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Comment 1

Response

Comment 2

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).

Comments 1 through 5 above encompass a humber 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.

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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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.

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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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.

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.

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 Il 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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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,
| request that a Supplemental DEIS or a Programmatic EIS (or both) including public
hearing and comment, be prepared. 1 also request a copy of any Supplemental EIS,
Programmatic EIS, and the FAA Record of Decision.

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. 81508.25(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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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.

Hodges FEIS Comment: The Sponsor is proceeding (with the FAA's knowledge and
apparent consent, (see FEIS Vol. 11, 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.

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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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.

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.

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.

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

Please see Responses to Comments to the National Resources Defense Council
located in Letters PO01 and P003, Appendix B of this ROD.

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.

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.



Donald R. Hodges

1004 Individual Letter

Comment 10

Response

Comment 11

Response

Comment 12

Response

Comment 13

Response

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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Comment: This need can be met by several of the 6800 foot
alternatives at the existing site.

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.

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.

The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the
FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response.

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.

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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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.

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.

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.

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.

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

Please see Responses to Comments to the National Resources Defense Council
located in Letters PO01 and P003, Appendix B of this ROD.

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. 1l "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, ATCAAsS,
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.

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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Comment 19

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.

If one accepts that the Level 1 screen "Compatibility with Airspace
Configuration/Utilization" is valid (and | 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".

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.

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

Comment 20

Response

Comment 21

Response

Comment 22

Response

Comment 23

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.

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.

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.

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. | request a
Supplemental EIS to introduce and analyze such an alternative.

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.

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. | request
that the alternatives be revised and a Supplemental EIS be conducted.

Please see Response to Comment 21 above.

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.

See the response to Comment 5 above.
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Comment 24

Response

Comment 25

Response

Comment 26

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)

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.

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.

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.

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

Comment 27

Response

Comment 28

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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Comment 29

Response

Comment 30

Response

Comment 31

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.

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”.

The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the
FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response.

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.

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.

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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Comment 32

Response

Comment 33

Response

Comment 34

Response

Comment 35

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.

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?

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.

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.

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.

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?

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.

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. |
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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Comment 36

Response

Comment 37

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.

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.

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.

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”.

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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Response

Comment 39

Response

Comment 40

Response

Comment 41

Response

Comment 42

Response

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.

The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which
the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.

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.

The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which
the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.

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”!

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 44

Response

Comment 45

Response

Comment 46

Response
Comment 47

Response

Comment 48

Response

Comment 49

Response

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-27): The Sponsor's airport, wherever it is, will never
capture much traffic from adjacent market areas.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-28): Redundant response noted.
The FAA acknowledges the comment.

Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-30): The Sponsor has not identified a purpose or need
with this jargon — it has no meaning.

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.

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.

See Response to Comment 45 above.
Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-32): Non-response noted.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-33): Another spurious need, not supported, just
“identified”.

See Response to Comment 45 above.

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.

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

Response

Comment 51

Response

Comment 52

Response

Comment 53

Response

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”? | 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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-2-40): Redundant.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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Response

Comment 55

Response

Comment 56

Response

Comment 57

Response

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.

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.

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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (2-1-44): When a comment raises a question requiring an
answer, the consultant should seek the answer. | 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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-45): Redundant.

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

Response

Comment 59

Response

Comment 60

Response

Comment 61

Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-46): | 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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-2-47): Redundant.

It is not clear what the Commentor means by “redundant” and the FAA is not able to
provide a meaningful response.

Hodges FEIS Response (5-4-48): Non-responsive to the broad issues raised. | again
request Supplemental or Programmatic EIS to address the total impact of this federal
action.

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.

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

Comment 62

Response

Comment 63

Response

Comment 64

Response

Comment 65

Response

Comment 66

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.

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.

This comment consists of statements of opinion to which the FAA is unable to
provide a meaningful response.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-60): See response 5-5-15.

FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response to this comment because there is no
response number 5-5-15.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-61): | 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.

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.

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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-69): this comment was not about the TAF, but the
Sponsor's forecast.

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

Response

Comment 68

Response

Comment 69

Response

Comment 70

Response

Comment 71

Response

Comment 72

Response

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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-71): The Sponsor has also not proposed a substitute
airport that is justified economically or environmentally.

The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which
the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-72): | presume we agree.

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.

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.

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.

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.

The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor to which
the FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response.

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.

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

Response

Comment 74

Response

Comment 75

Response

Comment 76

Response

Comment 77

Response

Comment 78

Response

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-87): | 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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-88): Fares are the dominant factor, assuming
comparable access and frequency.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-92): | 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?

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.

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?

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-97): See 1-5-95.
See the response to Comment 76 above.

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?

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

Response

Comment 80

Response

Comment 81

Response

Comment 82

Response
Comment 83

Response

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.

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.

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.

This is not a comment on the FEIS. Therefore, FAA is not able to provide a
meaningful response.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-103): Please be specific — which airplane and which
charter opportunity has been lost, and why?

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-104): | 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.

Please see response to Comment 81.
Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-106): Non-responsive jargon.

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

Response

Comment 85

Response

Comment 86

Response

Comment 87

Response

Comment 88

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-107): | believe you will find the 757-200 quite capable
of charter flights from 6300 foot runways. Air Force Two was easily
accommodated.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (1-5-109): As an ex-Delta participant in scheduling and
aircraft routing activities, | am quite sure this comment is correct, but Delta will
probably not put it in writing out of “courtesy”. | 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.

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

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?

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.

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.

The increase in number of based jet aircraft is not the basis for the proposed project.

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

Comment 89

Response

Comment 90

Response

Comment 91

Response

Comment 92

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.

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.

The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the
FAA is not able to provide a meaningful response.

Hodges FEIS Response (4-11-129): | stand corrected on re-opening for commercial
service but | question whether the airfield was under water for three days.
Emergency relief flights operated from PFN.

The Airport Sponsor has indicated that the airport was closed to commercial
operations for approximately three days following Hurricane Opal.

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.

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.

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. | request that FAA consider this alternative in a
Supplemental EIS.
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Response

Comment 93

Response

Comment 94

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.

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.
| 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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (2-2-138): See previous responses on the 8400 foot on-site
alternative. It is not “reasonable, feasible, prudent, and practicable”.

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

Response

Comment 96

Response

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. 111 "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 (SUAsS,
ATCAA:s, 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.

See response to Comment 17 above.

(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".

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

Response

Comment 98
Response

Comment 99

Response

Comment 100

Response

Comment 101
Response

Comment 102

Response

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). | 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”. | 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. | wonder what will be cut out of the “vision”
when the cost must be reduced?

The comment above consists of personal commentary and statements of opinion to
which the FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.

Hodges FEIS Response (4-18-150): Thankfully neither of these will be necessary.
The FAA acknowledges the comment.

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.

The comment above consists of speculation and statements of opinion, to which the
FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.

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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (5-5-155): See 5-5-134.
See Response to Comment 93 above.

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.

The market area is described in Section 1.6 of the FEIS.
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Comment 103

Response

Comment 104

Response

Comment 105

Response

Comment 106

Response

Comment 107

Response

Comment 108

Hodges FEIS Response (2-3-165): Please read the comment again — | believe | 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.

See response to Comment 37 above regarding the need to conduct airspace review
during the alternatives screening process.

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. | 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.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-168): There is a vast difference between “Not
Desirable” and “Requires Replacement”. See 2-2-142.

The FAA acknowledges the comment.

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. 1f an 8400 foot airport alternative to the West Bay site
is crucial, it cannot be proposed at the existing site. | request a Supplemental EIS to
consider a credible 8400 foot alternative.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-170): See 3-1-153.

The FAA acknowledges the comment.

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

Comment 109

Response

Comment 110

Response

Comment 111

Response

Comment 112
Response
Comment 113
Response
Comment 114
Response

Comment 115

The comment above consists of statements of opinion to which the FAA is unable to
provide a meaningful response.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-1-178): None of the alternatives provide 8400 foot
runways on an upland greenfield site. See 3-1-169.

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.

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.

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.

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.

The comment above consists of statements of opinion of the Commentor and the
FAA is unable to provide a meaningful response.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-190): See 2-2-142.
See Response to Comment 95 above.
Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-192): See 2-2-142.
See Response to Comment 95 above.
Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-193): See 2-2-142.
See Response to Comment 95 above.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-194): See 3-1-169.
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Response

Comment 116

Response

Comment 117

Response

Comment 118

Response

See Response to Comment 106 above.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-3-198): See various previous comments on the improper
analysis of the separate facilities alternative.

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

Hodges FEIS Response (3-4-200): See 3-1-169.

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.

Hodges FEIS Response (3-4-207): See 3-1-169.

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.
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406 Harvard Boulevard
Lynn Haven, Florida 32444
June 28, 20086

Federal Aviation Administration
Orlando Airports District Office

5350 Hazeitine Nationat Dr, Suite 400
Orlando, Florida 32822-5024

Attention: Ms. Virginia Lane, Environmental Specialist

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

| adopt by reference the comments and requests for a Programmatic and/or
Supplemental EIS by the Nafural Resources Defense Council.

in the enclosed documents, | have inseried 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 commenis, FAA has: 1) accepted unsubstantiated f—'?
forecasts and arguments about purpose and need, 2) inappropriately designed and i
evaluated runway alternatives, and 3) created and applied inappropriate and subjective
criteria for evaluating various airspace configurations, 4) introduced new connecied

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 ailow 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 cumuiative 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 financiai cost and environmentat impact and/or
mitigation, and thus the airport and Sector Plan are “part and parce!l” of the broader
federal action. These impacts and mitigations should be explained and quantified ina
Programmatic EIS, a Supplemental EIS (or both). s

e
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The effect of these actions is to consider in the FEIS, several alternatives, including
8400 foot runways, that are not necessary fo 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 foof
alternative on the ex;st:ng 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.

