.  This is consistent 
with facility needs identified using the FAA TAF and FAA’s independent runway 
length analysis.  The FAA is not in a position to comment on the State of Florida’s 
participation in funding of the project. 

  
Comment 21 Hodges FEIS Comment: The existing site 8400 foot alternative is not feasible, 

reasonable, prudent, or practicable under the ordinary meaning of these terms.  If an 
8400 foot alternative other than the Sponsor's is to be considered, it should either be 
on a third and less vulnerable site or be a reduced-scope project as part of separate 
facilities for airlines (and voluntary relocated GA) and general aviation.  I request a 
Supplemental EIS to introduce and analyze such an alternative. 

  
Response The FAA has identified an adequate and appropriate range of alternatives that 

include areas where airport development could reasonably occur and has conducted 
an independent assessment of those alternatives as described in Chapter 3 of the 
FEIS.  The FAA does not believe that any information was developed that would 
meet the CEQ standard for the development of a Supplemental EIS or affect the 
FAA’s choice among alternatives considered in the EIS. 

  
Comment 22 Hodges FEIS Comment: The FAA has not presented reasons throughout this FEIS 

that support the selection of the Sponsor's proposed project as the FAA's preferred 
alternative.  FAA has allowed one improper alternative to influence the analysis, and 
has excluded one or more superior alternatives that should be analyzed.  I request 
that the alternatives be revised and a Supplemental EIS be conducted. 

  
Response Please see Response to Comment 21 above. 
  
Comment 23 A Supplemental EIS is also required to fully assess the connected action of 

redeveloping the existing airport site if the FAA's preferred alternative is built.  The 
Sponsor and FAA have inextricably connected redevelopment to the Sponsor's 
project by undertaking to monetize the existing site prior to building and opening a 
replacement.   

  
Response See the response to Comment 5 above. 
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Comment 24 A Programmatic EIS is required to fully assess the cumulative actions triggered by 

this federal action over the broad area of the Optional Sector Plan.  This sector plan 
was developed in a process that did not allow the plan without an embedded airport, 
therefore the airport and the Sector Plan are part and parcel and require a 
Programmatic EIS. (End of Hodges comments on FEIS Executive Summary) 

  
Response The EIS prepared for the relocation of the Panama City-Bay County International 

Airport will serve as a programmatic EIS as appropriate for purposes of tiering for 
further actions subject to NEPA review (i.e., decommissioning and release of the 
existing site, subsequent development on the relocated airport site) consistent with 
CEQ regulation 40 CFR Section 1502.20.  The FAA has no authority or purview 
over future land development surrounding the relocated airport.  These are purely 
local decisions and do not implicate FAA approvals or decisions.  Rather, such 
development is appropriately addressed as indirect or cumulative impacts.  The FAA 
has done so using the best available information at the time in Section 5.26 of the 
FEIS.   

  
Comment 25 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-1): Filling Goose Bayou was ruled out in 1998 by 

overwhelming negative response from both agencies and the public, and the 
documentation for this ruling was readily available to FAA before the 10/2003 and 
2/2004 letters from FDEP.  This single factor has been cited as the primary reason 
that the Sponsor undertook “relocation”, which led to the proposed project. The 
EMAS alternatives still do not take advantage of design features that would 
minimize intrusion into the community, such as offset localizer and full use of the 
land existing westward of the runway (approx 120 feet rather than 59 feet), but at 
least FAA has contradicted the Sponsor's assertion that EMAS is not applicable at 
PFN. 

  
Response The primary reasons the Airport Sponsor considered relocation were to meet FAA 

safety and design standards, operate and grow airport services without physical 
constraints, prepare for future opportunities for accommodating projected demand 
and expansion opportunities, and develop for consistency with local planning 
objectives.   The impacts to Goose Bayou were a consideration of the Airport 
Sponsor and of the FAA.  However, those impacts were considered in Level 2 
analysis as they are not related to purpose and need for the project. 
 
The EMAS alternatives were developed in response to the Commentor’s inputs on 
the DEIS and in conjunction with FAA design criteria.  The FAA has identified an 
adequate and appropriate range of alternatives that include several alternatives 
involving the installation of EMAS, consistent with FAA design criteria, and has 
conducted an independent assessment of those alternatives as described in Chapter 3 
of the FEIS. 

  
Comment 26 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-2): By lending credibility to the Sponsor's flawed 

forecast for any purpose, FAA has erred by developing 8400-foot on-site alternatives 
that are not “feasible”, “reasonable” or “prudent”, but nevertheless weigh heavily 
against the existing site in tradeoff analysis.  For the purpose of this EIS, FAA 
should limit all alternatives to its own determination of 6800 feet of primary runway.  
What would FAA do if the Sponsor proposed 13,500 feet? Any length over 6800 feet 
cannot pass FAA's own expert screening for justification of federal funding and thus 
the “federal action”.  The Sponsor has presented several desires, but no credible 
purpose or need. 
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Response The FAA acknowledges that its assessment of runway length requirements indicated 

an initial need for a 6,800-foot runway, although the Airport Sponsor has indicated a 
need for an initial length of 8,400 feet.  FAA also recognizes the benefit of 
maintaining flexibility to further expand facilities for potential future needs and has 
considered the potential need for and ability to expand in its evaluation of 
alternatives.  The Airport Sponsor has not requested that the FAA consider a 13,500-
foot runway, and the FAA need not consider such a request.  Regarding the comment 
on FAA’s funding process, see response to comment 20 above. 

  
Comment 27 Hodges FEIS Response (3-2-3): By proposing alternatives that cannot possibly be 

built, FAA has not developed only “Feasible”, “reasonable”, or “prudent” 
alternatives.  The EIS should be confined to alternatives that can be realized, not 
merely designed to FAA criteria. 

  
Response The FAA does not propose airport alternatives, but develops alternatives in response 

to an Airport Sponsor’s proposed project.  Aviation development projects must be 
designed to meet FAA safety and design standards.  The FAA has identified an 
adequate and appropriate range of alternatives and has conducted an independent 
assessment of those alternatives as described in Chapter 3 of the FEIS.  The FAA 
disagrees with the Commentor’s statement that the FEIS analyzed alternatives that 
“cannot possibly be built” or that are not feasible, reasonable or prudent alternatives.  
Rather, if an alternative is incapable of being built, FAA would not carry it forward 
for detailed consideration in the EIS. 

  
Comment 28 Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-4):  For such a crucial decision as decommissioning an 

airport from the national aviation system, the criteria should be documented and 
generally applicable.  In this case, FAA has extrapolated from one local base 
commander's comments a whole new rule: “Compatibility with airspace 
configuration and utilization”.  This new rule has no dimensional, procedural, traffic-
based, or separation-based criteria that define pass/fail!  Then, FAA has mis-applied 
the new rule in its “Level One” screening by finding that the “No-Action” alternative 

 PASSES Level One screening for this rule and the “Separate Facilities” alternative 
FAILS even though the “No-Action” alternative would concentrate all future traffic 
in closer proximity to Tyndall AFB and its SUA's, whereas the “Separate Facilities” 
alternative would disperse traffic over a larger area.  This new rule apparently only 
applies to Bay County, since FAA (using the same consultant) found no 
“compatibility” problem with allowing 240+ operations per hour at ATL on 5 
runways within 2 miles embedded in a region with several civil and military airports 
in close proximity.  This distortion of trivial airspace management issues is an 
arbitrary and capricious decision that eliminates the most logical and economical 
solution to the Sponsor's perceived purpose and need.  Instead of twisting the facts 
this way, FAA should be encouraging a solution that expands the national aviation 
system and minimizes environmental impact at both the existing and the remote site.  
We see the existing site becoming an ordinary and intensive mixed-use development 
instead of a unique aviation asset that is relatively benign in environmental impact, 
while the remote site has twice as much impact (and consequent mitigation) as 
necessary. 

  
Response The Commentor is incorrect in stating that the airspace criterion is a new rule 

developed just for this EIS or that it was developed on the basis of comments from 
one local base commander.  Airspace issues are considered by the FAA for every 
project involving changes to an existing airfield or development of a new airfield.  
Please refer to FAA Advisory Circular 150/5070-6B, Airport Master Plans, 
Appendix E, “Airport Site Selection”.   
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Response 
Con’t 

The FAA acknowledges that the No-Action Alternative does not meet the Level 1 
evaluation, but is required by NEPA’s implementing regulations published by CEQ 
to be carried forward for detailed analysis. See Section 3.7 of the FEIS.  This does 
not mean that another alternative that does not meet the Level 1 evaluation should be 
carried forward.  See Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS. 
 
Comparisons of operations or procedures at particular airports or within particular 
airspace environments as the Commentor has attempted to do, are often meaningless, 
because of the varying conditions at the specific locations.  The number of 
operations at any given airport or how the airspace is operated at other airports is not 
relevant to the comparison of alternatives in this EIS.  The purpose of the 
“Compatibility with Airspace Configuration/Utilization” criterion is to ensure that 
any alternative would not increase the potential for airspace conflicts as a result of 
the Airport Sponsor’s proposed project. 
 
The FAA recognizes that complex airspace exists in other areas, however, it is the 
goal of the FAA to undertake projects in a manner that does not further contribute to 
airspace complexity when such opportunities exist. 

  
Comment 29 Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-5): From the Executive Summary:  “From an 

environmental standpoint, neither the Existing Site nor the West Bay Site can be 
deemed clearly superior.”  This statement alone distills the bias FAA has 
demonstrated.  By essentially ignoring the vast impact of the West Bay alternative 
while turning a blind eye to the actual impact of decommissioning PFN and building 
a whole new urban center on the site, FAA loses its claim to objectivity.  If the 
airport could actually be “relocated”, the preferred alternative might have merit; in 
fact, the airport is destroyed, a whole new development follows as a direct 
consequence, and a new airport is built on an environmentally disastrous site, all for 
the vast benefits of 2100 additional feet of runway.  What a waste after $6 Million 
and four years of “analysis”. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the 

FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 30 Hodges FEIS Response (2-1-6):  The purpose of this comment is to address FAA's 

insistence that FAA does not propose airport projects, it just reacts to requests.  In 
fact, such requests would be vastly reduced if the “Sponsors” were not heavily 
subsidized and encouraged to propose ever-larger facilities with little regard to 
justification.  This Sponsor could not even afford to design the project without FAA 
and FDOT – it is disingenuous to say that the Sponsor is an independent entity in this 
undertaking. 

  
Response The FAA often does grant a sizable share of a project’s cost to airport sponsors 

through the AIP.  Many airports would be unable to afford airport improvement 
projects without financial support from the FAA.  This is not unusual.  However, this 
does not change the fact that planning for a sponsor’s airport is solely the sponsor’s 
responsibility and the FAA does not initiate airport improvement projects.   

  
Comment 31 Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-7):  We are splitting hairs here – the FAA made several 

penetrating comments that go to the heart of justifying this project, and the Sponsor 
now admits the comments were discussed verbally but no record of disposition was 
made.  So now we are six years and $36 Million later, the questions are more 
relevant than ever, and no answers are in the record.  Who is accountable? 
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Response This comment consists of statements of opinion and factual assertions that FAA is 

unable to verify.  As a result, the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 32 Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-8):  RSA determinations are not a local issue.  Why is it 

outside the purview of FAA when a Sponsor propagates information directly 
contradictory to FAA policy after being told in writing how to handle RSA 
assumptions for the project? 

  
Response The Commentor is correct that RSA determinations are not a local issue.  The 

remainder of this comment references a previous comment regarding media 
campaigns supporting the airport relocation, and this issue is outside the purview of 
the FAA and is irrelevant to the EIS.   

  
Comment 33 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-9):  So the standard now is “It only has to be legal.”  

This is a low bar for administering multimillion-dollar expenditures.  As for EIS 
preparation, it appears that FAA has allowed the consultant to work for months on 
additional tasks without funding or a change order, in order to expedite the EIS. 

  
Response The comment above largely consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to 

which the FAA cannot provide a meaningful response.  Regarding the Airport 
Sponsor’s approval of funding for the consultant’s work, the timing of the Sponsor’s 
procurement process is irrelevant to the FAA’s objective analysis of the work 
products ultimately produced by the FAA’s prime consultant.  The FAA developed 
the schedule of the EIS independent of the Sponsor’s local procurement process and 
the timing of that process.  Therefore, the timing of the funding for the professional 
services rendered by the consultants had no impact on the timing and objectivity of 
the FAA’s analysis of the Airport Sponsor’s proposed project. 

  
Comment 34 Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-10 and 5-5-11):   The Sponsor's mitigation plan that is 

vital to the EIS was developed by the ETP process.  The same prime consultant has 
billed almost $30 Million to the Sponsor and presently estimates $30 Million more if 
the project is approved.  FAA would have been better served to require total 
independence from this consultant for all work affecting the Record of Decision.  
Has FAA concurred in writing with the open-ended engagement? 

  
Response The FAA responds to funding requests from airport sponsors on an individual basis.    

The FAA does not provide open-ended funding. The FAA provides funding through 
the Airport Improvement Program, for which Airport Sponsors go through a defined 
application process to be considered for federal funds.  The consultant who 
participated in preparation of the mitigation plan is not the FAA’s federally approved 
consultant for preparation of the FEIS.  The FAA in cooperation with the USACE 
has also independently reviewed the mitigation plan. 

  
Comment 35 Hodges FEIS Response (4-20-12 and 5-5-13):  These comments go beyond the 

narrow mitigation plan for the direct federal action.  The West Bay DSAP (and 
subsequent DSAPs authorized by the Sector Plan) are cumulative impacts that should 
be fully addressed in a Supplemental or Programmatic EIS, since they were not 
included in this EIS.  This induced growth is embodied in the Sponsor's purpose and 
need.  Detailed land uses and population/employment have been projected for the 
West Bay DSAP and the RiverCamp development, and such projections can be 
extrapolated for the entire 75,000-acre Sector Plan.  Again, there is no assurance that 
preservation or mitigation will be adequate unless the impacts are fully understood.  I 
once again request a Supplemental EIS to address both the impact of the greater 
Sector Plan area and the intensive redevelopment of the existing site. 
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Response The West Bay DSAP was included in the cumulative impacts analysis in Section 
5.26 of the FEIS, as required by NEPA.  The West Bay DSAP is a land use plan 
developed by local land use authorities, and is completely outside of the FAA’s 
purview and authority.  See response to Comment 5 above regarding development 
surrounding the relocated airport site.  Because FAA has no future federal action 
related to development proposed under the West Bay DSAP, this is not a federal 
action requiring analysis in a Programmatic EIS.  Additionally, the development 
proposed in the West Bay DSAP is not new information meeting the standards for 
preparation of a Supplemental EIS, as it was fully considered in the cumulative 
impacts section of both FAA’s Draft and Final EIS. The USACE is currently 
reviewing the permit application package, including proposed mitigation, for the 
airport.  Regarding the comment that a Supplemental EIS should be prepared 
regarding the redevelopment of the Existing Site, see response to Comment 5 above. 

  
Comment 36 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-14):  The TAF continues to over-estimate PFN traffic, 

although not as egregiously as the Sponsor's forecasts.  Neither forecast supports a 
need for a new airport because simple restoration of previous airline flight activity 
using 50- to 90-seat regional aircraft will fulfill the TAF through at least 2030. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.  Section 3.4.1 of the FEIS 
documents that the existing airport is not sufficient to meet aviation demand in the 
service area or FAA safety and design standards.   

  
Comment 37 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-16):  Until the 2-airport alternative is actually designed 

(including procedures) it is not clear that any configuration is superior in objective 
terms.  General New's letter has been given far more consideration than the official 
comments on the DEIS of General Egginton. Gen. Egginton is neutral about the 
decision on a new airport, as long as the Tyndall SUA's and navaids are maintained.  
None of the alternatives impinge on SUA's and nobody has defined what a “potential 
conflict” is.   When General New is asked to make an observation, his vague concern 
is used to reconfigure the entire regional airspace.  This is all to accommodate 
restoring flight activity to previous levels, since growth is still well below historical 
levels for both military and civil traffic.  This is a classic “tempest in a teapot”. 

  
Response With respect to the first sentence of this comment, the FAA has completed the 

appropriate level of airspace review for decisionmaking through the planning process 
and for this EIS.  It is possible to obtain enough information to determine that one 
configuration or alternative would have a greater potential for airspace conflicts than 
another without conducting a formal airspace review.  For projects such as this one, 
FAA does not complete formal flight procedures until after the environmental 
approval process.  The criterion to limit complexity of airspace is one of many 
decisionmaking factors.  The FAA recognizes that complex airspace exists in other 
areas, however, it is the goal of the FAA to undertake projects in a manner that does 
not further contribute to airspace complexity when such opportunities exist. 
With respect to the comment that the letters received from Brigadier General New 
and Brigadier General Egginton have inappropriately been considered differently in 
the EIS, see response to Comment 17 above.   
 
A “potential for conflict” would exist when aircraft encroaches on airspace not 
designated for its use.  Such potential conflict increases as the number of aviation 
facilities in close proximity to special use airspace. 
 