S

Furthermore the FEIS has been tainted by using the work product of consultants who ‘i
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 environmentail objectives !
of the Sponsor. Bechtel Infrastructure inc., PBS&J, and their subconsultants are 5
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
refated matters to both the airport Sponsor and The St. Joe Company. ETP is
supposedly an arms-iength 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
nerhaps 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 aiready

substantially complete.

E

S 1
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FAA's course of conduct in two other areas is of concern:

p—

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 Lf
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.

oo

evaluation of such a significant project that will permanently alter enviranmental

processes in place for thousands of years. FAA should strive for the utmost objectivity |
and attention to its legal responsibilities under NEPA. Due fo the disclosure of
significant additional scope of the federal action and connected actions, | request that a %
Supplemental DEIS or a Programmatic EIS (or both) including public hearing and ]
comment, be prepared. | also request a copy of any Supplemental EIS, Programmatic
ElS, and the FAA Record of Decision. B

The NEPA process is one of the few opportunities for patient, objective, and !ong~t€erm"m)‘i

o

o

Donald R. Hodges

Enclosures:
Hodges Comments (embedded in FEIS Executive Summary and FEIS Vol IV}

ce. 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 (FEIS)
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. Army
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 Panama City-Bay County Airport and Industrial District (the Airport Sponsor) is the owner and
operater of the existing airport (Existing Site) and the project sponsor for the proposed relocated airport
at the West Bay Site (Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project). The St. Joe Company currently owns the
Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project site and would donate the site to the Airport Sponsor pursuant to a
wrillen agreement. In additien, the St. Joe Company would also donate additional acreage for any
welland mitigation that may be required for the development of a relocated airport.

The Alrport Sponsor’s Proposed Project would accommodate airfield development for both short- and
long-term aviation needs without being constrained 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 3,000
feet. This systemn would be supported by the necessary ancillary facilities including parallel and
connecting taxiways, terminal area facilities, general aviation facilities, air traffic control and emergency
service facilities, lighting, and navigation faciliies. The proposed relocation of airport facilities and the
anticipated initial development components of the relocated airport are analyzed in this FEIS,

Should the FAA select the proposed project for approval, the Atrport Sponsor intends to sell the Existing
Site for possible redevelopment. Although the party that purchases the airport property will ultimately
determine how to redevelop the property, the Alrport Sponsor undertook to identify initial

redevelopment proposals based on public input. As a result of that process, the Airport Sponsor
prepared a document called the Background Analysis and Master Planning Report for Redevelopment
{Redevelopment Report) which identified three potential redevelopment scenarios. See Appendis ¥ of
the FEIS. The FAA has used that document to prepare a composite redevelopment scenario, and the
polential environmental impacts of this composite scenario have been analyzed in the FEILS for disclosure
purposes, This topic is discussed in greater detail in Sections 2.2.3 and 5.1 of this FEIS. Although
impacis of potential redevelopment of the Existing Site are analyzed in this FEIS under the West Bay
Site alternatives, there are additiona) 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 of release the
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Hodges FEIS Comment: The Sponsor is proceeding (with the FAA's o
knowiedge and apparent consent, (see FEIS Vol. il, 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 aliows 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. @ . B

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 & Draft Airport Layout Plan that was submitted to the
FAA for review in June 2004.

FAA’s Environmental Responsibilities

The primary purpose of an EIS is to ensure that the policies and goals of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA) are considered i 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 informs 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 E
FAA has isolated the Sponsot'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 itis 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.

£ o
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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 aiternatives will require a Supplemental EIS. o

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 Federal Register 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 subntitted 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 DEIS was released for
public review in November 2004. A public workshop and public hearing were held on January 11, 20035,
See Chapter Six and Appendix O of the FEIS. Correspondence from tribal organizations was also
solicited. See Appendix M of the FEIS. :

Cooperating Agency

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
impfementation of the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project. Ifthe 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: | adopt and incorporate by reference the 2
comments of the Natural Resources Defense Council regarding the
obligations and actions of the USACE.

Document Organization

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 of 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. Chapter Three presents the range of alternatives considered to achieve the
purpose and need, and through a screening process, presents those alternatives the FA{A considers to 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 FAAjs preferred
alternative. Chapter Three also includes the USACE alternatives evaluation process, eva!ua}t:on of
alternatives, and the Applicant’s (Airport Sponsor’s) preferred alternative the USACE con‘s@ered in the
Clean Water Act {CWA) Section 404 permit application. Chapter Four provides a desc-rlgtmn Qf the
human, physical, and natural environments in the study area and in the vicinity of the §x1st1r1g Site anc} the
Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project Site in northwestern Bay County (the West Bay Site}. Chapter Fl_ve
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 vicinity of the
Existing Site and the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project Site in northwestern Bay County (the West Bay
Site). Chapter 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 summarizes the coordination and public involvement activities conducted for the
E1S. Chapter Seven lists the preparers of the FEIS. Chapter Eight lists the parties to whom the FEIS
will be distributed. Chapter Nine is the bibliography for the FEIS. Chapter Ten is the list of
abbreviations, acronyms, and glossary of terms. Chapter Eleven is the index.

Velume I1- Appendices - contains various appendices to the FEIS related to technical information,
correspondence and coordination, and other reference materials.

Volume IIT - Responses to Comments (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 DFEIS
from public individuals. These comments have been summarized and responses are provided.

Volume V - Responses to Comments (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 77), Calhoun County (accessed via Highway 20 to U.S. 231, Highway 22
o U.S. 98) and Jackson County (accessed via Highway 77 and U.S. 2313,

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 for
specific planning studies (e.g., master plans, system plans) and for financial purposes (e.g., the sale of
revenue bonds), The FAA prepares and vpdates its Terminal Area Forecasts (TAF) every vear to
establish staffing and other rescurce 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 to determine
which set of forecasts provides the hest basis for the assessment of potential environmental effects. The
Alrport Sponsor prepared aviation forecasts in 2000, and because of the evenis that have occurred smce
that time, and as a part of the ongoing planning process, the Airport Sponsor prepared Updated Forecasts
and presented them to FAA in January 2004. According to the Airport Sponsor, the Updated Forgcast;
reflect an evaluation of the potential for an airport located at the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project site
to serve 1) a larger percentage of travelers in the overall air service area, and 2) potential international
charler service. During the same time period, FAA prepared the 2003 TAF, released in February 2004.
The FAA 2003 TAF prepared for PEN is used in this FEIS, The 2005 TAF, published in February 20006,
is included in the FEIS for comparison. The Updated Forecasts prepared by the Airport 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..

4 S~
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an aircraft type that can only be supported by the Sponsor's 1O

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 f‘
|

longer than 6800 feet during the planning period.

Hodges FEIS Comment: The Sponsor's Updated Forecast is not AE
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 f
?
§

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 future aviation development that is compatible with local and regional
planning objectives. The reasons for these objectives are described as specific needs of the Airport
Spounsor,

Meet FAA Safety and Design Standards - this need includes meeting FAA standards for runway safety
arcas, object free areas, and object free zones, and fo provide munway protection zones that are clear of
incompatible objects and activities.

Hodges FEIS Comment: This need can be met by several of the 6800 | {|
foot alternatives at the existing site. -

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

i

Hodges FEIS Comment: Every airport would prefer to be

unconstrained in any way, but this airport has not shown aneed 1o [/
expand to the extent it prefers. All of the valid needs can be met
without the Sponsor's proposed project. e

Prepare for Future Opportunities for Accommodating Projected Demand and Expansion
Opportunities - this includes the Airport Sponsor’s identified need for a full-service air carrier runway
8,400 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
next 20 years without payload restrictions, to meet anticipated demand for international charter
operations, to attract new air carrier service to Bay County and allow for large military transports 1o use
the ajrport. When warranted by demand, (he Afrport Sponsor has identified the need to plan for an
uitimate 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 at
the airport in the siting, sizing, and configuration of the airfield and to develop landside facilities to meet

aviation demand.
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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 paralle! runway are so far

in the future as to be meaningless in this FEIS. FAA has only

analyzed the proposed project; uniless the “expansion opportunities”

are actually proposed they are extraneous.

Plan Future Aviation Development That is Compatible With Local and Regional Planning
Objectives — In response to projected population growth in the region, the Airport Sponsor is planning
for 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 build-out overlay and detailed
specific area plans (DSAP). An Airport DSAP has been prepared and approved for the Airport
Sponsor’s Proposed Project site. A West Bay DSAP has been prepared an approved for a 16,556-acre
area adjacent to, and southwest of, the Airport DSAP. The West Bay DSAP includes residential,
commercial, Hight industrial, conservation, and agricaltural/timberland uses. Through the planning
process, siate, 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 area,

[

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 i1.” {(Pause for collecting
suggestions, except no suggestions without an airport.) (Reconvene
meeting.) “We have devised a plan for the West Bay Sector —a new E
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, 1ot 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 aliowed fo 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.

,,am
b
- -
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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 (NPLAS). The nine goals set forth in the NPIAS
are: 1) airports should be safe and efficient; located at optimum sites, and developed and 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 thaf 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 to 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
comnpatibility; and

» Address the need identified by the FAA for adequate runway length to

accommodate existing and projected aviation demand.

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 environmentaily
devastating project and its connected action of redeveloping the existing |
site. s

USACE Purpose and Need

Hodges FEIS Comment: | adopt and incorporate by reference the
comments of the Natural Resources Defense Council regarding the E (Q

obligations and actions of the USACE. s
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o 68007 0/ 106 SF (9 OR), 2.35% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County; 46 swdents would be dispiaced from | ¥es
R MM, I15B 3 schools: availability of comparable replacemens housing is Tikely.
o 84007 0/0 207 SF,OMH, 5B | 4.74% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County; 90 students would be displaced from | Yes
3 schools; availability of comparable replacement housing is likely. ;
to 6,800 20.4/6.2 G SF,O0MH, 48 1.04 % of the tax base would be lost from Bay County. No
¥ Directions to 6,80 0.2 228K, 0MH, 48 0.92 % of the tax base would be lost; 10 students would be displaced from 3 schools: Na
avaitabiiity of comparable replacement housing is Hkely. ;
B Declared Distance 17.5/4.5 OS8F, OMH, 138 1 (41% of the tax base would be lost from Bay Gounty, N ! No
i EMAS Scenario ] 9.3/1.3 OSF,0MH, 138 0.41% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County. o N
h EMAS Scenario 2 0/0 498F, O0MH, 178 2.0% of the tax base would be lost fromr Bay County: 21 students wouldd be displaced from 3 | Yes
n EMAS Scenario 3 4210 22 SF. 0 ML, 4 B No
schools: availability of comparable replacement housing is lkely, S
1 BAY 4541276 OSF,0MH, 148 0.44% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County. No
1 Directions o 84X 10.2/2.1 142 SE, O MH, {5 B 3.13% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County; 62 students would be displaced from No
. e | 3 schools; availapility of comparable replacement housing is lkely. T T
end Runway 5-23 . S
0 6,300 /0 216 SF, 80 MH, 3 7.22% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County; 146 students would be displaced N
MF, I B from 3 schools; shortage of comparable replacement beusing likely, L
1o 6,800 0/0 301 (26 OR) SF, ¢ 7.09% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County; 146 students would be displaced No
TR D . MH, 8 ME, 1 B from 6 schools; shortage of comparable replagement housing Lkely. . _ N
1 Directions 0 6,800 00 255 SF, 80 M1, 43 8.03% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County: 178 students would be displaced No
" . MF, 1B from 6 schaols; shortage of comparable replacement housing likely, . B
o 8400 i 319 SF (36 OR), 80 8.90% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County; 218 students would be displaced No
MH, 3 MF, 1B from 3 schoels; shortage of comparable replacement housing likely; increase in comunuie
B and emergency response time due to exiensive rerouting of accessroads. b
0 84007 /¢ 338 SF (36 OR), ¢ 8.25% of the fax base would be fost fromi Bay County; 198 students would be displaced | Ne
MH, 82 MF, I B from 6 schools; shortage of compuarable replacement housing likely; increase in commute |
) and_emergency response fime due 10 extensive rerouting of access roads, e
1 Directions w 8,400 60 372 F (36 OR}, 80 10.6% of the tax base would be lost from Bay County: 227 students wonld be displaced

H

MH, 18 MF, 1 B

from 6 schools; shortage of comparable replacement housing likely: increase in commuie and
i emergency response time due 1o extensive rerouting of access roads.

i
i No
|
|

wAction Alternative carried through EIS for regulatory compliance and basis for comparison.

presents acreage of encroachment mto Goose Bayou and/ot major streams assaciated with Goose Bayou / Robinson Bayou. The acreage of impacws to Class 1f Waters includes the subme

grass habital within Goose Bayou.

agrass habitat estimated from mapping and data from Florida Atlas of Marine Resources, Version 1.2 (Florida Department of Envirormental Protection, July 1998).

i = Single Family Residence, MH = Mobile Home, MF = Multi-Famity Residence, B = Business. OR = Orphaned Residence

ce: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc, 2004.
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project. The applicant for the Section 404 permit under consideration in this FEIS is
the Panama City-Bay County Airport and Industrial District (Airport Sponsor).

In evaluating permit applications for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States, the USACE is required to consider whether a proposed project is water-dependent based on the
basic purpose of the project, and to consider practicable alternatives based on the overall purpose of the
project. :

Basic Purpose —Development of commercial and civil air transportation facilities.

Overall Purpose —Development of air transportation facilities, which would meet FAA safety and desi_gn
standards, which could operate and grow to allow future opportunities for expansion of air transportation
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services, including international charter operations, and which would be 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 o evaluate the alternatives;
describes the alternatives considered and evaluated, including the No-Action Alternative; provides
expianation and discussion as to why some alternatives were eliminated from detailed study; describes
the reasonable aliernatives 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 Allernative

. Other Modes of Transportation and Telecommunication;

e Use of Other Airports (including commercial and general aviation airports)

® Joint Use of Tyndall Air Force Base

® Separate Commercial and General Aviation Facilities

. Airport Relocation Sites (West Bay Site, Callaway Site, and East Bay/West Gulf
Site)

. 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 1); Extend
Runway 14-32 to 6,800 Feet (EMAS Scenano 2); Extend Runway 14-32 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

Table S-1
Summary of Alternatives Evaluation
Level 1 — Purpose and Need

o Criteria o
Meets FAA | Compatibility | Provides for
; Retained
Allernative Safety and w/Airspace Demand !
. for Further
Design Configuration/Utilizati Within the
Analysis
Standards | on ~ Market Area DA

No-Action *
LAneT
- Other Modes

Lernalives

- Other Airports

9
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i H 1

Yes Yes ) ' Yes Yes |
Yes No Yes No
East Bay/West j
Gult Yo No | No No
Existing Site ' '
tend Runway 14-32
| _SEto 6800 | Yes | Yes [ Yes i Yes
| NW 10 6,800 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Both Directions Yo v X f
o680 [T °s Yes Ves
__SE to R 400° Yes Yes Yes Yes T
__NW o 840 | Yes Yes Yes TYes |
Both Directions T
10 3,400 res ves ves Yes
With Declared I
Distances Yes Yes Yes Yes
With EMAS ) e !
' Scenario | Yes Yes Yes Yes
With EMAS
1§§cnarw 5 ’ Yes Yes Yes J Yes
With EMAS “
Scenario3 | ' e | Yes Yes
Extend Runway 5-23 _
SWio 68000 | Yes Yes . Yes 1 Yes
. NE 0 6,800 Yes Yes Yes 1¥es
Both Directions - .
068000 1Y Yes | Yes Yey
. SW to 8400 Yes _ Yes Yes Yes
NE to 8,400° Yes Yes ] Yes Yes L
Both Directions _
1o 8,400° Yes Yes Yes Yes

* The NMo-Action Alternative includes no construction at the Bxisting Site. The No-Action Alternative is carried
through the EIS as a basis for comparison as required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14).
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, 2003,

FAA Alternatives Evaluation Process

A two-tier evaluation process was used to evaluaie the alternatives in this FEIS. Level | evaluated the
range of alternatives to determine which alternatives met the federal purpose and need for the Proposed
Project. The Level | screening criteria provided for a “Yes” or “No” result. Under Level 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 arca. Level 2 screening evaluated the
alternatives remaining from Level | using criteria based on potential environmental impacts to Florida
Class 1T Waters, scagrass habitat, and community impacts based on residential and business relocations

and community disruption,

Sections 3.5 and 3.6 summarize how each alternative relates to the Level 1 screening criteria. Based on
the results of the Level | screening, the following alternatives 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 Base; separate commercial and general aviation facilities; the Callaway relocation site,
and the East Bay/West Gulf retocation site. Table S.1 summarizes those aiternatives reviewed in the

10 5_;5
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and the East Bay/West Guif relocation site. Table S-1 summarizes those alternatives reviewed in the Level
{ analysis, the Level | criteria, and whether or not the alternative met the Level | criteria. The No-Action
Alternative was carried forward for further analysis as required by CEQ regulations (Section 1502.14).

Hodges FEIS Comment: The screening criterion "Compatibility with T
Airspace Configuration/Utilization" is invalld 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 "Alrports District
Office" did not even seek an official opinion from FAA's airspace experis,
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. Il
"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 j;
- requires either the maintenance of the current airspace configuration J
(SUAs, ATCAAs, and approach/departure corridors) or that the design of |
any new airport and its associated approach/departure corridors do not i
interfere with Tyndall's SUAs, ATCAASs, approaches and departures.” "

These comments properiy make no mention of the superiority of any
potential configuration, and do not request addressing any "potential i
conflicts" - only that no alternative should reduce the operational space %
:
:
%

|-
i

vailabie to Tyndall a | consgtraints on Tyndall'
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. e
If one accepts that the Level 1 screen "Compatibility with Airspacewﬁ
Configuration/Utilization” is valid (and | do not for reasons given above), E
FAA's application of this screen is contradictory and arbitrary. {See Table ;
S-1, "Summary of Alternatives Evaluation - Levei 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 aiready 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 alrports within approximately
20 miles instead of two airspace-compliant alrports 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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The “separate facilities” alternative was arbitrarily screened out despite E
the fact that it would preciude all of the impacts from redevelopment, and |
allow the new airport's “footprint” and impacts to be reduced. This actlon %
defies the logic that other Sponsors and FAA have followed so %03
successfully: use an existing airport as long as as It is viable, then build  °
an additional airport to expand air carrier operations, but do not destroy a
unigue general aviation asset just for a marginal improvement. This
approach is also the lowest-cost and lowest-impact aiternative that meets
both the Sponsor's and the federal purpose and need. |

The Sponsor contends that the proceeds from seiling PFN are essential to
the project, yet the Florida legisiature and FAA have already increased
their appropriation plans by more than the expected proceeds. (FAA's 20
“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.

o
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 $-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 [4-32, 6,800 Feet Both Directions; Existing Site,
Extend Runway 14-32 with Declared Distances; Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32 with EMAS Scenario
I; 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 3-23, 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.