The last three sentences of the comment consist of statements of opinion, to which 
the FAA cannot meaningfully respond. 
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Comment 38 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-18):  The Sponsor's project is a 2100-foot runway 
extension and a land rush for developers at a public cost of at least $400 Million, 
plus marking up the price of all the user facilities. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 39 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-19):  We will never know if the project could have been 

built with grant funds – the Sponsor has squandered so much money accelerating this 
ill-advised project and complicating it with creative financing that it may not be 
possible at all.  A conventional “pay as you go” approach could have delivered 
something useful long before it will be needed.    

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 40 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-20): Let us consider the 2003 TAF (Vol. I, p. 1-14) – 

the forecast predicts 263,406 enplanements in 2018.  If the service is entirely on 60-
seat regional jets with 75% load factor, ONLY 16 DEPARTURES PER DAY ARE 
REQUIRED.  If the TAF is the “valid forecast” then this EIS should conclude there 
is no “purpose and need” for a new airport.  Indeed, if we allow the Sponsor's 
forecast except for the charter fiction, we have 393,000 enplaned – 24 
DEPARTURES (OR LESS IF A FEW MAINLINE DEPARTURES ARE 
INCLUDED).   This barely matches previous flight activity and does not require 
mainline service up to 24 departures per day.  Still no “purpose and need”! 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion and the Commentor’s 

interpretation of TAF data, to which the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful 
response. 

  
Comment 41 Hodges FEIS Response (2-1-21):  The development of an airport is much more 

concerned with flight activity than with passenger traffic, especially when passenger 
traffic is so low as to fit in 12 to 20 departures of regional and narrow-body aircraft 
for decades to come.  The Sponsor claims no capacity benefits because it is simply 
impossible to stretch the facts to include a capacity need. It would be great if the 
forecasts could agree, but even the Sponsor's optimistic forecast fits well under this 
scenario, until it enters the fiction of daily widebody charters.  The benefits are 
simply not worth either the financial or the environmental costs. 

  
Response The conclusion reached by the Commentor in the comment above consists of 

statements of opinion to which the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 42 Hodges FEIS Response (2-1-22):  The 8400-foot runway on the existing site is not 

the Sponsor's project, but allowing it into the analysis distorts the tradeoff favoring 
an unnecessary 8400-foot runway.  The only “reasonable, feasible, prudent, and 
practical” 8400-foot alternatives would be at sites away from both West Bay (or 
other wetland-intensive sites) and the existing site.  FAA has not proposed any valid 
8400-foot alternatives to West Bay. 

  
Response The FAA has identified an adequate and appropriate range of alternatives that 

include areas where airport development could reasonably occur and has conducted 
an independent assessment of those alternatives as described in Chapter 3 of the 
FEIS.  Please see response to Comment 27 above. 
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Comment 43 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-27):  The Sponsor's airport, wherever it is, will never 

capture much traffic from adjacent market areas.   
  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.  See Section 1.6 of the FEIS for 
analysis of the primary market for the airport. 

  
Comment 44 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-28): Redundant response noted. 
  
Response The FAA acknowledges the comment. 
  
Comment 45 Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-30): The Sponsor has not identified a purpose or need 

with this jargon – it has no meaning. 
  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.  However, the FAA’s purpose 
and need was developed independently of the purpose and need identified by the 
Airport Sponsor as documented in Section 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 of the FEIS.  The Level 1 
evaluation of alternatives in the EIS was conducted using criteria developed in 
accordance with the FAA’s purpose and need. 

  
Comment 46 Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-31):  Another “purpose and need” which is neither.  

Both sites are compatible, largely because the airport is so under-utilized. 
  
Response See Response to Comment 45 above. 
  
Comment 47 Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-32):  Non-response noted. 
  
Response The Commentor expresses dissatisfaction with FAA responses that consisted of 

“Comment noted”.  This response was provided in those instances where the 
Commentor expressed personal opinion or otherwise offered information to which 
the FAA could not provide a substantive response.  The FAA’s response of 
“Comment noted” indicates that the FAA has read and considered the comment.   

  
Comment 48 Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-33):  Another spurious need, not supported, just 

“identified”. 
  
Response See Response to Comment 45 above. 
  
Comment 49 Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-34):  The Sponsor now proposes to fill this need by 

assisting a developer to dredge Goose Bayou – and FAA does not see this as a part of 
the project even though the project cannot happen without it. 

  
Response Please see response to Comment 5 above regarding the relationship between 

relocation of the airport to the West Bay site and future FAA actions regarding 
decommissioning and release at the existing airport.  The FAA acknowledges that 
there will likely be future development at the existing airport site; however, the 
precise form of that redevelopment is yet unknown, therefore impacts to Goose 
Bayou are unknown. The redevelopment of the airport would be subject to the same 
regulatory requirements as the airport itself. See Section 5.1 of the FEIS.  Secondary 
and cumulative impacts from future federal actions associated with decommissioning 
and release of the existing site were disclosed to the extent practicable based on the 
best available information.  See Section 5.26 of the FEIS.  Such impacts include 
impacts associated with redevelopment of the existing site. 
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Comment 50 Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-35):  Redundant response noted.  The proposed project 
is based on “... Future Opportunities for Accommodating Projected DEMAND” - is 
not “accommodating demand” another way of saying “increasing capacity”?  I agree 
that there is no need to increase capacity, but the Sponsor insists on considering 
events so far in the future that they are meaningless. 

  
Response Accommodating demand can mean a number of things, but does not necessarily 

mean additional capacity in terms of the number of operations that can be 
accommodated.  At PFN, the reference to accommodating demand refers to 
providing facilities to handle larger aircraft that may operate at the facility in the 
future and to provide for further long-term expansion capability.   Proposed 
development beyond the initial phase as described in Section 2.2.3 of the FEIS was 
included in the FEIS for disclosure and informational purposes only.  At such time 
that further development it ripe for consideration, further NEPA analysis will be 
conducted. 

  
Comment 51 Hodges FEIS Response (3-2-40): Redundant. 
  
Response It is not clear what the Commentor means by “redundant” and the FAA is not able to 

make a meaningful response.  The FAA believes that the response in the FEIS 
adequately addresses the Commentor’s comment on the DEIS. 

  
Comment 52 Hodges FEIS Response (3-2-40):  There is plentiful documentation pre-dating the 

DEIS that Goose Bayou should not be filled.  This rule should be applied to 
redevelopment as strenuously as it has been for airport expansion.  Strangely, when 
the Sponsor's audience is developer/purchasers, the rules are different from those in 
use by FAA and FDOT for airport expansion. 

  
Response FAA does not disagree that the impacts that would be associated with development 

of a marina at the Existing Airport Site could be extensive.  However, FAA has no 
control over what potential future development proposals may be offered and 
accepted by local approving authorities.  It is conjecture at this time to try to predict 
both what the development might ultimately be and whether agencies with 
jurisdiction and approval authority would approve or grant necessary permits for 
such development.  See response to comment 5 above. 

  
Comment 53 Hodges FEIS Response (3-2-41): Please then answer why the FAA is involved in 

approving a “Land Donation Agreement” that involves real estate considerations 
beyond aviation needs, and a “Request for Proposals” that allows the Sponsor to 
collateralize the purchase proceeds of the existing airport before it is 
decommissioned?  Both of these transactions are quite irregular. 

  
Response FAA did not approve the Land Donation Agreement, but rather reviewed it to 

confirm that the terms the Airport Sponsor was agreeing to were consistent with the 
Sponsor’s grant assurance obligations and did not violate any compliance 
obligations, including Grant Assurance 4 Good Title. This process is consistent with 
FAA Order 5190.6A, Airport Compliance Requirements.   The FAA reviewed the 
LDA but is not involved in the “approval” of the agreement.  In addition, the FAA is 
relying upon the donated land described in the LDA to provide mitigation for project 
impacts and therefore the adequacy of the agreement is of interest to the FAA.  The 
Commentor mistakenly indicates that FAA is involved in the Airport Sponsor’s 
Request for Proposals to redevelop the existing airport site.  FAA has interest in this 
document to the extent that it relates to future use of land that is currently under 
federal grant obligations.  See response to Comment 6. 
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Comment 54 Hodges FEIS Response (2-5-42): Comment noted?  This “purpose and need” is a 

cornerstone of the Sponsor's project.  The FAA should either provide a program that 
addresses this need nationally or shut down this Sponsor's insistence that it must do 
something no other airport is required to do. 

  
Response See Response to Comment 45 above regarding the FAA’s purpose and need.  The 

national program to bring runway safety areas (RSAs) into compliance with FAA 
standards was recently included as part of the 2006 Appropriations Bill (Pub. L. 109-
115, Div. A, Title I, November 30, 2005, 119 Stat. 2401) and requires certificated 
airports to comply with the FAA design standards for RSAs as cited in 14 CFR Part 
139. 

  
Comment 55 Hodges FEIS Response (2-1-43):  If the crosswind alignment is to accommodate 

Eglin airspace, how is the new airport “reducing the potential conflicts” so important 
to the FAA?  The Sponsor is now considering eliminating the crosswind runway 
completely – so much for “relocation” - now we are talking about “substitution” of 
an inferior airport. 

  
Response The Commentor is incorrect in stating that the crosswind alignment is to 

accommodate Eglin airspace.  As stated in the response to comment 2-1-43 the 
proposed runway alignments were developed on the basis of maximizing wind 
coverage and minimizing potential effects on nearby military airspace.  FAA has not 
received any proposal to eliminate the crosswind runway at the West Bay Site, and 
the FAA is approving construction of a crosswind runway in the ROD.  With respect 
to the Commentor’s original comment 2-1-43, the proposed layout plan, although not 
providing a perpendicular crosswind runway, does provide adequate wind coverage 
based upon FAA criteria.  There is no requirement that a crosswind runway be 
placed at a 90 degree angle to the primary runway.  Runway orientations are based 
primarily upon wind conditions at any specific location.   

  
Comment 56 Hodges FEIS Response (2-1-44):   When a comment raises a question requiring an 

answer, the consultant should seek the answer.  I have discussed this issue with 
Tyndall RAPCON, and they are aware that their radar has line-of-sight limitations at 
West Bay.  There is probably a solution for this, but the solution is not to ignore it.  
Please investigate.    

  
Response The Commentors original comment on the DEIS referred to concerns about the 

Tyndall AFB RAPCON radar coverage.  The FAA has indicated in the FEIS and in 
response to Comment 2-1-44 that there have been no indications in meetings or 
written correspondence from Tyndall RAPCON of a radar coverage problem at the 
West Bay site.  In the comment above, the Commentor is incorrect in stating that the 
Tyndall RAPCON radar has line-of-sight limitations.  Line-of-sight refers to 
unobstructed vision of approach and departure and not radar coverage.  If there are 
limitations associated with the Tyndall RAPCON radar or the operation of the radar 
then it would be related to the extent of coverage. 

  
Comment 57 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-45):  Redundant. 
  
Response It is not clear what the Commentor means by “redundant” and the FAA is unable to 

provide a meaningful response.   
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Comment 58 Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-46):  I have seen the draft of the BCA, and it is very 

creative, as every attempt to justify this project has been.  It is very strange that a 
marginal project like this would be allowed to burn through $30 Million in fees 
without a BCA or risk analysis. 

  
Response The Airport Sponsor has indicated that they intend to build the proposed project, 

which includes an 8,400 foot runway.  The FAA decision on the level of funding will 
not be determined until after the ROD is issued.  The ROD is the decision on the 
EIS, and the FAA decision on funding is a separate process.   Under that process, the 
Airport Sponsor will submit an application for assistance to obtain AIP funds which 
would be reviewed in the FAA’s normal course of business.  However, the FAA has 
advised the sponsor that, at this time, the costs of constructing only 6,800 feet out of 
the total 8,400 feet of the primary runway are eligible for AIP funding.  This is 
consistent with facility needs identified using the FAA TAF and FAA’s independent 
runway length analysis.  The FAA is not in a position to comment on the State of 
Florida’s participation in funding of the project.  Preparation of a formal BCA is not 
required by NEPA. 
 
Regarding the Commentor’s statement that $30 Million in funds have already been 
spent on the project, FAA is unable to comment on the accuracy of this statement 
because FAA has no control over or knowledge of any funds expended other than 
Federal grant funds.  Through March 31, 2006, the FAA is aware that the Sponsor 
has utilized $9.67 million in Federal entitlement funds for the completion of the 
NEPA process. 

  
Comment 59 Hodges FEIS Response (3-2-47):  Redundant. 
  
Response It is not clear what the Commentor means by “redundant” and the FAA is not able to 

provide a meaningful response.   
  
Comment 60 Hodges FEIS Response (5-4-48): Non-responsive to the broad issues raised. I again 

request Supplemental or Programmatic EIS to address the total impact of this federal 
action. 

  
Response The original response to the comment directs the Commentor to the section of the 

EIS where his comment is addressed.    See response to Comment 1 above regarding 
the comment requesting that FAA prepare a Supplemental EIS.  See response to 
Comments 24 and 35 above regarding the comment requesting that FAA prepare a 
Programmatic EIS.  

  
Comment 61 Hodges FEIS Response (1-3-56):   This is absolutely inane.  Once again, you have 

described the normal aviation environment at small non-hub airports.  “High 
performance super sonic (sic) aircraft” do not behave differently from other aircraft 
in approach corridors or civil controlled airspace.  To invoke “complexity” without 
stating any objective design or operating parameters is simply spouting jargon that 
has no meaning to certified participants in the aviation system. 
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Response Much of the comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to 

which the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.  The use of the term 
“complex” is in reference to the number of airfield facilities both civilian and 
military and the number of protected airspace sectors within the region.  In order to 
further separate civilian and military operations and to reduce the potential for 
conflicts between arrival and departure routes to the commercial service airport and 
the military bases, the airspace criterion was developed.  Therefore, three separate 
factors were considered: the proximity of the airfield of each alternative to other 
airfields, primarily Tyndall AFB; the potential effects of the controlled airspace 
associated with each alternative on Special Use Airspace (SUA); and the potential 
for conflicts between the routes for each alternative and routes to and from Tyndall 
AFB and other military facilities. 

  
Comment 62 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-59): As stated above, the conclusion of all this 

“analysis” (particularly in the Sponsor's forecast) was flawed.  If this project goes 
forward, the taxpayers will spend $400 Million to see who is the better forecaster. 

  
Response This comment consists of statements of opinion to which the FAA is unable to 

provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 63 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-60): See response 5-5-15. 
  
Response FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response to this comment because there is no 

response number 5-5-15.   
  
Comment 64 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-61):   I don't have the entire 2005 TAF, but I would be 

surprised if it shows a decrease in traffic for PFN in 2005-2006, but that is actually 
happening.  Apparently the expectations cannot be lowered enough to capture this 
poor market of high fuel prices, high fares, and bankrupt airlines.  See 1-5-58. 

  
Response As indicated in Table 1-6 of the FEIS, the 2005 TAF shows forecasted growth for 

PFN.  The remainder of this comment consists of statements of opinion, to which the 
FAA cannot provide a meaningful response.   

  
Comment 65 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-65):  The FAA's alternatives are neither reasonable, 

feasible, prudent, or practical to completely analyze this project, for reasons stated 
repeatedly in these comments. 

  
Response The FAA has identified an adequate and appropriate range of alternatives that 

include areas where airport development could reasonably occur and has conducted 
an independent assessment of those alternatives as described in Chapter 3 of the 
FEIS. 

  
Comment 66 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-69): this comment was not about the TAF, but the 

Sponsor's forecast. 
  
Response The FAA’s TAF was used as the basis of the FAA’s EIS, however, the Airport 

Sponsor’s forecast was found to be within an acceptable range of FAA’s TAF.  Thus, 
the Airport Sponsor’s forecasts were utilized to present to full range of potential 
environmental consequences associated with the proposed project and the 
alternatives analyzed in the FEIS.   
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Comment 67 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-70):   Non-responsive.  Please explain in local terms 

how a new airport is justified for the incremental differences in traffic between the 
present airport and ANY of the forecasts.   This EIS is apparently written to reach a 
foregone conclusion, and the authors simply refuse to confront the facts. 

  
Response The FEIS documents that the need to accommodate future aviation demand is not 

specifically meant in terms of the numbers of passengers or the numbers of 
operations, but in terms of the types of operations and the size and capability of 
aircraft and the anticipated travel distances of those aircraft.  See Section 2.5.2 of the 
FEIS and the runway length analysis memorandum included in Appendix D of this 
ROD.  The remainder of this comment consists of statements of opinion, to which 
the FAA cannot provide a meaningful response.   

  
Comment 68 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-71):   The Sponsor has also not proposed a substitute 

airport that is justified economically or environmentally. 
  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 69 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-72):  I presume we agree. 
  
Response The response “Comment noted” was not intended to indicate agreement with any 

particular comment.  Rather, “comment noted” indicated that FAA read and 
considered the comment where the Commentor expressed personal opinion or 
otherwise offered information to which the FAA could not provide a substantive 
response.   

  
Comment 70 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-73):  It is possible to cite historic or credible future data, 

compare data with other markets, and it is especially possible to backtest a forecast 
to past outcomes.  This forecast fails in all, and the authors probably realized it was 
not reliable. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response.  While forecasts are based on 
independent factors such as historical activity trends and socio-economic data, the 
Commentor is incorrect that a forecast can be backtested.  Forecasts are projections 
of future activity, and forecasts can be compared with actual activity data in the 
future.  

  
Comment 71 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-74):   In this case the forecast would assist planners to 

conclude a new airport is not needed in the forecast period. 
  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 72 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-75):  Apparently the “fundamental basis” for the 

Sponsor's forecast was to develop the most optimistic forecast possible, whether it 
conformed to FAA variance recommendations or not.  The most notable conclusion 
is that even this distorted forecast falls within the capabilities of the local airport 
except for the totally unbelievable daily widebody from the UK. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response. 
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Comment 73 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-87): I understand that passengers on connecting 

itineraries are counted to their destination.  In a huge hub like Atlanta, many 
passengers fly over the hub on separate tickets because of internet promotions, 
gaming the round-trip fare rules, etc.  This was a peripheral comment since any 
Atlanta nonstop traffic is only a 248 mile leg.  The real point is that NO nonstop O-D 
(non-hubbing) city has traffic indicating a nonstop market during the planning 
period.  If this is not correct, please identify the nonstop city. 

  
Response Please refer to the memorandum describing the runway length analysis included in 

Appendix D of this ROD.  The memo identified anticipated non-stop markets for 
PFN through 2018.   

  
Comment 74 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-88): Fares are the dominant factor, assuming 

comparable access and frequency. 
  
Response The comment above consists of assumptions regarding airport selection by 

passengers and service provided by airports, as well as statements of opinion, to 
which the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response. 

  
Comment 75 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-92): I was present for deregulation and the airline 

industry over time.  What happened to your position that only local factors and not 
“airline market responses” are relevant? 

  
Response The airline industry responds to local factors.  Such responses, both historical and 

anticipated, are factored into aviation demand forecasts.  The basis, however, is still 
local needs. 

  
Comment 76 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-95): That is good arithmetic.  It appears that passengers-

per-departure has reached 43.  Now, why does this indicate we have a need for a 
substitute airport? 

  
Response .It appears that the Commentor is undertaking some type of averaging analysis of 

passenger loads, and is employing assumptions with which FAA does not necessarily 
agree in an effort to discredit the FAA’s EIS.  However, it is difficult to determine 
the exact source of the Commentor’s analysis.  As a result, FAA cannot provide a 
meaningful response.   

  
Comment 77 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-97):  See 1-5-95. 
  
Response See the response to Comment 76 above. 
  
Comment 78 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-99): Non-responsive.  Please answer the question.  19-

seaters fly the same airspace as 150-seaters.  When will this substitution occur? 
  
Response The FAA can not state a specific date or even year in which 150-seat aircraft would 

again serve this market.  Such factors are beyond the control of the FAA or the 
Airport Sponsor.  However, over the EIS planning period, the forecasts do project 
the potential for such service to be introduced to the Airport.  In the original 
comment, the Commentor incorrectly asserts that planning for a facility to 
accommodate mainline service should not begin until the time that mainline service 
is introduced.  Planning must begin much earlier than such service would be 
anticipated, given the time to provide facilities for such service. 
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Comment 79 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-100): True, but still subjective.  FAA recognizes it 

cannot evaluate local booster claims so it simply “allows” them.  This project is 
totally based on such claims after exhausting more objective goals.  

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which 

the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response.  The FAA does not initiate 
airport development projects, rather, the FAA responds to proposals for airport 
development by conducting an independent and objective evaluation and analysis of 
the proposal and reasonable alternatives as part of the NEPA process.  The FAA may 
consider the Airport Sponsor’s preferences in evaluating the alternatives that would 
meet the needs for the National Airspace System and the FAA’s environmental 
responsibilities. 

  
Comment 80 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-01): It is common for airlines to give “courtesy” replies 

and then rely on their own judgment to allocate resources. 
  
Response This is not a comment on the FEIS.  Therefore, FAA is not able to provide a 

meaningful response. 
  
Comment 81 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-103): Please be specific – which airplane and which 

charter opportunity has been lost, and why? 
  
Response The FAA is not privy to every inquiry received by the Airport Sponsor regarding 

potential charter operations.  A September 8, 2006 letter from the Airport Sponsor 
reaffirms their stated purpose and need to accommodate opportunities for 
international charter service and service by wide-body aircraft which require a 
primary runway of 8,400 feet.  However, as documented in FAA’s EIS, the FAA has 
not relied upon the expectation of charter service in identifying its purpose and need 
and has indicated that based on FAA’s TAF and an independent runway analysis, 
there is a demonstrated need for a 6,800 foot primary runway. 

  
Comment 82 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-104):   I have not been allowed to assume anything not 

documented – please furnish the basis for this claim, since the entire difference 
between the existing airport and West Bay has boiled down to one 737 to near hub 
daily and a mysterious charter market. 

  
Response Please see response to Comment 81. 
  
Comment 83 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-106): Non-responsive jargon. 
  
Response It is important to consider all available information for the development of potential 

future growth rates.  The Golf Consultants Group Inc. tournament referenced in the 
original comment was information provided to the FAA by the Airport Sponsor in 
support of the need for an 8,400-foot runway.  This is just once example of the type 
of information that was used by the Airport Sponsor to develop anticipated growth 
rates and alternative forecast scenarios.  The FAA used the 2003 TAF as the basis for 
the EIS analysis and included the Panama City-Bay County International Airport – 
Activity Forecasts (Updated Forecasts) in order to disclose the full range of potential 
environmental impacts. 
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Comment 84 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-107):  I believe you will find the 757-200 quite capable 

of charter flights from 6300 foot runways.  Air Force Two was easily 
accommodated. 

  
Response Capacity is not the purpose and need for the proposed project.  The purpose and 

FAA need for the proposed project is defined in Sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2:  to ensure 
that the airport meets FAA design standards and is operated in a safe and efficient 
manner, to address aviation demand for the air service area, to address the effects of 
the airport related to noise and land use compatibility, and to address the need 
identified by the FAA for adequate runway length to accommodate existing and  

 projected aviation demand.  The referenced B757 and military aircraft are not 
representative of regularly scheduled commercial passenger operations because of 
differing operational requirements of these aircraft.  The 757 is not the design 
aircraft, therefore the runway length calculation is not based upon the aircraft 
indicated by the Commentor.   

  
Comment 85 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-109):  As an ex-Delta participant in scheduling and 

aircraft routing activities, I am quite sure this comment is correct, but Delta will 
probably not put it in writing out of “courtesy”.  I can assure you it was not because 
the runway prevented operating to Atlanta with the available passenger loads, as 
asserted by the Sponsor. If you have a better reason documented, please give it.  
Delta's recent actions speak much more clearly, having de-hubbed DFW including 
nonstop service from PFN, curtailed New York nonstop service in all NW Florida 
markets, and severely curtailed mainline service in smaller markets and off-peak 
times in larger markets. 

  
Response The FAA acknowledges the comment but is unable to provide a meaningful 

response. 
  
Comment 86 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-120): Please elaborate on the relevance of 3-pounds-

per-airline-flight and 250-pounds-per-cargo-flight on the development of a new 
airport.  What factor is projected to increase cargo to require an 8400-foot or even a 
6800 foot runway.  Build it and they will come? 

  
Response The Commentor appears to be conducting some type of averaging analysis of past 

cargo activity, which is not relevant to the purpose or need of the project.  See 
Section 2.5.2 of the FEIS. 

  
Comment 87 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-121):  The report stated 14 percent growth of based jet 

aircraft over a period of years.  It failed to state that the actual growth to fulfill this 
was FOUR jet aircraft.  This project suffers from a low base of activity. 

  
Response The increase in number of based jet aircraft is not the basis for the proposed project. 
  
Comment 88 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-126):  See previous comments on the relative 

importance of USAF comments, particularly the comments of Gen. Egginton on the 
DEIS.  Complexity has not been shown to be a controlling factor – it has not even 
been defined in a way that a knowledgeable commenter can respond to.  What is the 
insuperable deficiency – procedures, proximity, SUA's, TERP's ?  Or is it just that 
profound “complexity” that can be resolved everywhere but in Bay County?  It 
appears that the FAA has decided not to try to devise all reasonable alternatives, just 
to paper over a decision in advance. 
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Response The Commentor implies that the letters received from Brigadier General New and 

Brigadier General Egginton have inappropriately been considered differently in the 
EIS.  General New’s letter was provided prior to publication of the DEIS and 
provides input from the DOD regarding the need to “de-conflict” civil aircraft 
operations and Tyndall Air Force Base.  Thus, this letter was able to be considered in 
the development and screening of alternatives.  By contrast, General Egginton’s 
comments were provided in response to the DEIS, after the proposed action and 
reasonable alternatives had been crafted, in part, to address the need to de-conflict 
operations as identified by General New.  In FAA’s opinion, General Egginton’s 
comments were made with the benefit of these concerns having already been 
addressed by the alternatives put forth in the EIS, and support the need to ensure that 
any alternative that the FAA may select as its preferred alternative does not in any 
way further complicate the complexity of the airspace or hinder the ability of Tyndall 

 AFB to further its mission.  It is not the purview of the DOD to identify a preferred 
alternative for this FEIS.  Appropriately, General Egginton’s letter does not identify 
a preferred alternative.  The purpose of the “Compatibility with Airspace 
Configuration/Utilization” criterion is to ensure that any alternative would not 
increase the potential for airspace conflicts.  The remainder of the comment consists 
of opinion and commentary, to which the FAA cannot provide a meaningful 
response. 

  
Comment 89 Hodges FEIS Response ( 4-18-128):  Building a new airport is not funded either, but 

this has not precluded proposing implausible alternatives.  Relocating 390 may even 
occur to accommodate redevelopment of the existing site.  Apparently developers are 
much better at moving road plans than airports who have lost interest in their assets. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the 

FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 90 Hodges FEIS Response (4-11-129):  I stand corrected on re-opening for commercial 

service but I question whether the airfield was under water for three days.  
Emergency relief flights operated from PFN. 

  
Response The Airport Sponsor has indicated that the airport was closed to commercial 

operations for approximately three days following Hurricane Opal. 
  
Comment 91 Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-131): Upon re-reading, you are correct about 

conditional acceptance, but the comments from FAA have never been resolved for 
the record.  Please furnish the Sponsor's replies to the FAA comments. 

  
Response The FAA has not received responses to the FAA comments from the Airport 

Sponsor.  There was no requirement for responses.  The comments provided to the 
Airport Sponsor were for the benefit of the Airport Sponsor’s planning efforts.  In 
addition, FAA’s FEIS does not incorporate the 2000 Feasibility Study forecasts, but 
rather utilizes the Updated Forecasts of January 2004. 

  
Comment 92 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-133):  FAA is responsible for developing “reasonable, 

feasible, prudent, and practicable” alternatives for this analysis.  Arguably, there is 
not a site entirely within Bay County that can support an 8400-to-12,000 to 2-x-
parallel runway airport and not cause irreparable harm the environment.  This 
comment is intended to show that confining the project to Bay County is a desire, not 
a requirement, and in fact the law has already been changed to allow the Sponsor to 
operate in other counties.  I request that FAA consider this alternative in a 
Supplemental EIS. 
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Response FAA evaluated appropriate alternatives pursuant to NEPA as documented in Chapter 
3 of the FEIS.  The alternatives were geographically limited to Bay County based on 
identification by the Airport Sponsor that the majority of the airport’s passengers in 
the primary market are come from, or are destined to, Bay County.  Further, no 
Airport Sponsor was identified for a relocation site outside of Bay County.  The FAA 
does not believe that any information was developed that would meet the CEQ 
standard for the development of a Supplemental EIS or affect the FAA’s choice 
among alternatives considered in the EIS.  See Comment 1 above for more 
information regarding comments seeking that FAA prepare a Supplemental EIS.  
The Commentor refers to changes in applicable law, but the FAA is unaware of what 
changes to applicable law the Commentor is referencing.  Therefore, FAA cannot 
provide a meaningful response. 

  
Comment 93 Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-134):  FAA must account for all impacts reasonably 

expected to flow from the federal action.  If FAA allows the Sponsor to advance 
redevelopment by using the sale proceeds as collateral to finance the federal action 
before decommissioning PFN, redevelopment becomes an integral part of the 
project.  This “creative financing” violates the FAA's regulations against 
encumbering a grant-supported airport.  The Sponsor has also expressed its intent to 
assure that the purchaser pursues a DRI and to support the purchaser with resources 
concerning the existing conditions at the site.  FAA must exercise its responsibility.  
I again request a Supplemental EIS to analyze the impact of redevelopment at the 
same level of detail as the analysis of the West Bay project. 

  
Response The FAA does not believe that any information was developed that would meet the 

CEQ standard for the development of a Supplemental EIS or affect the FAA’s choice 
among alternatives considered in the EIS.  Please see response to Comment 5 above 
regarding decommissioning and release associated with the Existing Site, and the 
request for preparation of a Supplemental EIS. 
 
The Commentor claims that the Airport Sponsor’s stated goal of selling the existing 
airport site for redevelopment “violates the FAA’s regulations against encumbering a 
grant-supported airport.”   Grant Assurance 5 precludes an airport sponsor from 
selling, leasing, encumbering or otherwise transferring or disposing of any part of its 
title to airport property with the approval of the Secretary.  Thus, the FAA must 
approve any encumbrance on title, including the sale of the existing airport site.  The 
Airport Sponsor’s use of the Letter of Credit to finance the improvements at the new 
airport does not violate FAA regulations.  See response to Comment 6.   

  
Comment 94 Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-138): See previous responses on the 8400 foot on-site 

alternative.  It is not “reasonable, feasible, prudent, and practicable”.  
  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the 

FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response. 
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Comment 95 Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-142): The screening criterion "Compatibility with 

Airspace Configuration/Utilization" is invalid and arbitrary.  This criterion was 
contrived by a consultant just for this EIS and does not exist in the FAA's own 
airspace/airport design methodology.  FAA's "Airports District Office" did not even 
seek an official opinion from FAA's airspace experts, relying instead on Sponsor-
solicited comments from a (since departed) local unit commander.   The current local 
USAF commander (B/G Egginton) provided additional comments on the DEIS that 
are included in Vol. III "Response to Comments - Federal, State, and Local 
Agencies".  These comments are considerably more objective and benign in their 
view of the alternatives.  From Gen. Egginton's comment: "Fulfilling this mission 
requires either the maintenance of the current airspace configuration (SUAs, 
ATCAAs, and approach/departure corridors) or that the design of any new airport 
and its associated approach/departure corridors do not interfere with Tyndall's SUAs, 
ATCAAs, approaches and departures."  These comments properly make no mention 
of the superiority of any potential configuration, and do not request addressing any 
"potential conflicts" - only that no alternative should reduce the operational space 
available to Tyndall and thus create actual constraints on Tyndall's mission.  FAA is 
acting arbitrarily if it sets out to relieve "potential conflicts" rather than applying its 
own resources to the trivial problem of allocating airspace to three airports each 10 
miles apart so that all reasonable and prudent alternatives can be evaluated.

  
Response See response to Comment 17 above.  
  
Comment 96 (2-2-142): If one accepts that the Level 1 screen "Compatibility with Airspace 

Configuration/Utilization" is valid (and I do not for reasons given above), FAA's 
application of this screen is contradictory and arbitrary.  (See Table S-1, "Summary 
of Alternatives Evaluation - Level 1 - Purpose and Need").  The "No-Action" 
alternative passes this screen for the obvious reason that it cannot be rationalized 
away like the "Separate Facilities" alternative, even though all future operations 
would operate in this supposedly unacceptable "potential conflict" environment, and 
in fact all likely future operations in the planning period have already been surpassed 
in the past by the "No-Action" alternative.  The "Separate Facilities" alternative is 
found to fail this screen, even though all future operations would be split between 
three airspace-standards-compliant airports within approximately 20 miles instead of 
two airspace-compliant airports within 10 miles, with the supposedly more benign 
general aviation operations biased toward the airport needing the most relief from 
alleged "potential conflicts". 

  
Response The FAA acknowledges that the No-Action Alternative does not meet the Level 1 

evaluation, but is required by NEPA’s implementing regulations published by CEQ 
to be carried forward for detailed analysis. See Section 3.7 of the FEIS.  This does 
not mean that another alternative that does not meet the Level 1 evaluation should be 
carried forward.  See Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS.  Please see the response to Comment 
18 above regarding Separate Facilities. 
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Comment 97 Hodges FEIS Response (4-18-149): My comment relates to the relative value of 

expanding the airport vs. cosmetically improving a 2-lane entrance road.  In terms of 
value, this cosmetic project already funded by FDOT was obviously not evaluated 
for cost-benefit, whereas FAA would now invoke cost as a constraint on SR 390 
improvements.  In any event, this EIS is supposedly to determine the preferred 
alternative without regard to cost (or it would not have chosen the most expensive 
credible alternative).  I don't know the scope of the $50 to $100M work, but the cost 
of the substitute airport has passed $330 Million NOT including funds for the fabled 
“West Bay Preservation Area”.  I assume that a prudent Sponsor would not pursue an 
elaborate on-site alternative, but return to planning and develop a sensible and non-
intrusive regional air carrier airport.  I wonder what will be cut out of the “vision” 
when the cost must be reduced? 