12 5
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In addition to the No-Action Alternative and the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project, five alternat%\fgs
were carried forward for detailed environmental evaluation. These alternatives include airﬁcld facilities
with varying runway lengths and associated ancillary facilities. Three of the bui}d aktgrnatwcs are 10(?atcd
at the Existing Site and three are located at the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project site {West Bay Site).
The alternatives carried forward for detailed environmental analysis are described as:

o No-Action Aliernative (See Figure &-1)

. Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32, 6,800 Feet Southeast (See Figure 5-7)

. Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32 6,800 Feet EMAS Scenario 2 (added in
response 10 Comments on DEIS) (See Figuire S-2A)

. Existing Site, Extend Runway 14-32, 8,400 Feet Southeast (See Figure 5:.0)

* o

® West Bay Site, 6,800-Foot Scenario 2 (added in résponse 1o comments on DEIS)
(See Figure 5. 4A)

. West Bay Site, 8.400-Foot (Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project) (See Figure 5-5)

Hodges FEIS Comment: The existing site 8400 foot alternative is notﬁ
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 A
vulnerable site or be a reduced- scope project as part of separate
facilities for airlines (and voluntary relocated GA) and general
aviation. | request a Supplemental EIS to introduce and analyze such !
an aiternative. |

USACE Alternatives Evaluation Process

Section 3.11 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 feasibility must
focus on the accomplishment of the underlying purpose and need of the applicant or public, that would
be satisfied by the proposed federal action (permit issuance by the USACE). The USACE reviewed the
Airport Sponsor’s statement of purpose and need and concurred with it. From the Alrport Sponsor’s
statement of purpose and need, the USACE developed both a Basic Purpose and an Overall Purpose, as
identified in Section 2.5.3 of this FEIS, to guide its evaluation. From the Airport Sponsor’s statlemens of
purpose and need and the USACE’s statement of overall purpose, the USACE developed three purpose
and need criteria; 1) 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 ransportation services, including international charter operations, within the region centered on
Bay County, Florida; and 3) Would the alternative provide for a facility that is compatible with local and
regional comprehensive planning efforts within the region centered on Bay County, Florida? Using these
criteria, the USACE initially reviewed the alternatives, as identified in Section 3.2 of this FREIS, to
determine which alternatives satisfy the applicant’s (i.e., Airport Sponsor) purpose and need, and thus
which alternatives would be cetained for further review by the USACE in this FEIS.

Section 3.12 presents the alternatives, as listed and described in Section 3.2 of this FEIS, with a
determination as {0 whether an alternative met or failed to meet the purpose and need evaluation criteria,
as defined by the USACE. Alternatives (other than the No-Action Alternative), which failed to meet the
purpose and need evaluation criteria, were not retained for farther 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 Lo their failure to satisfy the accomplishment of the underlying
purpose and need, as identified by the USACE for this project:
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s  Other Modes of Transportation and Telecornmunication
¢ Use of Other Airports

s Joint Use of Tyndall Air Force Base

¢ Separate Commercial and General Aviation Facilities

s Callaway Relocation Site

s  Bast Bay/West Gulf Relocation Site

e Dxisting Site

The No-Action Alternative also was found 1o fail the above evaluation, but is reguired by CEQ
regulations and by NEPA to be carried forward 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 of those alternatives reviewed in the
USACE’s evaluation and whether or not the alternatives meet the evaluation criteria.

I ) Table -3
USACE Summary of Alternatives Evaluation
B8ased on Purpose and Need

I ___Criteria .
Could Operate
andﬁgﬁ' to Compatible with
Meets FAA | Opportunities for i’.;:ca*l an? ] fHe::aar;id |
Alternative Safety and Expansion of Air egional or Further
f Comprehensive Analysis
Design Transportation Planning Goals of by the

Standards Services within Bay County, USACE

the Region
Centered on Bay
County, Florida

Florida

No-Action *

Other Modes

Otier Airports

Tyndall Joint Use

Separate Facilities

West Bay

! _ Yes Yes
- Callaway Site Yes No 'No No
| East Bay/West U — —

. Gulf Site

i Existing Site

Thoe WTaa A ariean AT
10 N UmACUGE MUCTT

No

IGHYE NCILGSS N6 COnILuClion at ne Ex‘;gﬁng Site.

| No

The Ne-Acton Ale
[ELV A Loy e YR LT n}u,

et bian S s el od
Iali v i3 Calhica

through the EIS as a basis for comparison with the various alternatives.

Source: USACE, 2005.

Preferred Alternatives

S-
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FAA Preferred Alternative

The FAA is required by regulation to identify the agency’s “preferred alternative” in the FEIS. See 40
CFR 1502.14{e) and Paragraph 506e of FAA Order 1050.1E. As defined in CEQ's Forty Most Asked
Questions Concerning NEPA Regulations, “The ‘agency's preferred alternative’ is the alternative which tbe
agency believes would fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic,
envitomnental, iechnical and other factors.” i selecting a preferied aliernative, ihe FAA considered the
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 airpori development
needs in conjunction with local and regional planning processes. In this instance, for example, Section
2.4.4 putlines comprehensive local efforts, beginning with Bay County’s use of the State of Flonda’s
Optional Sector planning process, to provide iong-term growth opportunities that wouid be compatibie
with aviation development at the West Bay Site.

Tn keeping with CR(’s gnidance regarding identification of a preferred alternative, and hecanse the FAA
does not initiate airport development projects, the FAA’s selection of a preferred alternative may, where
appropriate, take 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 superior alternative
from an environmenial standpoint.

The FAA selects the West Bay Site 8.400-foot Alternative as its preferred alternative. For the reasons
presented throughout this FEIS, 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 Site has been deemed the operationally preferable location as compared to the Existing 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 site 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 (0
surrounding commaunities, through noise impacts and relocations of residences and businesses. The West
Bay Site, by contrast, is currently undeveloped and would have no impacts {0 community members but
would involve wetland and biotic community impacts, as wetl as new floodplain impacts. In addition to
the fundamental difference in the nature of the impacts at the two sites, FAA has also considered other
environmenial factors. For example, the sites differ in their opportunities for environmental
enhancement and preservation’, as well as the availability of preventative strategies to reduce or 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 and/or 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.

Focusing 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 to be

' For example, the West Bay Site préseints an opportuiity to proiect the mitigation arcas within the WBCA from
development and to enhance these areas, a benefit that would not exist if an Existing Site alternative were pursued.
* For example, there is limited water treatment available at the Existing Site 1o treat munoff from PEN. However,
the West Bay Site alternatives provide an epportunity for expansion of airport facilities, as demand warrants, and
provides sufficient area for stormwater management that is not accommodated at the Existing Site. Similarky,
although there wili be a significant floodplain encroachment under the West Bay Site alternatives, the Existing Site
alternatives oceur in an already impacted historic floodpiain, as evidenced by past development in the floodplain and
previous inundation of the airfield at PEN. Development of the airport at the West Bay Site presents an opportunity

o plan the development to avoid inundation risks from coastal flooding during storm surge that are unavoidable at
the current location.
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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 are considered a
significant encroachment into the floodplain, these impacts are adequately mitigated by the Airport
Sponsor's proposed mitigation plan. As a result, FAA concludes that all of the alternatives at the West
Bay Site are functionally equivalent from an environmental standpoint.

Because development at the West Bay Site would mect the needs of the national airspace sysiem, meet
the FAA’s environmental responsibilities, and address the Airport Sponsor’s goals, and because neither
the Existing Site nor the West Bay Site is clearly superior from an environmental perspective, the FAA
concludes that development at the West Bay Site is preferred over expangion at the Existing Site.
Because of the similarity in environmental impacts when considering the three West Bay Site alternatives,
the FAA has considered the West Bay Site 8,400-foot Alternative’s superior ability to satisfy the Airport
Spansor’s goals and objectives in making its selection. Therefore, the FAA has selected the West Bay
Site 3,400-foot Alternative {Airport Spensor’s Proposed Project) as its preferred alternative.

throughout this FEIS that support the selection of the Sponsor's _
proposed project as the FAA's preferred alternative. FAA has aliowed | ;f
one improper alternative to influence the analysis, and has exciuded |
one or more superior alternatives that should be analyzed. | request’k
that the alternatives be revised and a Supplemental EIS be o
conducted.