  
Response The comment above consists of personal commentary and statements of opinion to 

which the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 98 Hodges FEIS Response (4-18-150):  Thankfully neither of these will be necessary.  
  
Response The FAA acknowledges the comment. 
  
Comment 99 Hodges FEIS Response (4-6-152):  The referenced statute language is in the special 

district act of another airport authority in Florida.  The Florida legislature has 
amended the special act for the Bay County airport district TWICE in the last ten 
years, and there is no reason to assume it could not be done again, if the proper 
incentives existed.  FAA shows little determination compared to the local developer 
who proposes to bridge several estuarine islands for development.  We will see what 
happens to the bay, but FDEP will not be the agency that protects it. 

  
Response The comment above consists of speculation and statements of opinion, to which the 

FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 100 Hodges FEIS Response (3-4-153):  Ignorance of a policy is not an excuse – the 

record is full of the history of the Goose Bayou impacts. 
  
Response The underlined sentence in the original comment on the Draft EIS addressed the 

elimination in Level 2 screening of an EMAS alternative that required fill in Goose 
Bayou.  This alternative was eliminated for failure to meet the submerged sovereign 
lands screening criteria.  The comment indicated that such an alternative should 
never have been proposed due to previously stated concerns of state regulatory 
agencies about impacts to Goose Bayou.  However, an EMAS alternative that would 
not impact Goose Bayou was evaluated and presented in the Final EIS, which FAA 
believes addresses the concerns expressed in the original comment regarding 
inclusion of an EMAS alternative. 

  
Comment 101 Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-155):  See 5-5-134. 
  
Response See Response to Comment 93 above. 
  
Comment 102 Hodges FEIS Response (2-3-163):  How is this determined – the Sponsor has offered 

no market area data except 1 week of passenger data from 1998. 
  
Response The market area is described in Section 1.6 of the FEIS. 
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Comment 103 Hodges FEIS Response (2-3-165):  Please read the comment again – I believe I said 

that ATC exists within a broader context.  My point is that ONE configuration has 
been analyzed and the alternatives have been dismissed by waving this 
“Compatibility with Airspace Configuration/Utilization” jargon at it.  The conclusion 
is both arbitrary and contradictory. 

  
Response See response to Comment 37 above regarding the need to conduct airspace review 

during the alternatives screening process. 
  
Comment 104 Hodges FEIS Response (2-3-166):  FAA has taken far too benign a view of the 

Sponsor's project, spending $6 Million to essentially say “It makes no difference 
how we proceed, so we will proceed with the Sponsor.”  The facts and the 
disclosures in this FEIS cry out for a either a different preferred alternative or a 
Supplemental EIS to develop the real environmental impact.  I again request a 
Supplemental EIS or a Programmatic EIS to analyze both the full impact of the 
Sector Plan and the redevelopment of the PFN site. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion and commentary of the 

Commentor, to which the FAA cannot provide a meaningful response.  The FAA 
does not believe that any information was developed that would meet the CEQ 
standard for the development of a Supplemental EIS or affect the FAA’s choice 
among alternatives considered in the EIS. See response to Comment 1 above 
regarding the comment requesting that FAA prepare a Supplemental EIS.  See 
response to Comments 24 and 35 above regarding the comment requesting that FAA 
prepare a Programmatic EIS.  

  
Comment 105 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-168):  There is a vast difference between “Not 

Desirable” and “Requires Replacement”.  See 2-2-142. 
  
Response The FAA acknowledges the comment. 
  
Comment 106 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-169):  The 8400 foot alternative at the existing site is 

not “reasonable, feasible, practical, or prudent” except in some fantasy world where 
costs and impacts don't exist.  If an 8400 foot airport alternative to the West Bay site 
is crucial, it cannot be proposed at the existing site.   I request a Supplemental EIS to 
consider a credible 8400 foot alternative. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the 

FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.  The FAA has carried forward for 
detailed evaluation in its EIS only reasonable and feasible alternatives.  The FAA 
does not believe that any information was developed that would meet the CEQ 
standard for the development of a Supplemental EIS or affect the FAA’s choice 
among alternatives considered in the EIS.  Because the 8,400 foot alternative at the 
existing site is feasible (see response to Comment 2), the request for a Supplement to 
address “a credible 8400 foot alternative” is not reasonable and a Supplement is not 
required. 

  
Comment 107 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-170):  See 3-1-153. 
  
Response The FAA acknowledges the comment. 
  
Comment 108 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-177):  The Feasibility study did not find the project to 

be “justified”, only technically feasible.  The Sponsor could have saved FAA $2.4 
Million by just sending FAA a letter asking if it is possible to build a commercial 
service airport on 4,000 acres with suitable airspace. 
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Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion to which the FAA is unable to 

provide a meaningful response. 
  
Comment 109 Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-178):  None of the alternatives provide 8400 foot 

runways on an upland greenfield site.  See 3-1-169. 
  
Response See response to Comment 2 above.  The FAA has identified an adequate and 

appropriate range of alternatives that include areas where airport development could 
reasonably occur and has conducted an independent assessment of those alternatives 
as described in Chapter 3 of the FEIS.   

  
Comment 110 Hodges FEIS Response (3-2-184):  See 3-1-177 – in that response FAA relied on the 

“Feasibility Study 2000” as both justifying and finding technically feasible the 
Sponsor's project. 

  
Response The original response states that the information from the Feasibility Study was 

included in the EIS for disclosure purposes.  The FAA did not solely rely on the 
Feasibility Study and conducted its own independent evaluation of a reasonable 
range of alternatives, including the Airport Sponsor’s proposed project.  Further, the 
EIS did not rely on the forecast in the Feasibility Report, but did analyze the FAA’s 
TAF and the 2004 Airport Sponsor’s forecast.  The FAA considered the Feasibility 
Study forecast to be historic/background information. 

  
Comment 111 Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-188):  Section 1.6 says in effect “The service area is 

where the population is.”  It then relies on one week of passenger data that shows the 
traffic to be overwhelmingly from Bay County, WITHOUT IDENTIFYING WHICH 
AREA OF BAY COUNTY.  It then goes on to speculate that the Sponsor's forecast 
(asserted over and over to be not used in this FEIS) says the new airport will alter the 
service area favorably.  This flies in the face of the population demographics of Bay  
County  (which is asserted to be the source of virtually all passengers).  The new 
airport site is surrounded by thousands of acres of unpopulated pine plantations, and 
it will be decades (by the admission of the county planners and the landowner) 
before any significant population is developed.  The Sponsor's project will deprecate 
air service to the population of Bay County (AKA the “Service Area”) for many 
years.  The only beneficiaries of a new airport are those involved in building it and 
those (a minority) for which it will be closer.  Until some data is provided to the 
contrary, Section 1.6 is speculative, just like the Sponsor's project. 

  
Response The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the 

FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.  
  
Comment 112 Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-190): See 2-2-142. 
  
Response See Response to Comment 95 above. 
  
Comment 113 Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-192): See 2-2-142. 
  
Response See Response to Comment 95 above. 
  
Comment 114 Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-193): See 2-2-142. 
  
Response See Response to Comment 95 above. 
  
Comment 115 Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-194): See 3-1-169. 
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Response See Response to Comment 106 above. 
  
Comment 116 Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-198):  See various previous comments on the improper 

analysis of the separate facilities alternative. 
  
Response Please see the response to Comment 18 above regarding analysis of the separate 

facilities alternative. 
  
Comment 117 Hodges FEIS Response (3-4-200): See 3-1-169.   
  
Response See Response to Comment 106 above.  The FAA believes the response to the 

Commentor’s original comment as included in the FEIS is adequate and complete. 
  
Comment 118 Hodges FEIS Response (3-4-207): See 3-1-169. 
  
Response See Response to Comment 106 above.  The Airport Sponsor has proposed 

development of a replacement airport, including a primary runway length of 8,400’.  
FAA has analyzed this proposed project, as well as reasonable alternatives, including 
alternatives that do not meet the Airport Sponsor’s identified primary runway length 
of 8,400’.  Consideration of a full range of alternatives, as was done in the FAA’s 
FEIS, facilitates Federal decisionmaking and presents to the public a complete 
analysis of potential impacts associated with the proposed project and its 
alternatives.  This is the very purpose of NEPA.  Finally, this comment contains 
statements of opinion to which the FAA cannot provide a meaningful response.   

 



Donald R. Hodges 
406 Haward Boulevard 
Lynn Haven, Florida 32444 
June 28, 2006 

Federal Aviation Administration 
Orlando Airports District Office 
5950 Hazeltine National Dr, Suite 400 
Orlando, Florida 32822-5024 

Attention: Ms. Virginia Lane, Environmental Specialist 

Subject: Comments on Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Proposed 
Relocation of the Panama City-Bay County International Airport (PFN), Panama City, FL, 
and Request for Supplemental andlor Programmatic EIS 

I adopt by reference the comments and requests for a Programmatic andlor 
Supplemental EIS by the Natural Resources Defense Council. 

In the enclosed documents, Ihave inserted detailed comments in bold text and in the 
context of the FEIS (Executive Summary and Volume IV, Responses to Comments, 
Public Individuals) 

To summarize these detailed comments, FAA has: 1) accepted unsubstantiated 
forecasts and arguments about purpose and need, 2) inappropriately designed and 
evaluated runway alternatives, and 3) created and applied inappropriate and subjective 
criteria for evaluating various airspace configurations, 4) introduced new connected 
action by the Sponsor that requires preparation of a Supplemental EIS, specifically the 
encumbrance of the existing site in a sale and redevelopment that is an integral part 
andlor a connected action of the federal action, including allowing the Sponsor to 
advertise the site for sale on terms that allow the Sponsor to use the proceeds of the 
sale as collateral for debt to finance construction of the FAA's preferred alternative (a 
probable violation of FAA grant agreements already in force), and 5) failed to adequa 
disclose and analyze the comprehensive effects of the cumulative actions triggered by 
the federal action, specifically the "West Bay DSAP, the "Rivercamps at Crooked 
Creek, and the other intensive development of 75,000 acres encompassed in the 
"Sector Plan Overlay". This Sector Plan, only to be implemented if the FAA's preferred 
alternative is built, creates a predictable financial cost and environmental impact andlor 
mitigation, and thus the airport and Sector Plan are "part and parcel" of the broader 
federal action. These impacts and mitigations should be explained and quantified in a 
Programmatic EIS, a Supplemental EIS (or both). 



FAA Airports District Office - Page 2 

The effect of these actions is to consider in the FEIS, several alternatives, including -7 
I 

8400 foot runways, that are not necessary to serve aviation demand in the service area 1 
during the planning period, and thus are not "reasonable, feasible, prudent, and 
practicable" as required by NEPA. Even if the Sponsor's preferred alternative must be 
analyzed, FAA has not analyzed a "reasonable, feasible, prudent, and practicable" 8400 
foot alternative on an upland greenfield site, instead constraining its analysis to arbitraril 
selected unsuitable sites including 1) two other wetland-intensive sites and 2) the 
existing airport site that cannot be prudently or feasibly expanded beyond the 
6800 foot runway that is FAA's own determination of the maximum airfield to meet any 
credible purpose and need during the planning period. In many instances, the analysis 
is arbitrarily and capriciously biased in favor of the Sponsor's Preferred Alternative. This 
course of conduct led FAA to extend undue deference to the Sponsor's preferred 
alternative, whereas an objective analysis would lead to selection of either 1) a 6800 foo 
alternative on the existing site (thus totally avoiding the devastating impacts at West Bay 
-and arguably causing less impact than from the connected action of redeveloping the 
site) or 2) an 8400 foot alternative on an upland site that avoids most of the 
environmental impact and mitigation required at West Bay, or 3) separate facilities 
comprised of a new one-runway Part 139-certified airport on a minimum-footprint 
suitable site and retention of the present airport as a general aviation airport. 

. . 

Furthermore the FElS has been tainted by using the work product of consultants who 
have a financial interest in the project. These consultants have a clear conflict of interest \ 
as they both "justifL" and "evaluate" the financial, technical, and environmental objectives i 
of the Sponsor. Bechtel Infrastructure lnc., PBS&J, and their subconsultants are I 

participating as "experts" in the "Ecosystem Team Permitting" (ETP) process (and the St 
Joe Company is not, at least not in public) even though they are both contractors in 
related matters to both the airport Sponsor and The St. Joe Company. ETP is 
supposedly an arms-length negotiation of environmental mitigation, including concessio 
of land or land entitlements, by St. Joe to benefit the Sponsor and the federal action tha 3 
is the subject of this FEIS. These same consultants have consistently steered the 
project to the site offered as a "donation" by The St. Joe Company, provided that only a 
site at West Bay be selected. Such conflicting participation violates the principle and 
perhaps the letter of FAA's policy that prohibits consultants with a financial interest in th 
outcome to develop Environmental Impact Statements for FAA actions. The ETP 
process is integral to selection of a preferred alternative and the FAA Record of 
Decision, because the Sponsor's mitigation plan resulting from ETP is included in the 
FElS and cited as a decisive factor in FAA's selection of FAA's preferred alternative. Th 
FElS is also tainted by authorizing the prime €IS consultant to do approximately $1 
Million worth of work (that at least in part should be the subject of a Supplemental EIS) 
without properly authorized funding or a written change order and subsequently 
misrepresenting this work as "to be done in the future" when in fact it was already 
substantially complete. 
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FAA's course of conduct in two other areas is of concern: 

1. FAA has entered a contract to re-locate the VORTAC navaid from the existing airport 
to (presumably) the new airport, despite the fact that FAA should not participate in 
construction of a new airport before the NEPA process is finished. 

I 

2. FAA has provided a "draff siting study for a new ATCT at the Sponsor's preferred 
site, and the Sponsor is proceeding with construction drawings based on this "draft" after 
being assured that the siting study will not be changed by the NEPA process. 

I 
I 

Both of these actions are further evidence that the selection of FAA's preferred i 
alternative and the forthcoming ROD are mere formalities and the FAA has not 
processed the EIS in good faith, instead acting arbitrarily and capriciously to favor (and 
indeed accelerate) the Sponsor's project despite FAA's own requirement to complete the 
NEPA process before approving an Airport Layout Plan and funding construction. -_i 
The NEPA process is one of the few opportunities for patient, objective, and long-term-' 
evaluation of such a significant project that will permanently alter environmental 
processes in place for thousands of years. FAA should strive for the utmost objectivity 
and attention to its legal responsibilities under NEPA. Due to the disclosure of 
significant additional scope of the federal action and connected actions, I request that a 
Supplemental DElS or a Programmatic EIS (or both) including public hearing and 
comment, be prepared. I also request a copy of any Supplemental EIS, Programmatic 
EIS, and the FAA Record of Decision. -

Donald R.&lodges -

Enclosures: 

Hodges Comments (embedded in FElS Executive Summary and FElS Vol IV) 


cc: Inspector General - U.S. Department of Transportation 
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 


PROPOSED RELOCATION OF THE PANAMA CITY- BAY 

COUNTY INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 


FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


SUMMARY 


About the Final Environmental Impact Statement 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prepared this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEE)  
to disclose the potential environmental impacts resulting from the proposed relocation of the Panama 
City-Bay County International Airport (PFN) to a new site in Bay County, Florida. The U.S. Ar~rly 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) is a cooperating federal agency for this FEIS, having jurisdiction by law 
because the proposed federal action has the potential for significant wetland impacts. 

The Proposed Project 

The Panalna City-Bay County Airport and Industrial District (the Airport Sponsor) is ihe owner and 
operator of the existing airpon (Existing Site) and the project sponsor for the proposed relocated airport 
at the West Bay Site (Airpon Sponsor's Proposed Project). The St. Joe Company currently owns thc 
Airpon Sponsor's Proposed Project site and would donate the site to the Airpon Sponsor pursuant to a 
writtcn agreement. In addition, the St. Joe Company would also donate additional acreage for any 
wetland mitigation that may he required for the development of a relocated airport. 

The Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project would accommodate airfield development for both short- and 
long-term aviation needs without being a)nstrained by natural or man-made features. Initial 
development components (anticipated to open in 2008) would consist of airfield and terminal facilities, 
and include a primary air carrier runway of 8,400 feet and a general aviation crosswind runway of 5,000 
feet. This system would be supported by the necessary ancillary facilities including par~illel and 
connecting taxiways. terminal area facilities, general aviation facilities, air traffic control and emergency 
servicc facilities, lighting, and navigation facilities. The proposed relocation of airport facilities and the 
auticipatcd initial development components of the relocated airpon are analyzed in this FEIS. 

Should the FAA select the pri~posed project for approval, the Airpon Sponsor intends to sell the Existing 
Site for possihle redevelopment. Although the party that purchases the airport property will ultimately 
determine how to redevelop the property, the Airport Sponsor undertook to identify initial 
redevelopment proposals based on public input. As a result of that process, the Airpon Sponsor 
prepared a document called the Background Analysis and Master Planning Repon for Rrdevelopmer?t 
(Redevelopment Report) which identified three potential redevelopment scenarios. See l & ~ t i ~ i ? i ~ . \of 
the FEIS. The FAA has used that document to prepare a composite redevelopment scenario, and the 
potential environmental impacts of this composite scenario have been analyzed in the FE1S for disclosure 
purposes. This topic is discussed in greater detail in Sections 2.2.3 and 5.1 of this FEIS. Although 
impacts i)f potential redevelopment of  the Existing Site are analyzed in this FElS under the West Bay 
Site alternatives, there are additional federal actions that the FAA would have to take before the Airport 
Sponsor could sell the Existing Site for redevelopment. These actions include release of the Airport 
Sponsor from Federal grant obligations and decommissioning of the existing airport. If the FAA 
approves a West Bay Site alternative, the FAA cannot decommission the existing airport or release the 
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Hodges FElS Comment: The Sponsor is  proceeding (with the FAA's I. 
knowledge and apparent consent, (see FElS Vol. Ii,Appendix " V )  to offer 
the parcel for sale under terms that will allow the Sponsor to use the 
Purchaser's irrevocable Letter of Credit as collateral to  finance the project. 
This is apparently a "sham transaction" to circumvent the Sponsor's grant 
obligations to FAA. if the FAA allows this connecting of the 
salelredevelopment to the construction of the FAA's preferred alternative, 
it reinforces the necessity for a Supplemental El§ t o  address in detail the 1 
connected action. At very least, the FAA should act to recover its grant 1 
amounts from the Sponsor if the Sponsor proceeds with monetizing the 
existing site by any method. -i-me 

Depending upon aviation growth in the Panama City vicinity and the Airport Sponsor's long-term needs, 
the Proposed Project could be expanded at a later time to include an extension of the primary air carrier 
runway. a second parallel air carrier runway, and additional landside facilities. This ultimate development 
of the Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project site is disclosed in this FEIS for information purposes only. 

The Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project is shown on a Draft Airport Layout Plan that was submitted to the 
FAA for review in June 2004. 

FAA's Environmental Responsibilities 

The p r i m q  purpose of an EIS is to ensure that the policies and goals of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969(NEPA) are considered in ongoing programs and actions of the federal government. An EIS 
provides a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts associated with major federal 
actions and infonns decision-makers and the public of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. The Agency's preferred alternative is 
the alternative that meets the federal purpose and need while minimizing environmental impacts to the 
extent possible. 

Hodges FEIS Comment: In this FEIS, FAA selects a preferred alternative that 
goes far beyond any credible Federal purpose and need and does not minimize 
environmental impacts to the extent possible. FAA's own analysis finds that a 
6800 foot runway fulfills the FAA's criteria for the planning period. By introducing 
8400 foot alternatives that are not feasible, reasonable, prudent, or practicable 
FAA has isolated the Sponsor's preferred alternative as the only alternative that i 
fulfill's both FAA's and the Sponsor's preference. The 8400 foot alternatives used f 
by FAA were either on obviously inferior wetland sites or on the existing airport /

6
site that cannot feasibly, reasonably, prudently, or practlcably support an 8400 j
foot runway. Specifically, the 8400 foot runway would require urban land !" 
acquisition, tunneling for a 6-lane state highway under the runway, and 
displacement of hundreds of houses/businesses. Although FAA blithely uses 1 
these devastating impacts to reject the on-site alternative, it ignores the fact that ir 
these impacts are simply not plausible as feasible, reasonable, prudent, or 1
practicable under the ordinary meaning of these terms. Although it is not even 
necessary to consider 8400 foot alternatives to fulfill the federal purpose and 
need, if such alternatives are allowed they should be on sites that are equivalent 1 
or superior to the Sponsor's alternative, such as upland greenfield sites. 
Considering these new alternatives will require a Supplemental EIS. 
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alternatives are allowed they should be on sites that are eauivalent or /
superior to the Sponsor's alternative, such as upland greeAfield sites. 
Considering these new alternatives will require a Supplemental EIS. -J-

The FAA is the agency responsible for reviewing and approving federal actions that pertain to airports and 
their operations and, therefore, is the lead federal agency for this EIS. On November 7,2001, the FAA 
published in the FederalRegister a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Assessment to consider 
alternatives to meet forecast growth in aviation demand in the Panama City-Bay County region and to 
respond to the Airport Sponsor's proposal to relocate the existing airport to meet this forecast demand. 
Agency and public scoping meetings were held on December 13,2001. Following a review of written 
comments submitted by federal, state, and local governmental agencies and the public, and a review of 
available information regarding the potential for significant environmental impacts, including impacts to 
wetlands, the FAA determined that an EIS would be prepared for the Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project. 
The FAA subsequently issued a Federal Register notice on April 23,2002 announcing its intent to prepare 
an EIS. In addition to the public and agency scoping meetings held in December 2001, a public workshop 
was held in May 2003 to receive additional comments from interested parties. The DElS was released for 
public review in November 2004. A public workshop and public hearing were held on January 11,2005. 
See Chapter Six and A~oe l ld ix  Q of the FEIS. Correspondence from tribal organizations was also 
solicited. See Anpendir M of the FEIS. 

Coopera t ing A g e n c y  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has agreed to participate as a cooperating agency for this 
FEIS, having jurisdiction by law due to the potential for significant wetland impacts associated with 
implementation of the Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project. If the Proposed Project is implemented, it 
would require a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act of 1972 due to impacts to Waters of the 
United States. 

Hodges FEIS Comment: I adopt and incorporate by reference the 
comments of the Natural Resources Defense Council regarding the 8 
obligations and actions of the USACE. 

D o c u m e n t  Organizat ion 

'The format and content of this FEIS is substantially similar to the format suggested by CEQ in its 
regulations implementing NEPA. The FEIS is comprised of five volumes: 

Volume I- FEIS Documentation - contains the text of analysis and associated tables and figures o f  the 
FEIS. Chapter  One provides a description of the Proposed Project, facilities and condition of the existing 
airport, airspace and air traffic control at the Existing Site, the air service area, and aviation forecasts for the 
area. In Chapter  Two the Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project is described in detail, and the purpose and 
need is explained and defined. Chap te r  Three presents the range of alternatives considered to achieve the 
purpose and need, and through a screening process, presents those alternatives the FAA considers t o  be 
reasonable, feasible, practicable, and prudent. The alternatives evaluated in the FEIS include the No-
Action Alternative (no extensions to the existing airfield runways, including no construction-related 
improvements to currently deficient runway safety areas). Chapter Three identifies the FAA's preferred 
alternative. Chapter Three also includes the USACE alternatives evaluation process, evaluation of 
alternatives, and the Applicant's (Airport Sponsor's) preferred alternative the USACE considered in the 
Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit application. Chapter Four provides a descriptioil of the 
human, physical, and natural environments in the study area and in the vicinity of the Existing Site and the 
Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project Site in northwestern Bay County (the West Bay Site). C h a p t e r  Five 
describes the potential benefits and adverse social, economic, and environmental impacts associated with 
the alternatives carried forward from Chapter Three, including cumulative impacts. Chapter  Six 
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the FAA's preferred alternative. Chapter Three also includes the USACE alternatives evaluation process, 
evaluation of alternatives, and the Applicant's (Airport Sponsor's) preferred alternative the USACE 
considered in the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit application. Chapter Four provides a 
description of the human, physical, and natural environments in the study area and in the vlcinity of  the 
Existing Site and the Airpon Sponsor's Proposed Project Site in northwestern Ray County (the West Bay 
Site). Chapter Five describes the potential benefits and adverse social, economic, and envir<mmental 
impacts associated with the alternatives carried forward from Chapter Three, including cumulative 
impacts. Chapter Six summarizes the coordination and public involvement activities conducted for the 
EIS. Chapter Seven lists the preparers of the FEIS. Chapter Eight lists the parries to whom the FEIS 
will be disuibuted. Chapter Nine is the bihlioyraphy for the FEIS. Chapter Ten is the list of 
ahhrevintions, acronyms, and glossary of terms. Chapter Eleven is the index. 

Volume 11- Appendices - contains various appendices to the FEIS related to technical informat~on, 
correspondence and coordination, and other reference materials. 

Volume 111 - Kcsponses to Co~nments (Federal, State, and Local Agencies) - contains all comments 
received on the DEIS from federal, state, and local agencies. These comments have been summarized 
and responses are provided. 

Volume IV- Responses to Comments (Public Individuals) -contains all comments received on the DEIS 
from public individuals. These comments have been summarized and responses are provided. 

Volume V - Responses to Conlments (Public Organizations) - contains all comments received on the 
DEIS from public organizations. These comments have been summarized and responses are provided 

Background 

Air Service Area -The primary commercial service area for PFN encompasses all of Bay County, 
western Gulf County, and southeastern Walton County. A secondary commercial service area from 
which PFN has the ability to capture a limited share of the air service demand has been identified as 
including the southern and western areas of Franklin County (accessed via U.S. 98), areas of Washington 
County (accessed via Highway 771, Calhoun County (accessed via Highway 20 to lJ.S. 231, Highway 22 
to U.S. 98) and Jackson County (accessed via Highway 77 and U.S. 211). 

Hodges FEIS Comment: See comments on FEIS Vol. IV regarding the 
inferiority of the preferred site to serve the air service market in this 
area. 

Aviation Activity and Forecasts - Airport sponsors typically prepare forecasts of aviation demand lor 
specific planning studies (e.g., master plans, system plans) and for financial purposes (e.g., the sale 01. 
revenue bonds). The FAA prepares and updates its Terminal Area Forecasts (TAF) every year to 
establish staffing and other resource requirements to serve anticipated aviation demand nationally and at 
individual air traffic control facilities. 

In the preparation of an EIS, the FAA reviews current operational data and known trends t o  determine 
which set of forecasts provides the hest basis for the assessment of potential environmental effects. The 
Airport Sponsor prepared aviation forecasls in 2000, and because of the events that have occurred since 
that time, and as a part of the ongoing planning process, the Airport Sponsor prepared Updared Forecasu 
and presented them to FAA in January 2004. According to the Airport Sponsor, the Updated Forfcasrs 
reflect an evaluation of the potential for an airport located at the Airport Sponsor's Proposed Projcct site 
to serve 1) a larger percentage of travelers in the overall air service ararea, and 2) potential inteniational 
charter service. During the same time period, FAA prepared the 2003 TAF, released in February 2(X)4. 
The FAA 2003 TAF prepared for PFN is used in this FEIS. The 2005 TAF, published in February 2006, 
is included in the FEIS for comparison. The UpdatedForecasrs prepared by the Airpon Sponsor also 
have been used in the evaluation of the potential effects of the Proposed Project and the alternatives to 
ensure that the analyses presented in the FEIS fully disclose the range of potential effects.. 
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Hodges FElS Comment: The Sponsor's Updated Forecast is not 
credible for many reasons cited in my comments on the DElS and my 
responses to FAA responses to those comments. Analyzing the 1 
aircraft operations inferred by this defective forecast acknowledges 
an aircraft type that can only be supported by the Sponsor's i/ I 0  
preferred alternative. FAA is trying to have it both ways: disavowing 1 
a forecast and then using it to posit operations that its own expert j
analysis cannot foresee. In the absence of these spurious : 

operations, there is absolutely no reason to consider a runway i' 

longer than 6800 feet during the planning period. i" - - - -- I 
Airport Sponsor's Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project 

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to develop aviation facilities that meet FAA safety and design 
standards, operate and grow the airport without physical constraints, prepare for future opportunities to 
expand air carrier service, and plan futurc aviation development that is compatible with local and regional 
planning objectives. The reasons fix these objectives arc described as specific needs of the Airport 
Sponsor. 

Meet FAA Safety and Design Standards - this need includes meeting FAA standards for runway safety 
mas, object free areas, and object free zones, and to provide runway protection zones that llre clear ol' 
incompatible objects and activities. 

Hodges FElSComment: This need can be met by several of the 680 
foot alternatives at the existing site. 

Operate and Grow the Airport Without Physical Constraints - this need addresses thc constraints of 
the Existing Site with regards to aircraft opcraticms and expansion of airport facilities. These constraints 
include surrounding residential developments, SR 390 and its proposed widening, and protected waters of 
Goose Bayou. 

-. 

Hodges FElSComment: Every airport would prefer to be 
unconstrained in any way, but this airport has not shown a need to 
expand to the extent it prefers. All of the valid needs can be met 
without the Sponsor's proposed project. ,---

Prepare for Future Opportunities for Accommodating Projected Demand and Expansion 
Opportunities - this includes the Airpon Sponsor's identified need for a full-servicc air carrier runway 
X,4(X) feet long by 150 feet wide and a crosswind runway of 5,000 feet long by 100 feet wide. These 
runways would be needed to accommodate a family of narrow-body jet aircraft operations within the 
~icxt20 years without payload restrictions, to meet anticipated demand for international charter 
operations, to attract new air canier service to Bay County and allow for Large military transports to use 
the airport. When warranted by demand, the Airport Sponsor has identified the need to plan for an 
uitimilte extension of the primary air carrier runway up to 12,000 feet, and to provide a second parallel 
air carrier runway of 8,400 feet. The Airport Sponsor has also identified the need to provide flexibility a1 
the airport in the siting, sizing, and configuration of the airf~eld and to develop landside facilities to meet 
aviation demand. 
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Hodges FElS Comment: Nothing in this FElS indicates a plausible 
"Projected Demand" during the FAA-sanctioned planning period that 
cannot be met by an on- site alternative. "Expansion Opportunities" 
that will require a 12,000 foot runway or a parallel runway are so far i3 
in the future as to be meaningless in this FEIS. FAA has only 
analyzed the proposed project; unless the "expansion opportuniti 
are actually proposed they are extraneous. 

Plan Future Aviation Development That is Compatible With Local and Regional Plannins 
Objectives - In response to projected population growth in the region, the Airport Sponsor is  planning 
Tor long-range development that would also be compatible with airport location and operations. Bay 
County initiated a State of  Florida Optional Sector Plan process in 1999 for a 75,000-acrea area in 
western Bay County (area known as West Bay) near County Road 388 and State Roads 77 and 79. The 
Sector planning process is implemented through a long-term conceptual huild-out overlay and detailed 
specific area plans (DSAP). An Airport DSAP has been prepared and approved for the Airpoll 
Spnsor 's  Proposed Project site. A West Bay DSAP has been prepared an approved for a 16,556-acre 
;uea ad,jacent to, and southwest of, the Airport DSAP. The West Bay DSAP includes residential, 
commercial, light industrial, conservation, and agriculluralitimherland uscs. Through the planning 
process, state, regional, and county goals have been established for development in this 75,000-acre area, 
including land use, environment, and transportation goals. These goals are indicative of the long-term 
opportunity for planning and compatible land development in Bay County, and more specifically in the 
West Bay arca. ---
Hodges FEES Comment: All of the parties to the Sector Plan are not 
disclosed above. The St. Joe Company joined Bay County in a 
contract to develop the Sector Plan, after St. Joe offered to donate 
land for an airport in a circumscribed area along CR 388 and West 
Bay. A circular argument was carried through a series of "facilitated" 
public meetings that did not allow any options that did not include 
an airport. The argument is this: "A new airport is coming -we 
must make a plan to accommodate it." (Pause for collecting 
suggestions, except no suggestions without an airport.) (Reconvene 
meeting.) "We have devised a plan for the West Bay Sector - a  new 
airport will be the keystone of the plan, and a preponderance of the 
other developments in the plan will not occur unless the airport is 
built." In short, "The airport needs a plan" - "here is a plan that 
needs an airport." The entire process has flowed from the offer by 
St. Joe, not from any objective aviation need. The same consultants 
who devised the sector plan for the Sponsor, St. Joe, and Bay County 
(and in various degrees the Feasibility Study, Site Selection Study, 
ETP, Draft ALP, existing- airport sale documents and various 
engineering documents) have now been allowed to participate in the 
mitigation plan for the FAA's preferred alternative. These financial 
incentives have tainted the FElS and all work product of these 
consultants should be deleted and re- done in a Supplemental EIS. 

brr-
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The FAA evaluated the development of aviation facilities For the Panama City region based on the criteria 
set forth in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). The nine goals set forth in the NPIAS 
are: I) airports should be safe and eficient; located at optimum sites, and developed atid maintained to 
appropriate standards; 2) airports should be affordable to users and government; 3)  airports should be 
flexible and expandable; 4) airports should be permanent, with assurances that they will remain open for 
aeronautical use over the long-term; 5) airports should be compatible with surrounding communities; 6) 
airports should be developed in concert with improvements to the air traffic control system: 7) the airport 
system should support national objectives for defense and emergency readiness; 8) the airport system 
should be extensive, providing as many persons as possible access to air transportation, with typical travel 
distances of 20 miles or less to the nearest NPIAS airport; and 9) the airport system should help air 
transportation to contribute lo a productive national economy and international competitiveness. 