Hodges FEIS Comment: The FAA has not presented reasons mi

it

A Supplemental EIS is also required to fully assess the connected
action of redeveloping the existing airport site if the FAA's preferred *:ijfy
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 -
repiacement.

o
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 foy”%
allow the plan without an embedded airport, therefore the airport

and the Sector Plan are part and parcel and require a Programmatic

ElS. s
(End of Hodges comments on FEIS Executive Summary) |

Applicant’s Preferred Alternative for USACE Permit Application

The nnly alternative that would accomplish the purpose and need for the project, as defined hy the
USACE, and thus would be a reasonable alternative, was the West Bay Site 8400-foot Ahematfve
{Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project). As detailed in Section 3.13.3, ultimate development al the West
Bay Site is the applicant’s preferred alternative for purposes of the USACE permit application.
Impiementation of the applicant’s preferred alternative would directly impact 1,513 acres of jurisdictiona
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 St-year period for a conceptual,
multi-phased airport facility. The USACE has disclosed and is evaluating in general terms the ultimate
pr{)‘p(}scd project within the framework of a proposed conceptual permit, which would cover a 50-vear
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, as they




311 Exhadn [ and Exhiba 2 are stggestions to correet the EMAS designs that wesr compronised by choasing to il
Coosse By, i appeoach it s knowen 1 e unkes ful i advanee.

Hespanse Adternatives o the Adrport Sponsar's Praposed Project were developed prior to recempt of the Octobser 2833 anil
February 2604 FDEF letters revarding alternatives with mopacts to Goose Bayou, The altematives in Extubit |
aited 2 have beer added (o the FEIS 1w Chapler 3.

Hodges FEIS Response: Filling Goose Bayou was ruled out in 1998 by overwhelming negative
rasponse 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 58 feet), but at least FAA has contradicted the Sponsorﬂ
assettion that EMAS is not applicable at PFN. : .

i
Pt
%

1-5-2 To summatize these detatied comments, FAA has secepled unaubstantialed lTorecasts and arguments ahout
prrpase and need,

Response The PAA has used the 2003 TAT Tor the Parama Cley Bay-Ceanty International Sirport as the basis for
Justificstion and amalvsis mothis BIS The FAN afsn decided v use the Awport Spoensar s fopecast te perfor
technicul anadeses m these catopories that are dependent upen arrcrafl passanger smd opreratinns foveds fe oy
afreraft nedse. an gusdity, and soerlace transportation w disclose the fall range of potential envirommental ¢lfcats

e the Arport Spansor’s Proposad Project and the aliematives,

Hodges FEIS Response: By lending credibility to the Sponsor's flawed forecast for any purpose,
FAA has erred by developing 8400-fcot 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.

s

3-2-3 FAA has inapprapriately designed and evaluared runway alterpatives.

Response Runways allernatives were apprapriately designed based on FAA design ariterta and public somments.

e,

Hodges FEIS Response: By proposing alternatives that cannot possibly be buiit, FAA has not
developed only “Feasible”, “reasonable”, or “prudent” alternatives. The EIS should be confined to

"

i
H

e g

alternatives that can be realized, not merely designed to FAA criteria. o



334 FAA b ereatesd mappropraie and sthiectiv e oriterie for evaluating various s configiaions

Hesponse Cpitena were sfeveloped by the FAA o pronvade an obgeetrve basas o congpare alterpatives

Hodges FEIS 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 pass/faill 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 E
decision that eliminates the most logical and economical solution fo the Sponsor's perceived E
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. o
e
A8-8 Phe FES most be stpetly mpantiad o these matters and nel contain any unsubstailiated clams of technieal,
envirsnmental, e ceonemie borefas o be erpected.
Respomse The FAA believes that it hus offectively and objectively considered and presenten] the impucts of the

Sponsor s proposed projest and alternatives in the FELS.

Hodges FEIS 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 actually be “relocated”, the preferred alternative might have merit; in fact, the airport is
destroyed, a whole new development follows as a direct conseguence, 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”.




2-1-6 Thrs preseet (the Sponsar s preformed abomatinie, sot dae DEIST has boen consistently ovarsold™ m the public as

Lix dhs Bewessity, prospects for mmproved an service, snd patboularfe the urgeney o barld nowsthin the 20-vewr

plamiung pertod. The Florida legsstasire aod the state agencies myvolved have beon domonstrably blased twared

tiwe peesgsad, oxpedhiting prleming, fanding and peraitling processes, and lately crearng 2 new Junding vehiele
valled the "Strstegte Ttermodal Systens™. Wthout the Intense Tobbying of the landerayner and other finaneiedly
terestod parties, the Spensar’s project woudd be fae down any Gt ol fedoral on stiate nirastructore prioviises,

Hesponse Connenent noled

Hodges FEIS 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 ;;5:3
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.

BuB-7 Aoy ol FAN CCONDITTONAL letrer of concurrenee with the “Feastbility Study 20007, dated Avgast 18,
s since that letter, the sponsor has roveatod absolutely totinng publicly of

2O s enclosed, I the Tour-plus ve
s rosponse. i ary,  FAA S comments.

Response The veferenved Augast 18200 betber 1 nol a condifton felter of concurrerce. The lelter coneurs i proceeding

with the s sclection sy,

e

Hodges FEIS 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 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

accourtable? e

i
|
i
|
]

2l

It s especially distabing that the Sponsor was alse silent during an snonvmoussh=funded medm campaign

5.8-8
ZERRY supporting the selocation by sssertung that PEN Beed mandatory comphisnee with current REA design
stancdards. The AN feser directly contradicts St olam, and mises several legitimate questions that others have
abso raised, These questions have beon assidaoushy avolded by the Spemsor. I FAA wonders why dhis protect
fost the referendum 33-43, 113 bvpely becouse of this evasion of any nesative aspect of this “feld of dremrms™.
Response This is o local sue oulside the purview of the FAA and the scope of dus EIS,

Hodges FEIS 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 palicy after 5’5 l

being told in writing how to handle RSA assumptions for the project?



1-5-9 Newwe ol the passenger traf¥ic o finanelal foropasts of the “Feasility Study 2007 have beon fulfiled, voe FAA
and e Flowda legsbaore continue W expedite thes project withoul exarcismg any aversighs over the Spotsar or
s consuliants,

Response Prepavation of this FIS by FAA s being conducted in accordance sath fesdoral, not state, fawe The FAA as the
fead ageney. direathy oversees the managemient of the prowet consultants os well as the prepanaion of the Tl
Hodges FEIS Response: So the standard now is “It only has to be legal.” This is a low bar for e
administering multimillion-doflar expenditures. As for EIS preparation, it appears that FAA has 5 j;,

allowed the consultant to work for months on additional tasks without funding or a change order, in
order to expediie the EIS.

A-5-10 ATE s sappesedly an arms-length negetiation of epvirormental mitigating, meluding concession of kind or fand
entitlements, By SE oo L bone )i e Spensor and the federal action that s the subject ol dus DEIS. Sach
conhicting partivipation viokbes the privciple and perhaps the fetter of FAA s podioy that prohitis consulians
with o Mineal mlerest in the outeoms to develop Eavironmental Impact Sttements for FAA actisns. The ETP
prisess is apparently mtegral to selection of o preforred alpernative and the AN Record of Decision,

Response The Eeosystom Feam Permitting {ETP) process is condueted by the State snd is separate from Federal sstivifies.

Suh11 Alse erelosed s Page 3 of the contract between Bochtel Infiastruenne Ine, and the Sponsor, whorein the
consubant s eligible Doy ever-expanding “confinuwing services” with the provision that il s finad design oo
conslruetion contract is fopthooming. the consultant s favored Lo receive “project management. designebuoild o
oot vumtract” work as well W are well past the ustal Tve-year Jont for sddiog ks o a pealesshosal

sory Civeudar T3ES1060- 14 and 828 Ml hos Beor spent o

akmg any deta] design.

serviges agreement aovordimg e FAN Ad
nommal 3200 Mitlion project without unde

Response Comament nated.

————

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 Millio
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?

Ju2-12 Regariding the Secrar Plun and the relmted “Detmled Specific Area Plans™ 1DSAP 55 o close readimg reveals that
thie DISAP s s actualby, " Vague Non-Speaile Area Plans™, having na dimenstoned mapc o drawings
dehineating the planned fand uses, und having oo aoding sritten sgreement W convey the “Wea Bay
Preservation Avca™. particularly the buftors wthe shoere of West Bay and the nparssn bud¥ers adong the strears
and vreeks, This “Preservation Area™ s apparently o be achioved by selbing b to the Stae ol Tonda, bul no
finding or other mechaaa for achueving the plan are disclosed. Thas plan it waplemented, creates a
precictoble, i uncertain, finanea] cost amd cavirammentad impact and v motigation that s triggered enby by the
Spovsor' s preforred atternative. These mmpacts should be oxplamed and quamified botore a ol ELS,

Response The FIIS kdeatifics Sponsor commitments in Chapter 5 and in Appendix R



3513 The NEPA process s one of the lew appontunities for patient, ohjechive. and long-term evaluation of such o

significant praject. FAKS should strive Tar the utmost objectivity and atlention ta s fegal reaponsitalities under
NEPA e view of the many delciencies in methadelozy andinformustion avanlable w the public in the salzject
PN T recqusst hial o Suppdomental DEIS imcheding publie hearmg and comieng, be prepared. Tadso requicst o
copy of any Supplementd BELS, the faul BIS, and the PAA Record of Decision

Response Cirestmstances do net wmrant the proparation ol s supplemenial BTS beomrse there Tus oot boen a signilieant

chatnge i the seope of the propesed projeet o i environmental impacis or conditions that paints a dramatically

difTerent proture from e PSS The FEES and RO will be avanlable For pubhic review at the Panania Oy Tay

Conmpy Inzmpativoad Aiport, USACE Panama Ciy Regalatary Offiee, Bay Cowny Publie Librery. FAA

Urrlando Asrports DHslrict CThee, and Panama Ciky Bay County bnternationad Adrparts websiie o

EMATE S AVINEI A1 D

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.
| 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.