In keeping with these goals, the FAA has identified the following specific needs: 

. 

. . 

. Ensure that the airport meets FAA design standards and is operated in a safe and 
efficient manner; 

Address aviation demand for the Panama City-Bay County air service area; 

Address the effects of PFN airport expansion related to noise and land use 
compatibility; and 

Address the need identified by the FAA for adequate runway length to 
accommodate existing and projected aviation demand. 

Hodges FElS Comment: It appears the FAA has identified no federal 
purpose for the project, and the FElS in fact finds that the needs listed 
above can all be met without selecting the Sponsor's environmentally Ti-;
devastating project and its connected action of redeveloping the existing Jsite. --
USACE Purnose and Need 

-1 

Hodges FElS Comment: I adopt and incorporate by reference the 
comments of the Natural Resources Defense Council regarding the I (D 
obligations and actions of the USACE. 

PA 
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services, including international charter operations, and which would he compatible with local and 
regional comprehensive planning efforts within the region centered on Bay County. Florida. 

Alternatives 

Chapter 'Three describes the screening process that was used by the FAA to evaluate the alternatives; 
descriks the alternatives considered and evaluated, including the No-Action Alternative; provides 
explanation and discussion as to why some alternatives were eliminated from detailed study; describes 
the reasonable alternatives that were retained for detailed study; and, includes a comparative analysis of 
the alternatives retained for detailed study. Chapter Three discloses the FAA's preferred alternative. 
Chapter Three also includes the USACE alternatives evaluation process, evaluation of alternatives, and 
the Applicant's (Airport Sponsor's) preferred alternative the USACE considered in the CWA Section 404 
permit application. 

As a result of comments received on the DEIS, the FAA evaluated three additional alternatives in the 
FEIS (See Chapter Three). 

Alternatives analyzed in Chapter Three include: 

e 	 No-Action Alternative 

e 	 Other Modes of Transportation and Telecommunication; . 	 Use of Other Airports (including commercial and general aviation airports) 

e 	 Joint Use of Tyndall Air Force Base 

e 	 Separate Cornniercial and General Aviation Facilities 

0 	 Airport Relocation Sites (West Bay Site, Callaway Site, and East BayiWest Gulf 
Site) 

e 	 Existing Site Alternatives (Extend Runway 14-32 to 6,800 Feet; Extend Runway 14 
32 to 8,400 Feet: Extend Runway 14-32 with Declared Distances; Extend Runway 
14-32 with Engineered Materials Arresting System (EMAS Scenario I ) ;  Extend 
Runway 14-32 to 6,800 Feet (EMAS Scenario 2); Extend Runway 1432 to 6,800 
Feet (EMAS Scenario 3); Extend Runway 5-23 to 6,800 Feet; and Extend Runway 
5-23 to 8,400 Feet) 

Alternatives Evaluation Process 
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. 

*The No-Action Alrernative includes no construction at the Existing Site. The No-Action Aiternativc is carried 
though the EIS as a basis for comparison as required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14). 
Source: Rimley-Horn and Associates, 2005. 

FAA Alternatives Evaluation Process 

A two tier evaluation process was used to evaluate the alternatives in this FEIS. [,eve1 I evaluated the 
range of alternatives to determine which alternatives met the federal purpose and need for the Proposed 
Project. The Level 1 screening criteria provided for a "Yes" or "No" result. Under I ~ v e l  I screening, an 
alternative would need to: meet FAA safety and design standards; be compatible with airspace 
configuration utilization; and provide for demand within the market area. Level 2 screening evaluated the 
altcrnatives remaining from Level 1 using criteria based on potential environmental impacts to Florida 
Class 11 Waters, scagrdss habitat, and community impacts based on residential and business relocations 
and community disruption. 

Sections 3.5 and 3.6summaize how each alternative relates to the Level I screening criteria. Based on 
the results of the Level 1 screening, the following altcrnatives were not carried forward to the Level 2 
evaluation: other modes of transportation and telecommunication; use of other airports; joint use of 
Tyndall Air Force Rase; separate commercial and general aviation facililies; the Callaway relucation site, 
and the East RayiWest Gulf relocation sitc. Table S.1 summarizes those alternatives reviewed in the 
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and the East BayIWest Gulf relocation site. Table S-l  summarizes those alternatives reviewed in the Level 
1 analysis, the Level I criteria, and whether or not the alternative met the Level I criteria. The No-Action 
Alternative was carried forward for further analysis as required by CEQ regulations (Section 1502.14). 

Hodges FElS Comment: The screening criterion "Compatibility with 

Airspace Configuration/Utilization" is invalid and arbitrary. This criterion 

was contrived by a consultant just for this EIS and does not exist in the 

FAA's own airspacelairport design methodology. FAA's "Airports District 

Office" did not even seek an official opinion from FAA's airspace experts, 1 


I

relying instead on Sponsor-solicited comments from a (since departed) 

local unit commander. The current local USAF commander (BIG Egginton) i
provided additional comments on the DElS that are included in FElS Vol. Ill 1 


s"Response to Comments - Federal, State, and Local Agencies". These 

comments are considerably more objective and benign in their view of the 1 

alternatives. From Gen. Egginton's comment: "Fulfilling this mission 1 13-

requires either the maintenance of the current airspace configuration i 

(SUAs, ATCAAs, and approachldeparture corridors) or that the design of ;

any new airport and its associated approachldeparture corridors do not , 

interfere with Tyndall's SUAs, ATCAAs, approaches and departures." 1 

These comments properlv make no mention of the suoeriority of any 

l j "potenti pI I 

I 


conflicts" - onlv that no alternative should reduce the operational space 

available to Tvndall and thus create actual constraints on Tvndall's I 

mission. FAA is acting arbitrarily if it sets out to relieve "potential 

I 


h 

conflictst' rather than applying its own resources to the trivial problem of I 


allocating airspace to three airports each 10 miles apart so that all 

reasonable and prudent alternatives can be evaluated. ----


Ifone accepts that the Level 1screen "Compatibility with Airspace 
ConfigurationNtilization" is valid (and Ido not for reasons given above), -7 
FAA's application of this screen is contradictory and arbltrary. (See Table j
S-1, "Summary of Alternatives Evaluation - Level 1- Purpose and Need"). 

The "No-Action" alternative passes this screen for the obvious reason that 1 

it cannot be rationalized away like the "Separate Facilities" alternative, 

even though all future operations would operate in this supposedly 

unacceptable "potential conflictt' environment, and in fact all likely future 

operations in the planning period have already been surpassed in the past ' \g

by the "No-Action" alternative. The "Separate Facilities" alternative is 
 I 

found to fail this screen, even though all future operations would be split I 


20 miles instead of two airspace-compliant airports within 10 miles, with r" 


airport needing the most relief from alleged "potential conflicts". 


between three airspace-standards-compliant airports within approximately i 

the supposedly more benign general aviation operations biased toward the i 
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The "separate facilities" alternative was arbitrarily screened out despite I 
the fact that it would preclude all of the impacts from redevelopment, and 
allow the new airport's "footprint" and impacts to be reduced. This action 1 
defies the logic that other Sponsors and FAA have followed so 
successfully: use an existing airport as long as as it is viable, then build i 

an additional airport to expand air carrier operations, but do not destroy a 1 
unique general aviation asset just for a marginal improvement. This i 

approach is also the lowest-cost and lowest-impact alternative that meets 1 
I

both the Sponsor's and the federal purpose and need. 
,i . 

The Sponsor contends that the proceeds from selling PFN are essential to 
the project, yet the Florida legislature and FAA have already increased 
their appropriation plans by more than the expected proceeds. (FAA's B 20
"share" has gone from $70 Million to over $100 Million, and FDOTts "share" & 
has gone from $70 Million to over $130 Million). Patrons who can raise 
their support by $90 Million for the same project should have no problem ! 
finding the $55 Million to offset expected sale proceeds. ..- -9 

Section 3.10 summarizes the results of the Level 2 screening. The Level 2 criteria and the evaluation of the 
alternatives against those criteria are summarized in Table S-2. Based on the results of the Level 2 
screening, the following alternatives did not meet the Level 2 criteria: Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-
32.6.800 Feet Northwest; Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32,6,800 Feet Both Directions; Existing Site. 
Extend Runway 14-32 with Declared Distances; Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32 with EMAS Scenario 
1.  Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32 with EMAS Scenario 3; Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32, 8,400 
Feet Northwest; Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32,8,400 Feet Both Directions; Existing Site, Extend 
Runway 5-23, 6,800 Feet Southwest; Existing Site, Extend Runway 5-23, 6,800 Feet Northeast; Existing 
Site, Extend Runway 5-23,6,800 Feet Both Directions; Existing Site, Extend Runway 5-23, 8,400 Feet 
Southwest; Existing Site, Extend Runway 5-23, 8,400 Feet Northeast; Existing Site, Extend Runway 5-23, 
8,400 Feet Both Directions. 
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In addition to the No-Action Alternative and the Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project, five alternatives 
were carried forward for detailed environmental evaluation. Thcse alternatives include airfield facilities 
with varying runway lengths and associated ancillary facilities. Three of the build alternatives are located 
at the Existing Site and three are located at the Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project site (Wcst Bay Site). 
Thc alternatives canied forward for detailed environmental analysis are described as: 

e No-Aclion Alternative (See F.'ia!~i:S:!) 

Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32, 6,800Feet Southeast (See tixjtrc:S-2 )  

8 Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32 6,8(X) Feet EMAS Scenario 2 (added in 
response to comments on DEIS) ( S e e ~ & ~ i i ~ ~ r . Z ). Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32, 8,400Feet Southeast (See t:igrr:rS-.1) . West Bay Site, 6.800-Foot Scenario 1 (See Wg!:?ji-~s-~4) 

a West Bay Site, 6,800-Foot Scenaio 2 (added in response to comments on DEIS) 

(See f!ik!!l~s:.4~%) 
West Ray Site, 8.40-Foot (Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project) (Spe ~ i ~ i i r - i ~ . . ~ 5 ~ - 5 )A 

Hodges FEIS Comment: The existing site 8400 foot alternative is n o i  
feasible, reasonable, prudent, or practicable under the ordinary 
meaning of these terms. If an 8400 foot alternative other than the 
Sponsor's is to be considered, it should either be on a third and less 
vulnerable site or be a reduced- scope project as part of separate 
facilities for airlines (and voluntary relocated GA) and general 
aviation. I request a Supplemental ElS to introduce and analyze such 
an alternative. -

LISACE Alternatives Evaluation Process 

Section 3.1 I presents the alternatives evaluation process the USACE used in this FEIS. The USACE 
considers in detail only those reasonable alternatives that are feasible, and that such feasihility must 
focus on the accomplishment of the underlying purpose and need of the applicant or public, that would 
he satisfied by the proposed federal aaion (prmit  issuance by the USACE). The USACE reviewed the 
Airport Sponsor's statement of purpose and need and concurred with it. From the Airport Sponsor's 
statement of' purpose and need, the USACE developed both a Basic Purpose and an Overail Purpose, as 
identified in Section 2.5.3 of this FEIS, to guide its evaluation. From the Airport Sponsor's statement of 
purpose and need and the USACE's statement of overall purpose, the USACE developed three purpose 
and need criteria: I )  Would the alternative meet FAA safety and design standards, 2) Would the 
alternative provide for a facility that could operate and grow to allow future opportunities for expansion 
of air transportation services, including international charter operations, within the region centered on 
Ray County, Florida; and 3) Would the alternative provide ror a facility that is compatible with local and 
regional comprehensive planning efforts within the region centered on Bay County, Florida? lising these 
criteria, the USACE initially reviewed the alternatives, as identified in Section 3.2 of this FEIS, to 
determine which alternatives satis@ the applicant's (i.e., Airport Sponsor) purpose and need, and thus 
which alternatives would be retained for further review by the USACE in this FEIS. 

S ~ t i o n3.12 presents the alternatives, as listed and described in Section 3.2 of this EXIS, with a 
determination as lo whether an alternative met or failed to meet the pu~poseand need evaloation criteria. 
as defined by the USACE. Alternatives (other than the No-Action Alternative), which failed to meet the 
purpose and need evaliiation criteria, were not retained for further consideration and evaluation by the 
USACE. Based on the USACE's evaluation, the following alternatives were identified by the USACE as 
neither reasonable nor feasible due to their failure UI satisfy thc accomplishment of the underlying 
purpose and need, as identified by the USACE for this project: 
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Other Modes of Transportation and Telecommunication 

e Use of Other Airports 

Joint lJse of Tyndall Air Force Base 

0 Separate Commercial and General Aviation Facilities 

a Callaway Relocation Site 

0 East Baywest  Gulf Relocation Site 

Existing Site 

The No-Action Alternative also was found lo fail the ahme evaluation, hut is required by CEQ 
regulations and by NEPA to he ~xrriedforward to the detailed alternatives evaluation to serve as a 
baseline against which other alternatives are measured. Of the alternatives evaluated, only the West Bay 
Site was a reasonable and feasible alternative, which would accomplish the purpose and need for the 
project, as defined by the USACE. Table S-3 provides a summary oi those alternatives reviewed in the 
USACE's evaluation and whether or not the alternatives meet the evaluation criteria. 

~ 

Table S-3 1, 
i USACE Summary of Alternatives Evaluation
! 
. . ~ ~~Bas~n_.Purpoos~ddN~d~.dddd .~ddddd.dd .ddddddddddddd. .dd .~-~~ .. 
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C.,,lt' Site 
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through the EIS as a basis for cornpanson wirh rhe various alternatives. 
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Source: IISACE. 2005 

Opportunities for 
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FAA Preferred Alternative 

The FAA is required by regulation to identify the agency's "preferred alternative'' in the FF.IS. See 40 

CFR 1502.14(e) and Paragraph 506e of FAA Order 1050.1E. As defined in CEQ's F o t ~ M o s rAsked 
Questions Concerning NEPA Regulations, 'The 'agency's preferred alternative' is the alternative which the 
agency believes would fulfill i& statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, 
~ i ~ t e i a l ,  u  l  i  u alic~~taiive, i i i ~i l i i  d ill bclcciil~g a ~ C ~ C L L C ~  i i ~ r  FAA ~utrbide~ed 
factors below in the context and scope of implementing federal transportation policies within the 
framework of the agency's statutory authorities and responsibilities. 

The FAA works with airport administrators and state and local officials to address airport development 
nceds in conjunction with local and regional planning processes. In this instance, for example, Section 
2.4.4 outlines comprehensive local efforts, beginning with Bay County's use of the State of Florida's 
Opttonal Sector planning process, to provide iong-tenn growth opponunit~es that wouid be compat~bie 
with aviation developlnent at the West Bay Site. 

In krrpine with CF(YI:guidance reganling identification of a prefel-l-rd alternative; and hecarl?c the F A A  
does not initiate airport development projects, the FAA's selection of a preferred alternative may, where 
appropriate, lake account of, and accord substantial deference to, the Airport Sponsor's preferences. 
Consideration of the Airport Sponsor's preferences when evaluating alternatives is appropriate where all 
alternatives meet the needs of the National Airspace System and there is no clearly supenor alternattve 
froin an environmental standpoint. 

The FAA selects the West Ray Site 8.400-foot Alternative as its preferred alternative. For the rt:asons 
presented throughout this the FAA has selected this alternative as its preferred alternative because 
of its superior ability to meet the purposes and needs of the project with fewer constraints than 
presented by any of the Existing Site alternatives. The FAA has also selected this alternative because the 
West Bay S ~ t e  has been deemed the operationally preferable location as compared to the Exlst~ng Site. 

The FAA has also considered environmental factors in its selection of a preferred alternative. From an 
environmental standpoint, neither the Existing Site nor the West Bay Site can be deemed clearly superior. 
Each sile presents a different variety and extent of environmental impact. neither of which can he 
considered clearly more or  less severe. The Existing Site alternatives represent greater impacts to 
surrounding communities, through noise impacts and relocations of residences and businesses. The  West 
Bay Site, by contrast, is currently undeveloped and would have no impacts to community members hut 
would involve wetland and biotic community impacts, as well as new noodpl ln  impacts. In addiuon to 
the fundamental difference in the nature of the impacts at the two sites, FAA has also considered other 
environmental factors. For example, the sites differ in their opportunities for environmental 
enhancement and preservation', as well a5 the availabilily of preventative strategies t~ reduce 01-avoid 
impacts that are unavoidable at the competing location.' Because the impacts at the two locations are of 
fundamentally different varieties and the opportunities for enhancement andlor avoidance of impacts are 
disparate, the FAA cannot conclude that one site is clearly superior to the other from an environmental 
standpoint. As a result, FAA may consider the Airport Sponsor's stated goals and objectives when 
identifying a preferred alternative. 

Ibcusing solely on the alternatives at the West Bay Site; the impacts to wetlands are quantitatively 
different for the West Bay Site 8,400-foot Alternative and the West Bay Site 6,800-foot Alternative 
(Scenario 2). However, according to USACE, the Airport Sponsor's proposed mitigation appears t o  he 

I:UI cna~ripie.;,iirz West say Siiirl: piesenis an opportunity to ploiect iiie mitigatiir;iin aiCa6 widlit1 t11c WBCA fzuoi 
development and to enhance these areas, a benefit that would not exist if an Existing SiE alielnative were pursued. 

For example, there is limited water treatment available at the Existing Site Lo trcat ~ n o f f  from PFN. However, 
the West Bay Site alternatives provide an opportunity for expansion of airport facilities, as demand warrants, and 
provides sufficient area fur stormwater management that is not accommodated at the Existing Site. Similarly, 
although there will be a significant floodplain encroachment under the West Bay Site alternatives, the Existing Site 
alternatives occur in an alreacly impacted historic floodplain, as evidenced by pa t  developrnenl in the floodplain and 
Previous inu~lilation of the airfield at PFN. Development o i  the airport at the Wesi Bay Site presents an opporrunity 
to plan rhe development to avoid inundation risks from coastal flooding during storm surge that are unavoidable at 
thc current location. 

I 
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sufficient to offset the impacts associated with the ultimate buildout. With respect to floodplain impacts, 
there is only a slight difference in total acres of impact, and although both alternatives arc considered a 
signiiicant encroachment into the tloodplain, these impacts are adequately mitigated by the Airpon 
Sponsor's proposed mitigation plan. As a result, FAA concludes that all of the alternatives at the Wcst 
Bay Site ;trc functionally equivalent from an environmental standpoint. 

Bccausc development at thc Wcsr Bay Site would incct thc nceds of thc iiatiollal airspace systc~n, mccl 
the FAA's environmental responsibilities, and address the Airport Sponsor's goals, and because neither 
the Existing Site nor the West Bay Sitc is clearly superior from an environtnental perspcctivc, the FAA 
conclodcs that dcvclopmcnt :rf the Wcst Ray Site is prcfcrrcd ovcr cxpansion at thc Existing Sitc. 
Because of tile similarity in environmental impacts when considering the three West Bay Site alternafves, 
the FAA has considered the West Bay Sile 8.400-foot Alternative's superior ability to satisfy the Airport 
Sponsor's goals and objectives in making its selection. Therefore, the FAA has selected the Wcst Bay 
Sitc X,4NLli)ot Alternative (Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project) as its preferred alternative. 

Hodges FEIS Comment: The FAA has not presented reasons - 1I 
throughout this FEIS that support the selection of the Sponsor's 
proposed project as the FAA's preferred alternative. FAA has allowed ; A$_ 
one improper alternative to influence the analysis, and has excluded i 
one or more superior alternatives that should be analyzed. I request 
that the alternatives be revised and a Supplemental EIS be y 

conducted. 

A Supplemental EIS is also required to fully assess the connected 
action of redeveloping the existing airport site if the FAA's 
alternative is built. The Sponsor and FAA have inextricably 
connected redevelopment to the Sponsor's project by 
monetize the existing site prior to building and opening a 
replacement. 

A Programmatic EIS is required to fully assess the cumulative actions 
triggered by this federal action over the broad area of the Optional 
Sector Plan. This sector plan was developed in a process that did not 
allow the plan without an embedded airport, therefore the airport 
and the Sector Plan are part and parcel and require a Programmatic 
EIS. 
(End of Hodges comments on FElS Executive Summary) 

Awulicant's Preferred Alternative for USACE Permit Auulication 

The only alternative that would accoinplish llie purpose and need for the pro,ject, as defined hy the 
USACE, and thus would he a reasonable alternative, was the West Bay Site 84Wfoot Alternative 
(Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project). As detailed in Section 3.13.3, ultimate development at the West 
Bay Site is ihe applicant's preferred alternative for purposes of the USACE permit application. 
Implementation of the applicant's preferred alternative would directly impact 1,513 acres of jurisdictional 
wetlands and 17 acres of non-jurisdictional wetlands of the 1,936 acres of jurisdictional and non- 
jurisdictional wetlands on the 4,037-acre airport relocation site within a SO-year period for a conceptual, 
multi-phased airport facility. The lJSACEhas disclosed and is evaluating in general terms the ulti:iiate 
proposed project within the framework of a proposed conceptual permit, which would cover a SO-year 
period, if issued. Only the initial Phase 1 (i.e., through the year 2018) portion of the project has been 
provided in sufficient detail for USACE to evaluate for authorization for construction under the proposed 
conceptual permit. 'The USACE would evaluate in detail, future individual construction phases, a s  they 



Hodges FElS Response: Filling Goose Bayou was ruled out in 1998 by ovetwhelming negative 
response from both agencies and the public, and the documentation for this ruling was readily 
available to FAA before the 1012003 and 212004 letters from FDEP. This single factor has been 
cited as the primary reason that the Sponsor undertook "relocation", which led to the proposed 
project. The EMAS alternatives still do not take advantage of design features that would minimize 
intrusion into the community, such as offset localizer and full use of the land existing westward of 
the runway (approx 120 feet rather than 59 feet), but at least FAA has contradicted the Sponsor's 
assertion that EMAS is not applicable at PFN. ~".-

'.'''"-I
Hodges FElS Response: By lending credibility to the Sponsor's flawed forecast for any purpose, 
FAA has erred by developing 8400-foot on-site alternatives that are not "feasible", "reasonable" or i"prudent", but nevertheless weigh heavily against the existing site in tradeoff analysis. For the / ,,,,

purpose of this EIS, FAA should limit all alternatives to its own determination of 6800 feet of 
primary runway. What would FAA do if the Sponsor proposed 13,500 feet? Any length over 6800 
feet cannot pass FAA's own expert screening for justification of federal funding and thus the 
"federal action". The Sponsor has presented several desires, but no credible purpose or need. 

**-j 

/-, 
Hodges FEIS Response: By proposing alternatives that cannot possibly be built, FAA has not 
developed only "Feasible", reasonable", or 'prudent' alternatives. The EIS should be confined t o [ : ' c ~  
alternatives that can be realized, not merely designed to FAA criteria. ...-,I 



Hodges FElS Response: For such a crucial decision as decommissioning an airport from the 
national aviation system, the criteria should be documented and generally applicable. In this 
case, FAA has extrapolated from one local base commander's comments a whole new rule: 
"Compatibility with airspace configuration and utilization". This new rule has no dimensional, 
procedural, traffic-based, or separation-based criteria that define passlfail! Then, FAA has mis- 
applied the new rule in its "Level One" screening by finding that the "No-Action" alternative 
PASSES Level One screening for this rule and the "Separate Facilities" alternative FAILS even 
though the "No-Action" alternative would concentrate all future traffic in closer proximity to Tyndall 

',' .(,AFB and its SUA's, whereas the "Separate Facilities" alternative would disperse traffic over a 
larger area. This new rule apparently only applies to Bay County, since FAA (using the same Iconsultant) found no "compatibility" problem with allowing 240+ operations per hour at ATL on 5 
runways within 2 miles embedded in a region with several civil and military airports in close 
proximity. This distortion of trivial airspace management issues is an arbitrary and capricious \ 
decision that eliminates the most logical and economical solution to the Sponsor's perceived 
purpose and need. Instead of twisting the facts this way, FAA should be encouraging a solution 1 
that expands the national aviation system and minimizes environmental impact at both the existing 
and the remote site. We see the existing site becoming an ordinary and intensive mixed-use \development instead of a unique aviation asset that is relatively benign in environmental impact, 
while the remote site has twice as much impact (and consequent mitigation) as necessary. irC 
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Hodges FElS Response: From the Executive Summary: "From an environmental standpoint, 
neither the Existing Site nor the West Bay Site can be deemed clearly superior." This statement 
alone distills the bias FAA has demonstrated. By essentially ignoring the vast impact of the West 
Bay alternative while turning a blind eye to the actual impact of decommissioning PFN and 
building a whole new urban center on the site, FAA loses its claim to objectivity. If the airport 
could actuallv be "relocated", the preferred alternative might have merit; in fact, the airport is 
destroyed, awhole new development follows as a direct consequence, and a new airport is built 
on an environmentallv disastrous site, all for the vast benefits of 2100 additional feet o f  
runway. What a waste after $6 Million and four years o f  "analysis". _i; 



Hodges FElS Response: The purpose of this comment is to address FAA's insistence that FAA 
does not propose airport projects, it just reacts to requests. In fact, such requests would be vastly 
reduced if the "Sponsors" were not heavily subsidized and encouraged to propose ever-larger 
facilities with little regard to justification. This Sponsor could not even afford to design the project 
without FAA and FDOT - it is disingenuous to say that the Sponsor is an independent entity in this 
undertaking. 
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Hodges FElS Response: We are splitting hairs here - the FAA made several penetrating 
comments that go to the heart of justifying this project, and the Sponsor now admits the cornme 
were discussed verbally but no record of disposition was made. So now we are six years and $ 
Million later, the questions are more relevant than ever, and no answers are in the record. Who is 
accountable? 

Hodges FElS Response: RSA determinations are not a local issue. Why is it outside the 
purview of FAA when a Sponsor propagates information directly contradictory to FAA policy 
being told in writing how to handle RSA assumptions for the project? 



Hodges FElS Response: So the standard now is "It only has to be legal." This is a low bar for 
administering multimillion-dollar expenditures. As for EIS preparation, it appears that FAA has 
allowed the consultant to work for months on additional tasks without funding or a change order, in 
order to expedite the EIS. 

Hodges FElS Response (5-5-10 and 5-5-11): The Sponsor's mitigation plan that is vital to the 
EIS was developed by the ETP process. The same prime consultant has billed almost $30 
to the Sponsor and presently estimates $30 Million more if the project is approved. FAA wo 
have been better sewed to require total independence from this consultant for all work affecting 
the Record of Decision. Has FAA concurred in writing with the open-ended engagement? 



Hodges FElS Response (4-20-12 and 5-5-13): These comments go beyond the narrow 
mitigation plan for the direct federal action. The West Bay DSAP (and subsequent DSAPs 
authorized by the Sector Plan) are cumulative impacts that should be fully addressed in a 
Supplemental or Programmatic EIS, since they were not included in this EIS. This induced gro 
is embodied in the Sponsor's purpose and need. Detailed land uses and population/employm 
have been projected for the West Bay DSAP and the Rivercamp development, and such 
projections can be extrapolated for the entire 75,000-acre Sector Plan. Again, there is no 
assurance that preservation or mitigation will be adequate unless the impacts are fully unders 
I once again request a Supplemental EIS to address both the impact of the greater Sector Plan 
area and the intensive redevelopment of the existing site. 
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Hodges FElS Response: The TAF continues to over-estimate PFN traffic, although not as .- i 

egregiously as the Sponsor's forecasts. Neither forecast supports a need for a new airport 
&,' 
d: 

because simple restoration of previous airline flight activity using 50- to 90-seat regional aircraft 
will fulfill the TAF through at least 2030. ,-4 
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Hodges FElS Response: Until the 2-airport alternative is actually designed (including 
procedures) it is not clear that any configuration is superior in objective terms. General New's 
letter has been given far more consideration than the official comments on the DEIS of General 
Egginton. Gen. Egginton is neutral about the decision on a new airport, as long as the Tyndal 
SUA's and navaids are maintained. None of the alternatives impinge on SUA's and nobody has 
defined what a "potential conflict" is. When General New is asked to make an observation, his 
vague concern is used to reconfigure the entire regional airspace. This is all to accommodate 
restoring flight activity to previous levels, since growth is still well below historical levels for both 
military and civil traffic. This is a classic "tempest in a teapot". 
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Hodges FElS Response: The Sponsor's project is a 2100-foot runway extension and a land 
for developers at a public cost of at least $400 Million, plus marking up the price of all the user 
facilities. 

Hodges FElS Response: We will never know if the project could have been built with grant fu 
-the Sponsor has squandered so much money accelerating this ill-advised project and 
complicating it with creative financing that it may not be possible at all. A conventional "pay as 
you go" approach could have delivered something useful long before it will be needed. 



_Î -.-
Hodges FElS Response: Let us consider the the 2003 TAF (Vol. I, p. 1-14) - the forecast 
predicts 263,406 enplanements in 2018. If the service is entirely on 60-seat regional jets with 
75% load factor, ONLY 16 DEPARTURES PER DAY ARE REQUIRED. If the TAF is the "valid 
forecast" then this EIS should conclude there is no "purpose and need" for a new airport. Indeed, 
if we allow the Sponsor's forecast except for the charter fiction, we have 393,000 enplaned - 24 
DEPARTURES (OR LESS IF A FEW MAINLINE DEPARTURES ARE INCLUDED). This barely 
matches previous flight activity and does not require mainline service up to 24 departures per day. 
Still no "purpose and need"! 

/-

Hodges FElS Response: The development of an airport is much more concerned with flight 
activity than with passenger traffic, especially when passenger traffic is so low as to fit in 12 to 20 
departures of regional and narrow-body aircraft for decades to come. The Sponsor claims no 
capacity benefits because it is simply impossible to stretch the facts to include a capacity need. It 
would be great if the forecasts could agree, but even the Sponsor's optimistic forecast fits well 
under this scenario, until it enters the fiction of daily widebody charters. The benefits are simply 
not worth either the financial or the environmental costs. 

#""-.'" 3 



&I-22 '1 IKi,\.\~ i i ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ l.,l<,,ri~:ni.<i r l i : ~ ~  clc.i<li ~ ~ ~ ~ n i ~ ~ ; i i ; i i i l ~  r<,l<riwcI 13% 11,s ~i .< ! i re~ i : t l  i t i  i.<&ii,iil#t>, i l  ,hi%ili.l\ i ~ ,  .,re t;li,l 

i!,loi, I!,<, S41,jt! l'\,,,l ,<,I,,.\:,> :,I,<,,,,,,,\<< ;,ic ,,,st '~,\~,<h%~,~.,bI<. ~p!i,%le,,t,d,<llp,:,ct,<.;,r' :Is' - , s , ! - ,~, ic '~ l<~,'~,l-I<, 
l i t I I .  I I I I I I 1 i I s I I l r l i i f  
Sp3n,av *,I1 .,i-,l;, iii,,lL~ii.,i.i. . i I t~i-n. l t i \~. \l),>iv/d lhc IICICI.T~,Iilir l,irl;irc~i 117~~ i i . o ~ w l  i ~ i i t t l:mi X4iIll iiint risi-i\*,.t, i:. 
i l i , i r i t i  ti, hi ni i,i!i,ii~dciixilid.i i < ~ u ~ c r i  p i . m l e  i i ~  

Hodges FElS Response: The 8400-foot runway on the existinq site is not the Sponsor's project, 

but allowing it into the analysis distorts the tradeoff favoring an unnecessary 8400-foot runway. 

The only "reasonable, feasible, prudent, and practical" 8400-foot alternatives would be at sites L o 

away from both West Bay (or other wetland-intensive sites) and the existing site. FAA has not 

proposed any valid 8400-foot alternatives to West Bay. 




Hodges FElS Response: The Sponsor's airport, wherever it is, will never capture much 
from adjacent market areas. 

Hodges FElS Response: Redundant response noted. uq31. 




-- 

Hodges FElS Response: The Sponsor has not identified a purpose or need with this jargon - it 
has no meaning. 

Hodges FEIS Response: Another "purpose and need" which is neither. Both sites are 
compatible, largely because the airport is so under-utilized. -

Hodges FElS Response: Non-response noted. 24-

Hodges FElS Response: Another spurious need, not supported, just "identified" jY~ 
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Hodges FElS Response: The Sponsor now proposes to fill this need by assisting a developer to 

dredge Goose Bayou - and FAA does not see this as a part of the project even though the 

cannot happen without it. 


Hodges FElS Response: Redundant response noted. The proposed project is based on "... 

Future Opportunities for Accommodating Projected DEMAND" - is not "accommodating demand" ST)

another way of saying "increasing capacity"? I agree that there is no need to increase capacity, 

but the Sponsor insists on considering events so far in the future that they are meaningless. 
 -1 
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Hodges FElS Response: Redundant 

Hodges FElS Response: There is plentiful documentation pre-dating the DElS that Goose 
Bayou should not be filled. This rule should be applied to redevelopment as strenuously as  it has 
been for airport expansion. Strangely, when the Sponsor's audience is developer/purchasers, the 
rules are different from those in use by FAA and FDOT for airport expansion. 
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Hodges FEIS Response: Please then answer why the FAA is involved in approving a "Land 
Donation Agreement" that involves real estate considerations beyond aviation needs, and a 
"Request for Proposals" that allows the Sponsor to collateralize the purchase proceeds of the 
existing airport before it is decommissioned? Both of these transactions are quite irregular. 

Hodges FElS Response: Comment noted? This "purpose and need" is a cornerstone of the 
Sponsor's project. The FAA should either provide a program that addresses this need nationally 
or shut down this Sponsor's insistence that it must do something no other airport is required to do. 

Hodges FElS Response: If the crosswind alignment is to accommodate Eglin airspace, how is 
the new airport "reducing the potential conflicts" so important to the FAA? The Sponsor is now 
considering eliminating the crosswind runway completely - so much for "relocation" - now we are 
talking about "substitution" of an inferior airport. SI--



Hodges FElS Response: When a comment raises a question requiring an answer, the 
consultant should seek the answer. I have discussed this issue with Tyndall RAPCON, and they 
are aware that their radar has line-of-sight limitations at West Bay. There is probably a solution 
for this, but the solution is not to ignore it. Please investigate. 