1-5-14 Thee Sporvser has nag prancided any dota t show that the exstmg PPN swport e msofficient for aviation peeds
during the planming pereed (200 vearsy, Passonges Forecnsts naed mthe Peasibilice Study (2608 huive not boen
met, aned nesw forecists have been developed that are even e wrealistic.

Response The FAA has used e 2003 TAE (o the Panama Cuy Boy-Connty International Adrport as the basis fur
Jusufivation and anadysis othis BT The FAN abso dectded 10 wse the Arpont Spotsor’s forecast 1o perfony
teehiienl anndvses m e categories thal are depemdent upon arrerafl pussenger sind opertions levalg o,
wireradl nense. aiy gualitye, and serfacs ansportatiend o diselose the Bl range o potentisd cavitenmental elfeces
of the Adrpornt Sponser’s Proposed Propect and the allernatives, Despue NMuctiations i aviual vorsus Torecast
avtivity, the AN behoves that the TAF remais a vabid foresust for the bases of this EIS and that the Alrport

st the tull renge ol potental envirenmental effects of the Anpert

Spearsar’s forovast provides the kass fora

o,

Sporeor s Proposed Project and the allematy

Hodges FEIS Response: The TAF continues to over-estimate PFN ftraffic, 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 fulfil the TAF through at least 2030. o

4.20-15 The Spensor and FAA are rving 1o b s progect both wees, miimnizing the scope ond resulimg mnigatum
whitle proservig e right b expand the prisject b aacale that clearly cannat he miliguted with the proposed
mrgation plan. 1 thes nunad phase s develeped. e progeet i PERMANENT and alf of s petential impact
shoakd Be mitieated, or hinding commiments should be made Tor alt flanure mutdgadion, Alemativels. the project
can b permanersly Imited by approving a reduced-sgope Adrport Eavosut Plan wih ao provisions {or expansion,

Response Please refor o the response o comment 4-20- 12 above,

1-th Regaridtess of the decision on the new facilities, FAN shoadd NOT supportdecomanissioning PEND Adeapace
cutstderations are the ondy reason given o the DEFS for popecting a twoeirport plan, The agrspoace configtaiion
als tea-arpert plan s well within the capability o beth oo roure and Toeab wr radlic control, as demansirmend
by nupserows <iviar configueations both nattatiy and neachy fosaaple YPS Dot Sikes Thertbur Thake ).

Hesponse The rewdet i directed oo Appendin D o the complate varrespondence from Brigadier Goneral Loy 1), New,
€ ommamder ol the 333% Flahter Wing 1o Mre. Rondy Cortis, This correspondence m part states: "Whils the two
atrponrts Fave adjusbed to these sssues and werk them satfely onoa doiy basi 10 nat a desrable situation o have
conuners gt areralland high performames Hahter alrerall In this cluse proximity ™

Hodges FEIS 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
tetter 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 Tyndail
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 t0 make an observation, his
vague concern is used to reconfigure the entire regionai 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”.

P
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3117 11 this decompussionimg s allowed, Panome Cuy will be the fargest comurmty i Florida withouta peved Jovsl
generab avistion aupere Every other commumity bas erher a combumanan local GASZAw Camer aiepor {PNS,
TLHS o a local GAseparae Air Camier anport FMYRSW, Whinte ' TPA . Orrlande Bxccutive MOU HPEN
s decommpsoned. the replacorment airport will be the most remore community airpont in Plonda, over 260 aules
Trvn triost wsers, The veplacement airport olfers only ene new capability: a 2106 foor fonger main runway
Paery other component s the same of mfenor fexamples no Sedogree crosswind vesay . 100 fod wode
cromswind rumsay vas P30-fost wide al PENGmapared Towe-alntade radar coveragen.

Response Comprent noted,

3-1-18% The cardy plarn with sigmlicant expansion of CAPACTTY s the teosarport plan. The vwoaaieport phan also
ardigaies the e need tooexpond e new arport with o paralie! rovacer . oned the teo-airpont plan preciudes
any environmealal mpsct from redeselbpment ol the oxisting s A ewarporl ander e Z-aeport plan woutd
sy hove one rensway, agaiy mitigatmg impacts and redoome the cast,

Response The Abrpert Speitsor’s proposed project 15 103 basod sn the need 1o pravide additional capacity for the Pansima
Citv-Pay County region,

Hodges FEIS Response: The Sponsor's project is a 2100-foof 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.

119 The Spoensor has dismissed the beo-aeport plan Tor two purported reasens 13 The Cid-mnly PN would nost be
ceenvineal by viable wrd 23 fhe Spanser wants (ot peedst to sell il'u existing s1e ds seed moeney for the
replsceniant. Vhe Speataoy bus not done o detatbed Tinancial wsalssis of o QoA arpan, apparently beacutise there is
ne pead mteecst by the Sponsar m o GA airport. Nearby Okalosas County operates throe factlives: the VPS joani-
wse it carner ergnad, the Destin GA awport, and the Sihes QA aivport,. Clearty, s GA atrport m Panins Oy
wanld attract tre T comparable 5 Dostin (6000 gnpaal operations), @ 1Eis not olye s s CLA airport m

Panonta Ciy wotdd nol be viabde. The real reasan for elosing PFN b6 1o sell it fon chopetully ) $35-30M net
praveedss The Sporsoy does gt necd these procaeds wy fitance the now arport- ats sossulianis have revised the
projested state federal funds By S48 Million ot will, so s clear that another $400 i aronts cotdd be mised.
The valee ol e donated Land wnd the sapita] surphas of the Sponser are sudlicrent for llh. Hewsal share™ i the
constrae Lo estimates are vatid [ not then the project can be deferred untid o rernote air carfier simpaort is tdy
feasible wnd justilied, rmther than connthalizing g local asset to subsidize an otherwse anfeasible project.

Response The Awport Sponsor Tas conBirmed that the proceds from sade of the existing sie are 13l required 1o
stpplement FAN and FBOT Tonds Tor construction of the Arpornt Sponsar s proposed project, The proposed
prrogect cannot be sealed buck enough o be linancally feesible without procecds Trom sale of the existing siw,

g

Hodges FEIS Response: 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.
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{526 e Sponsot hes faifed to show that the progesed project 15 needed b “meet Torecast growth iy oot demand
iy the P CieeeBesy Commy pegtions Iy Bt abr carriey operatsons have dechined foan over 40 por dav in
200 Lo 24 per day carrently, Restoratton of these 16 dasly operations by regroma] et srerdU ol ddhseat avergy
st would provide tor 30000 ADDITHONAT enplanements ot 75 {oad Tactor, meote than required 1o meet the
2029 furecast, bn fact the anport bas approximate by 300 aperaiions por day of unuscd apaaity | reprosenting
FITEEN TIMES the current ar earvier capuciy need wilhout cven considerayg larger anveratk

Response The FAA Bus used the 20030 TAT for Panama Cie-ay County Intomational Aarpont as the Basis Tor jusificaten
sied smadysis b EES. The FA A also doaded to use e Aot Spansar’s foreast to porform wehmeal
analyses i those categoros it are depomdent upan sieralt opoerstions (e.g atreradd nose, s qualivy, surfoce
tranaportatin te disclose the Bl range of potental envivanmental eflects o the Airport Spomsor’s Proposed
Project mad the abernatves, Aviation demnd forceasts are developed o vepresent veral] irends m aviaiion
activity  passenger and cargo enplanements and serall operations, Acts #y dunng & parbicuhy vear may be
abwive or below the [orecast actvity, based on specstic shaci-rerm sovurences, stch as e bss of service by
particuiar carmer. A peview af the 20050 TAT indicates that 1R 141 passenger eoplanements seere proqected for
2o Acvording to the iformanon provided by the Adrport Sponsor, 195685 passengers bourded an aeratt af
the exrstimg Awport 2004, just under ¥ percent gher thon frecast Abso, the 2003 TAE mdwates thot X171

G sperations m 1004

s L) cight percent hghes than progected. Prespite these (uemations i actual versis foreast aotiviey, the PAA
bebteves that the TAF remaing a valid Foreeast Tor the basts of thig BIN and thatihe Sponsor’s forecast prinvules
the basts far gasessing the il rangs ot potential epvronmental offve assoriated with the Praposed Peogeet and
the whermatives,

areralt operations wore propecteed e SO wehoreas the Amert Sponser has roported 31,

Hodges FEIS 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”!
P

2-1-21 T3 vory elear fud the Sponser’s project is NOT regunced for sy latiom, and s motivated much mong by real sstate
development ohyectives, both at (he new site and 2t the present site, FAA hos no mndare to subsidive real estale
or goonamie developmant, for reasons entlined in FAN s o gaidance on Tenefitonst anulysis,

Fesponse The patential for real estate and eeonomic development is o foval 1ssue amd is oulside ol the seope of the federal
IS process and the regolatory responsibiliny ol the FAAL

Hodges FEIS Response: The development of an airport is much more concarned 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.




2122 The FAA should hmf das EHIES @ afternatives that are clearly comparabile sind reqaared by the mationa] aviation
systens, {he Tonesite” B0 (ol runway altematives are et reasonable. Feasible, prident, and proctical” as
reguired by NEPA and consadering them distoets the analysis g Tavor the Sponsar®s preferred altemastive, Wihe
Spemisor wilb enly undenake the preferred alternative, the project should be deterred unt? an 8400 Foot roaway s
shinam e be required by growthom aviation demand.

Hesponse The S pupweay s analvred inthe BIS boeause it s the Adrport Sponsor’™s propased project. The 6808
runweary Tevgtle s alse analvered 40 the BIS, inchshng the tve 6800 foat runway, an-site altermatives proposed 1

the commentes’s Extubits Fand 2

Hodges FEIS Response: The 8400-foot runway on the existing site is not the Sponsor's project,
but allowing it into the analysis distorls the tradeoff favoring an unnecessary 8400-foot runway.

The only “reasonable, feasible, prudent, and practical” 84C0-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.

2



5-5-2%
Response

524

W

Response

e

5-5-25
Response

-5-20

K

Response

Response

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

{-5.28

Fesponse

See detniled comments cmbedded i Chapler One,
See responses to Chapter T idetaled commaents.

See detailed commerns embedded i Chaplar Twao
Seg responsas o L hapler 2 detded ¢omments,

See detmled comments embedded m Chapler Three.
See respornses o Chapler 3 detailed comments.

Seq detuiled comments embedded in Chaper Tlwee mganding carrving addiional altermutives inwe detailed
g AL

analvais

Sie responses o Chapter 3 detailed soomments.
i 1

Adeline reprosentatives e rovcentzed that costomers will trevel more than esa hoars by car fo ke advanytage
rservive. often by-passing wothee aivport within leser prosamity fo them, The serviee ans

ol bevw =gt care
for PEN cumrontly extends cver many counties snd would Thely expand fuether with more competitive fares

The commuereial-service airports serving the northwest Florids region, including PNSVPSUDHN, PIN. apd

PHH, served approximately 3 millien enplaning passengers in 2812 Dising conservative FAS proections, this
5 2008 whon the now sleport Bs prspeeled 1o opea T

o]

nimber vonld Somidlion snnoal enplmements by

PV e
VIO,

The mplicaion (s that 3.5 mithan coplanements will be avarfable to Srew PEN In 2008, Taken to i logicul
conghusion, this i trae 17 PNS (100 mites anay L VIS 165 miles avwey DHN (108 mitles awayi, and TLH ¢ 186
mibes waand ALL elose or lose TG of thew fisthe. Thes quote 15 tvpicad of the hvperbols used Lo further the

et

Conmment noted,

The FAA o rightly dectined b endovse the Sponser”s upchtead forecast, and the Dipdoted Porenast shoald NOT
b alloeved (o mllueney cither this DEDN or the future bene Dibonst slindy, e obtamed the Updated Forecase,
ansh by atrachiog & with detanded comments embedded I briel, the Updated Forecust does nat Toresee any
service that cannat be flewen Tromm the “No Achon” alternative, except baosomee pucely speculative nteenational
charters in 2318 crewted out o thin o omeet the SO-operateon threshold by sy 340001 remvay. The Sponsar
has ned met s carhior fovecasts, mueh fess any updates. PR must use & conpsastont Bxtvesst 0y cost pusttiicalions
and fond allocations, o else arport sponsors nationwide will stan gaming dhe forecasts o the deriment of the
whde phasing ¢

FALIIO

The FAA has used the J00R FAF (or the Panama Oy Bey-Coumy Intermaionat Abport as the basis for
Justifreatren and snalvse o this RIS The FAA abso decided 0 e the Awport Sponser s foreanst to perform

o5 i these categonies that we dependent upon aircrall passenger and operatieans levels feg,

of potentiol environmental ¢fecks

techimweal analy
areratl noase, air guadity
el the Adrpeat Spansor’s Proposed Project and the allematives,

erd »Ursce franspamation o disclose the ol range

Hodges FEIS Response: Redundant response noted. |14 ‘»«{




2-2-30 This paragraph typifies the weak pstfication of the project, “Reducing the potential for increases i irspace

conflives™ - what docs this mean?  The mrspace system is designed and opernted to well-defined entersa. none of
whieh s stressed o even exercised nwch by the current vonfigusation. “Reduomy petentiad” should not be
recenored as o pasi il ernenion for the project

Respanse This Factor i based on purpose and reed s ddentilied by e Adrpart Sputser,

e

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

L2310 T

ing compatible land wse surrounding the anport site” - For the FAAL Jand use compatibihity e largely a
notse st The Bt Pact 130 nose stondy Tor PEN_ doe in the PR correatly prodhivred that nerse impact
would be less s tran 10w as then. and eoond be nominal for maoy vears inte the furare . The notse siimulagions
done for this DEDS contirm these finsdimgs, Novnse msues should not be used to justity the prajeat.

Response This Brcter s based on purpose and newd as Wentified by the Adrport Sponisor,
Hodges FEIS Response: Another “purpose and need” which is neither. Both sites are (,59
compatible, largely because the airport is so under-utilized. .

2.2-32 Providing arcas Tor aieport faciliies and for compatible industyinl develapment”™ - the Sponsor hus not shown
suffictent neesd for additional aimpont facifives, and industeial developnieat B speculative - there 1sone pent-up
demand For industriad Jard m the region. snd e gounty comprehensive plan requines a boba Dde veed bofore
sopng Tor mdustey.

Response Conmend notest.

Hodges FEIS Response: Non-response noted. |

22.1% Hacating SRV socthat the Rumaay Sstoly Arcs on the southeast cod of Rumvay 1232 meets FAA standards
anad providimg sneongested surficoe ansportion sceess tothe wrgort” - these objeciives do not require
rlocation of the airpest, FDOT bas a mwgor progect o rebinhd SR390 over the next several vears, and
reslipnment Lo modestly extend the rumway and coreer deficiencies could B¢ incoeporated.

Respamse

The issue of the locatizn of SR 390 was identilied by the Alrport Sponsor s @ purpese of the Aurpont Sponsor’s
propased project,

Hodges FEIS Response: Another spurious need, not supported, just “identified”.




2214 “ votding wmpacts 1o e waters of Gewse Bavou, associated streams. and sther jurisdictnonad wetland areas: apd
Hoowdplam ™ - posigiedicant sapacts 1o Goose Havon,

tir allecrnative b selocted, Where e

wvorkd ampacks From storm surge and to the 10
teibutarios, wotlamds, vr the Hitbwear PP are necessiavy if'a prugent o
v of wetlands, associated

stromms, ansd the waders of

coneern for avording devastatinn of theusands of
Cracked Creel. Bum Ml Oreck, ond West Boy?)

Response The dsstte of avalding impects fowsaters of Coose Bayou was wdentified by the Aarpont Spansor as g puipose of
the Adrport Spoasor’s prepossd project.

Hodges FEIS Response: The Sponsor now proposes to fill this need by assisting a developer to 5;&
dredge Goose Bayou -~ and FAA does not see this as a part of the project even though the project | ¥

cannot happen without it.

2-2-35 “Brepare by Fotare Oppartmities lor Aceonymadating Projected Demaned and Expension Opporiunities” - more
undefined and unsupporied ohjectives, The initial wirport desertbad wenthd be tdicated for passengor tralfic no
less than donbie e carrent PFW trailic (2333 veors from now™ L and need fore the ultrsate 3-ruaway sirport
simpdy cannot be uresern, Every amrpen seould desire tabe “uneostesmed™. but the financ al and

envirenmental cost wsuably previndes 1w This project virtually naeres the basie copabibities of the oxisting
wix justifymng the cost of the new airport

carrerdy with cperming a new airport, a
e, which el soradler tha the wial vadue,

frcdsiy, and by closng e

by ats INCREMENTAL va

Response The Adperl Spaomsor’s proposed prosect 15 ot based on insrsasing copaciy,

Hodges FEIS Response: Redundant response noted. The proposed project is based on “...
Future Opportunities for Accommodating Projected DEMAND” - is not “accommodating demand” 'SM{)
another way of saying “increasing capacity”? | 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. .

2230 Thiz is u vircular argumant. The Seotar Plan was Hmited roonly plans “dris en™ by a new afrpore and the TXSAPs
for the anport and most of the acreage are sull and vord (an aivpart s nor bailt. Thus, a zomprehensive phan
that requires an arpert - fnd an airpert phuy thar “respends” to the comprehensive plan,

sreature of the landowner, whe has reserved both the right
it anid rparian “preservation” kands i not parchased at

The Secten Flan s nota son™ te be fulfitled. Tt o
Lo peveerke 11 o alrport s budls, and w retain the wae
an appraised value, even 1 the anmert is built

Respunse Comnment noted.

2337 Thore is WO Federal purpose and need for @ new or expanded airport WITHIN THE 20 YEAR PLANNING
PERIOD. The current avport neets wil erileris except porhaps 33 “Hexible/expandeble”, and the praposed

airport Tails criteria 1) Mlocated ar optimun sifes™ and 93 7 access to alr trapsporiation, .. with typical travel

distances af Hbmdes or fess. 7,

Hespnnse See responses to detailed coniments on Sestion 2.5 (comments 162-166),




3138 Toeo slfernsives rojected m Level Ome deserve Further analyvais

Trmebaelt Jotnt B thore a0 revord of wregquest o USAE o Dal) o jomn use, Discurssinmes with the bacsd
wive, arven the lrvveal aumsber of cvil eperations needed 10 meet

commiand do no suifice o chminate tus she
e demand i Fahn AFH allows 84 civil operations per dayo up (oem G per day i the previoss kease, T Pyidatl
AP allewed 60 v more aperations per day, 0 woudd serve Bay County far o the (utarel

Separate Facihities  the ondy reason given lor rjecting separate Tnlities s aspace compatibdite. Numerots
examples of similar sirspace omiigurations can be cied. and no detail

preposcd crnfiguration preseais any titigue or wiisaal prablems, or that ooy regulations reguire ehoure of PEN

ed analvais has been done 0 show that rthe

o accommdute Tvpdalh AFR andror “new PEN

Response See responses o detaied comments on Chapler 3.