Hodges FElS Response: Redundant. 
--1c; 'A 
,,--
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Hodges FElS Response: I have seen the draft of the BCA, and it is very creative, as every 
attempt to justify this project has been. It is very strange that a marginal project like this would 
allowed to burn through $30 Million in fees without a BCA or risk analysis. 
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Hodges FElS Response: Redundant. 
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Hodges FElS Response: Non-responsive to the broad issues raised. I again request a 
Supplemental or Programmatic EIS to address the total impact of this federal action. __ 
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Hodges FElS Response: This is absolutely inane. Once again, you have described the norm 
aviation environment at small non-hub airports. "High performance super sonic (sic) aircraft" do 
not behave differently from other aircraft in approach corridors or civil controlled airspace. To 
invoke "complexity" without stating any objective design or operating parameters is simply 
spouting jargon that has no meaning to certified participants in the aviation system. 



1-5-59 Sic ~ I L ~ ; ~ ~ L ~ I  Y~>ir.i.isi. %/>I</> lhy i x c l r ~ l i i i ~  c~ti. l,~:-~.i l i , . m i i i ~ i i i i  i,n i l io Sl>wiirur'r i / ~ i l a ~ ~ i l  I\ l l l i \m/  '11. li. i'.,~Iiti.c 
1.r I.ail~a~.i lii.iciii.d t,i..i,iiii:il ,i;,l.,. ;iii,l''clilri.y-picl~i~ig" tlii. lici;i F * ~ i , , i  "iiw 1'1-U". lii sjiili. i , i ~ l l ~ ~ ~  cilr,t\ 

1li:tt i i , l I ; ~~ i111, i~:>l l ' ic.&I "oia 1'1 \: ', l l w  i.prl;ilvii i~iotic:is~ei,i> i l i n i r s  :i i l i l ir,cni.~ni;,ni. ii:rl-nitv iiiiil!, l i ia in l ino  
1'1 '':'I . s \ i i  t i i i  ' , , I d  1'13'' iRr. liilktie. Ih i s  is i n 8 5 1  j i i n l l i~~nr i i - I ,? 'iri n l ~ a n ~ r i l c  i i ie  i;ircc;lsi 1i.rliis. iii-il:,.slio..,..ii 
lbl\'i T~l-'\I , ,  ;,<.:u, :o:s 

-> 

Hodges FElS Response: As stated above, the conclusion of all this "analysis" (particularly in the 
Sponsor's forecast) was flawed. If this project goes forward, the taxpayers will spend $400 Million 
to see who is the better forecaster. 



Hodges FEIS Response: See response 5-5-15. \ (R ';a 
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Hodges FEIS Response: Idon't have the entire 2005 TAF, but Iwould be surprised if i t  

shows a decrease in traffic for PFN in 2005-2006, but that is actually happening. 

Apparently the expectations cannot be lowered enough to capture this poor market of high 

fuel prices, high fares, and bankrupt airlines. See 1-5-58. 
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Hodges FElS Response: The FAA's alternatives are neither reasonable, feasible, prudent, 
practical to completely analyze this project, for reasons stated repeatedly in these comments. 





Hodges FEE Response: this comment was not about the TAF, but the Sponsor's f o r e c a s t . l &  

Hodges FElS Response: Non-responsive. Please explain in local terms how a new airport is 

justified for the incremental differences in traffic between the present airport and ANY of the 6%

forecasts. This EIS is apparently written to reach a foregone conclusion, and the authors simply 

refuse to confront the facts. 
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Hodges FElS Response: The Sponsor has also not proposed a substitute airport that is 
justified economically or environmentally. 

i - r  
Hodges FElS Response: I presume we agree. .. '. Up 
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Hodges FElS Response: It is possible to cite historic or credible future data, compare data with 
other markets, and it is especially possible to backtest a forecast to past outcomes. This forecast 
fails in all, and the authors probably realized it was not reliable. 



Hodges FElS Response: In this case the forecast would assist planners to conclude a 
airport is not needed in the forecast period. 
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Hodges FElS Response: Apparently the "fundamental basis" for the Sponsor's forecast was to 
develop the most optimistic forecast possible, whether it conformed to FAA variance 
recommendations or not. The most notable conclusion is that even this distorted forecast fall 
within the capabilities of the local airport except for the totally unbelievable daily widebody from 
the UK. 







Hodges FElS Response: I understand that passengers on connecting itineraries are counted to 
their destination. In a huge hub like Atlanta, many passengers fly over the hub on separate tickets 
because of internet promotions, gaming the round-trip fare rules, etc. This was a peripheral 
comment since any Atlanta nonstop traffic is only a 248 mile leg. The real point is that NO 
nonstop 0-D (non-hubbing) city has traffic indicating a nonstop market during the planning period. 
If this is not correct, please identify the nonstop city. C* 
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Hodges FElS Response: Fares are the dominant factor, assuming comparable access and 
frequency. *--



Hodges FElS Response: I was present for aeregular~on and [he a~r l~ne ~ndustryover tlrne What ,. -
happenea to y o u  poslrlon that only local facrors and not a rllne marker responses' are relevant? 
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Hodges FElS Response: That is good arithmetic. It appears that passengers-per-departure has 
reached 43. Now, why does this indicate we have a need for a substitute airport? 

i' 

1 



--- 
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Hodges FElS Response: See 1-5-95. \ ;r% 


Hodges FElS Response: Non-responsive. Please answer the question. 19-seaters fly the same 
airspace as 150-seaters. When will this substitution occur? 
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Hodges FElS Response: True, but still subjective. FAA recognizes it cannot evaluate loca 
booster claims so it simply "allows" them. This project is totally based on such claims after ?"a 
exhausting more objective goals. 
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Hodges FElS Response: It is common for airlines to give "courtesy" replies and then rely on their 
own judgment to allocate resources. 



Hodges FElS Response: Please be specific -which airplane and which charter opportunity has "6\ 
been lost, and why? 

Hodges FElS Response: I have not been allowed to assume anything not documented - plea 
furnish the basis for this claim, since the entire difference between the existing airport and West 
Bay has boiled down to one 737 to near hub daily and a mysterious charter market. 

I-S-IIIS oi.,;,i,.,~,;~ u t i i  .~IICV.I~.,,S~I \v.iimii'.~i~~.i-.. 1.1.i~ iieix VPS i v ; , ~  ;~li.iri, ii..i i i ,i,iitii.~ic.~nii i r . i ~ , i i  h l i  
ii,ici~i~~is,.ii.tlcl~:iii<ii..<i t c i i  pah-rivci- ir~ii,li i:i lh; t~ l ,~. i . i i  u jrci i<d~il i i i lI ? i i i $ i i  liar w i c i i ~ l y  iiiiilciiiil<cn lbirililiiig i t  

i , ~ ~ i \ c i l i i s i i i  I1lI,i* l l i r i i  I'i'h 'jvill .ieain lic iii lieo~i-ibi-iic.id ci~si,l~iiitiii,i rill,VPS,  i w i li . c i i i i i .  is sircih.iiIi. 
lhr,glll lp,,)\$>\,Li 

Hodges FElS Response: Non-responsive jargon. 



- - 
Hodges FElS Response: I believe you will find the 757-200 quite capable of charter 
flights from 6300 foot runways. Air Force Two was easily accommodated. 

Hodges FElS Response: As an ex-Delta participant in scheduling and aircraft 
routing activities, I am quite sure this comment is conect, but Delta will probably not 

?--"put it writing out of "courtesy". I can assure you it was not because the runway 
prevented operating to Atlanta with the available passenger loads, as asserted by the 1 'LC) 
sponsor. If you have a better reason documented, please give it. Delta's recent I 

Iactions speak much more clearly, having de-hubbed DFW including nonstop 
from PFN, curtailed New York nonstop service in all NW Florida markets, and 
severely curtailed mainline service in smaller markets and off-peak times in larger 
markets. 
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Hodges FElS Response: Please elaborate on the relevance of 3-pounds-per-airline- 
flight and 250-pounds-per-cargo-flighton the development of a new airport. What (3.b
factor is projected to increase cargo to require an 8400-foot or even a 6800 foot 
runway. Build it and they will come? 

Hodges FElS Response: The report stated 14 percent growth of based jet ai 
over a period of years. It failed to state that the actual growth to fulfill this was 
jet aircraft. This project suffers from a low base of activity. 



Hodges FElS Response: See previous comments on the relative importance of 
USAF comments, particularly the comments of Gen. Egginton on the DEIS. 
Complexity has not been shown to be a controlling factor - it has not even been 
defined in a way that a knowledgeable commenter can respond to. What is the 
insuperable deficiency - procedures, proximity, SUA's, TERP's ? Or is it just that 
profound "complexity" that can be resolved everywhere but in Bay County? It 
appears that the FAA has decided not to try to devise all reasonable alternatives, just 
to paper over a decision in advance. 
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Hodges FElS Response: Building a new airport is not funded either, but this has 
not precluded proposing implausible alternatives. Relocating 390 may even occur to  
accommodate redevelopment of the existing site. Apparently developers are much 
better at moving road plans than airports who have lost interest in their assets. 



Hodges FElS Response: I stand corrected on re-opening for commercial 
service but I question whether the airfield was under water for three days. 
Emergency relief flights operated from PFN. 
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Hodges FElS Response: Upon re-reading, you are correct about conditional 
acceptance, but the comments from FAA have never been resolved for the record. 
Please furnish the Sponsor's replies to the FAA comments. +-,, 
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Hodges FElS Response: FAA is responsible for developing "reasonable, feasible. 
prudent, and practicable" alternatives for this analysis. Arguably, there is not a site 
entirely within Bay County that can support an 8400-to-12,000 to 2-x-parallel runway 
airport and not cause irreparable hann the environment. This comment is intended 
to show that confining the project to Bay County is a desire, not a requirement, and in 
fact the law has already been changed to allow the Sponsor to operate in other 
counties. I request that FAA consider this alternative in a Supplemental EIS. 

Hodges FElS Response: FAA must account for all impacts reasonably expected 
flow from the federal action. If FAA allows the Sponsor to advance redevelopment 
using the sale proceeds as collateral to finance the federal action before 
decommissioning PFN, redevelopment becomes an integral part of the project. Th 
"creative financing" violates the FAA's regulations against encumbering a grant- 
supported airport. The Sponsor has also expressed its intent to assure that the 
purchaser pursues a DRI and to support the purchaser with resources concerning 
existing conditions at the site. FAA must exercise its responsibility. I again request a 
Supplemental EIS to analyze the impact of redevelopment at the same level of detail 
as the analysis of the West Bay project. i 
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Hodges FEIS Response: See previous responses on the 8400 foot on-site 
alternative. It is not "reasonable, feasible, prudent, and practicable". 
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If one accepts that the Level 1 screen "Compatibility with Airspace 
ConfigurationlUtilization"is valid (and Ido not for reasons given above), FAA's 
application of this screen is contradictory and arbitrary. (See Table S-1, "Summary 
of Alternatives Evaluation - Level 1- Purpose and Need"). The "No-Action" 
alternative passes this screen for the obvious reason that it cannot be rationalized 
away like the "Separate Facilities" alternative, even though all future operations 
would operate in this supposedly unacceptable "potential conflict" environment, and 
in fact all likely future operations in the planning period have already been surpassed 
in the past by the "No-Action" alternative. The "Separate Facilities" alternative is 
found to fail this screen, even though all future operations would be split between 
three airspace-standards-compliant airports within approximately 20 miles instead of 
two airspace-compliant airports within 10 miles, with the supposedly more benign 
general aviation operations biased toward the airport needing the most relief from 
alleged "potential conflicts". + 
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Hodges FEIS Response: My comment relates to the relative value of expanding the 
airport vs. cosmetically improving a 2-lane entrance road. In terms of value, this 
cosmetic project already funded by FDOT was obviously not evaluated for cost- 
benefit, whereas FAA would now invoke cost as a constraint on SR 390 
improvements. In any event, this EIS is supposedly to determine the preferred 
alternative without regard to cost (or it would not have chosen the most expensive 
credible altemative). I don't know the scope of the $50 to $100M work, but the cost 
of the substitute airport has passed $330Million NOT including funds for the fabled 
"West Bay Preservation Area". Iassume that a prudent Sponsor would not pursue 
an elaborate on-site alternative, but return to planning and develop a sensible and 
non-intrusive regional air carrier airport. Iwonder what will be cut out of the "vision" 
when the cost must be reduced? x 
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Hodges FElS Response: The referenced statute language is in the special district 
act of another airport authority in Florida. The Florida legislature has amended the 
special act for the Bay County airport district TWICE in the last ten years, and there 
is no reason to assume it could not be done again, if the proper incentives existed. 
FAA shows little determination compared to the local developer who proposes to 
bridge several estuarine islands for development. We will see what happens to th 
bay, but FDEP will not be the agency that protects it. 

Hodges FElS Response: Ignorance of a policy is not an excuse -the record is fu 
of the history of the Goose Bayou impacts. 



Hodges FElS Response: See 5-5-134 . Ajl)/-
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Hodges FElS Response: How is this determined -the Sponsor has offered no 
market area data except 1 week of passenger data from 1998. 

/ 



Hodges FElS Response: Please read the comment again - I believe Isaid that 
ATC exists within a broader context. My point is that ONE configuration has been 
analyzed and the alternatives have been dismissed by waving this "Compatibility with 
Airspace ConfigurationIUtilization"jargon at it. The conclusion is both arbitrary and 
contradictory. 
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Hodnes FElS Response: FAA has taken far too benign a view of the Sponsor's 
proje-ct, spenolng ~6 M~llionto essentially say .It makes no difference how we 

i . ' . j

proceed, so we w~l l  proceed w~th the Sponsor.' The facts and the d~sclosures in this ,, 

FEIS cry out for a either a different preferred alternative or a Supplemental EIS to 
develop the real environmental impact. Iagain request a Supplemental EIS or a 
Programmatic EIS to analyze both the full impact of the Sector Plan and the 
redevelopment of the PFN site. 



Hodges FElS Response: There is a vast difference between "Not Desirable7'A 
and "Requires Replacement". See 2-2-142. 

Hodges FElS Response: The 8400 foot alternative at the existing site is not 
"reasonable, feasible, practical, or prudent" except in some fantasy world where i:obcosts and impacts don't exist. If an 8400 foot airport alternative to the West Bay site 
is crucial, it cannot be proposed at the existing site. I request a Supplemental EIS to 
consider a credible 8400 foot alternative. 

I t ~ ~ ~ i < ~ r ~ ~'11,~ :tltL-;~n:ativch\vLt~cdc%'el,>l-~?,l 1pri.b t,? rec~,ip$S ~ ~ I ' I ~ I ~ I ~t c i ~ . $ ~ ~ > c ~ ~ l  lk$ter% 

Hodges FElS Response: See 3-1-153. \ 103.' 
--a 
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Hodges FElS Response: The Feasibility study did not find the project to be 
"justtied", only technically feasible. The Sponsor could have saved FAA $2.4 Millio 
by just sending FAA a letter asking if it is possible to build a commercial service 
airport on 4,000 acres with suitable airspace. 
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Hodges FEES Response: None of the alternatives provide 8400 foot runway 
on an upland greenfield site. See 3-1-169. 



Hodges FElS Response: See 3-1-177 - in  that response FAA relied on th 
"Feasibility Study 2000" as both justifying and finding technically feasible th 
Sponsor's project. 
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Hodges FEIS Response: Section 1.6 says in effect "The service area is where the 
population is." It then relies on one week of passenger data that shows the traffic to 
be overwhelmingly from Bay County, WITHOUT IDENTIFYING WHICH AREA OF 
BAY COUNTY. It then goes on to speculate that the Sponsor's forecast (asserted 
over and over to be not used in this FEIS) says the new airport will alter the service 
area favorably. This flies in the face of the population demographics of Bay County 
(which is asserted to be the source of virtually all passengers). The new airport site 
is surrounded by thousands of acres of unpopulated pine plantations, and it will be 
decades (by the admission of the county planners and the landowner) before any 
significant population is developed. The Sponsor's project will deprecate air service 
to the population of Bay County (AKA the "Service Area") for many years. The only 
beneficiaries of a new airport are those involved in building it and those (a minority) 
for which it will be closer. Until some data is provided to the contrary, Section 1.6 is 
speculative, just like the Sponsor's project. 
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"'Hodges FElS Response: See 2-2-142. 

,--
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?, AHodges FElS Response: See 2-2-142. 

Hodges FElS Response: See 2-2-142. 
C 


Hodges FElS Response: See 3-1-169. 1/\y  
c--




Hedges FElS Response: See various previous comments on the improper_i \ \  
analysis of the separate facilities alternative. 

Hodges FElS Response: See 3-1-169. ii? 
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Hodges FElS Response: See 3 -1 -169 .7  
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