3-2-34 FAA Bas not found @ need Sor riieay feigth oo G800 Feer, therelrs sl alernatives should be limied o 6800
feet, The community impuct of ou-site coeosion o 3400 feer 1s also prohibivve and cannot be considersd

viable.

Hesponse The 8460700t runwar 1 analvzed inthe FIS beeause 1 is the Alrport Sponsar’s proposad project. The 6800k
Bool rarvway fongthois also snabyred @ the BIS, meluding the bwo 0.800-Joot runway, cn=site aliermatives

proposed m the commentar’s BExhibits |and 2,

3248 The alermatives using deckred distances andor EMAS were improporty desgred, because the designers knew
i sivanee thit Nlbng Ceeese Bavow s usfas fal A design blending trese options amd clininuiig ipact on
Gesse Bavon s attschod as Fxlibin | Anather blonded design usitng a prec structure estending NW s attached
as Ushibit 2 These blended designs should be reconsidered wung Level oo eraerta ond carried foraard for
addinenst study. The envumamental impacts of Exlubie [and Exhibi 3 should compare evoeably with on-site
G800 Towt extemaion, and approuch the apacts of the No-Aenon alterpativeg,

Response As indicated in the FRES, if was determined thal any impacts o seagrasses and aovereign submerged ind would
be etiminaed from forther considersion based oo discussions with the FOTENMEPS and the USACE and

written correspendence from FINT mocived in Ootoabor 2003 and February 2004, These letters are mcludod in
Appendiz D The alternatives meluded on Exlibits band 2 hove been added o the FLIS,

Hodges FEIS Response: Redundant. |7 5
e

Hodges FEIS Response: 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.
e

P

ey

2



3241 The read problem s pot s (o T the existing aurport, #s that the news alport gosts too much m onvirpmants
imprant and stmpde Fmancial cost far vhe medest weramental bonefits o avianon. The Sponzen 3 remting for s
peal estate developer mstead of huntiog a surable sites inor sut of Bay Countv, o build o nes aaport semeday
when #oy needed. This b owhat the local environmentalists though they were getting when they taently agreed 10
suppent relocation mstead of expansont. Numerous snvronmigntally bengn sives could be develaped alony [-
16, perhups efnser to 88 Hew 23 that provides stirfiace seoess &0 e egisn from the onth

Response Fhe potential for real estate and seonomic development s a bwal sie and 5 oulside of the scope ol the federal
EIS process and the regikitory respensibility of'the FAA
A
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 zg:z
“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.

25412 As FAA savs i the DEIS OIS not FA A practice 1o shovten runsays i ovder to establish RSA' s, and FAA will
hawe HUGHE problems i they start doing il aliuardia, Midway, Burbank plus undreds more
Response Curnment noted

Hodges FEIS 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 :L{
or shut down this Sponsor's insistence that it must do something no other airport is required to do.

p——

2-1-43 The fuciliies ar the proposed arport site dis el repluce i kond ™ the existing facihues, The crasswind runway
rs e orbented S degrees frorm the main runsay. and the aresssand venveay s ondy 100 Teet wede v F3I 00y
wde ol the exmbing frediy, The new Facihty will Bave only one ssdd ol capabilay, o fonger nam nonway. i
every ather audert o respect, the eomdang faclity ebier Bas ov can be readily jmproved to the same or Betler
capabiily than the proposed ety

Response b provpisaedd rorneay atigiments were developed an the hasys of naxinizing wind coverage and minimizing
petental effects on newrby milikry arspace, FAA does net requing thal g arosswind romway be ontented at exavtly
0 degrees Trom the privary rusway(s].

Foroam,

Hodges FEIS Response: [f 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. P

LY
LA




144 Tt b been reperted thal the proposed ocaton 14m an arca where the Tyadall AFB RAPCON rudwr commot
reliubhy vector on obsorve atrerafl befow 2000 foel i wlstude. Prlots who trasi the proposcd site frequentdy
repart that groamd fog and convertive thundersterms ocowr much mare ofien than at the eusting facility, These
phemmena, i confirmed, skl nsks (o v that shoudd be considered,

Response There have been na indications momeetitgs of wrillen correspondence from Pyndall RAPCUN o s rador
coverage mroblem al the propesed st Coonrdination his taken place betarcon NOKRA and the Aport Sponsor
and there are no mdicatnons e stpport the comimenter s assettion regardasg weather comditions, he faality
wond be designed teomoct TAA guidanee Yor safely acormmedatng air iradlie considering ambient weather
corbilions,

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

e

1-5-45 Meither the FAS Temiinal Arca Fopecast nor the wadysis i thes DEIS Indioates tadd o roay lenger than o300
foet s pexquired Tor o ratioen prascth o the Panuma

ity vienity ", and e Adrprort Sponser’s long-tenm pecds”
i a0 andelmed term, 11 the Sponsor’s guestionoble forecast, presumabhy optamistic, s examined clescly 1 does
et even show wneed for 6800 Jeen

Response Reler to Section 252, Paragraph §

Hodges FEIS Response: Redundant. \ o

e

et
-

Bl The entoe progeet hus beer framed i suhjeeve terms stead of tigoraus malvsis and justificatin, The
proposed profect Bus INCREMUNTALLY more value tian the exisimg Facibity. 1/ that value is mese than ghe
S0 - SAOOM INCREMENTAL cost. then the project showdd be eimsidered. 1§ not. thes other benelits shisuld
b tdentiliod before proceading. B the not benetits Jo pet support exponditure of federad Tunds Jursg the
plannmg pernsd. the prog

ctshould be deferved, a lang-cange plan deve laped (periaps meluding land
acgusition i, and the preseatairput mamtaned indefimtely. Given an active plar o new carrier aimpon can by
Dunlt aver iy 3= to S-vear period, mrespogise o any “surge” i demand, This s cxocthy whiot happened at By
Muyvers o the 19707

Response The Srpert Sponser i preparing s Bepeli-Uost Analysiz, which is requived for FAA o make fonding decisions.

Hodges FEIS Response: | have seen the draft of the BCA, and it is very creative, as every ~
attempt to justify this proiect has been. It is very strange that a marginal project like this would be bg
allowed to burn through $30 Million in fees without a BCA or risk analysis.

3247 The Foasibility Stady done s 208 A6 net allempl o ngoraus justibcation, [Emerels superimposed theec
increasingly Tomger runwiass onthe exasting constramed sire, exstmated the east ol these “straw men™ iplus the
wievaiumted J0-vewr Twish Bt o the 1996 Master Plan 1 and deckared that on entire new arrport wondd be the
{ow-cost afternative, Do of the theee “aliermalives”™ (3400 {1 ard T8930 11 were patently napossible to ankd m
the commrnay sting, asd showld sol be alloseed as alternatives, This DEIS revives the 8400101 onesate
ahermnatne wnd devlares (0 rsonable and prodent™ even theugh 1 s neither, En ot the cxstinyg waport, edher
“us 187 or msdesty amproved wld] mice the aviation growth m the reaon durcing the planning peried.

Response T reason an 8 HH oo gliernarive wes analyzed al the Existing Sile was to provide impacts o compare with
the Adrport Spensin’s Proposed Project which includes an 8 466-Foot romsay at the West Bay i

Hodges FEIS Response: Rec‘iundan‘c./]f_ﬁgg




S-4-4§ “Tiering™ may meat the letler of the NEPAL bub tiering of development i a sensiove site like West Bay creates
huge deferred environmental nsk. The comversion of a wetland inte a modest meport can probably be mitigoted
1o thie fetter o the Lo A Tonger scienifio view wontdd foresee o fature {F0 vears™y when a farger abrport aind

e refated develapment il weveredy compromise the estuarme and wetand coology (e produst o thousands
ol viears of patural processesd. This bs the real envirenimentat impact of s aclzen. These future impacts coull
b avonded by Incatimg the arpers Farther intand on a trae uphand s, Deterring the proposed Tederal action
Pachich s net necded For aviaton during te plannmg penody wonld aliow conspnleratpm of mere bengn
slfernatives

Response Sev Section 122 of the FRIS

Hodges FEIS Response: Non-responsive to the broad issues raised. | again request a {@{3
Supplemental or Programmatic EIS to address the total impact of this federal action. e

1-1-49 This same d iption wauld apply to most of the commercial service airports in the country,
Response Clorment noted.
f-1-51 Ohiee again, this iption is bypical of many commercial service almarts, and the alport @ serving ity vsers

without sygnificant constraings.

Hespanse Commment aoled,
2552 The word “exclusion™ in the first paragraph should be “exeursion”™
Response The commenter ts correct; the text has been resnsad,
}-5-54 Fhis narrative conits fhe operation of mamiine jet serviee a the deregulated envivonment dunmyg 1991-1945

Tlhis serviee was o

el watly the san Oy of
progected by thw Sponsor’s Epdated Forecast. This
Lo st and sen
stbscuent sevios

iplne (7371 and sery temn (nearby Tuabs, Atlama) ag
we was not fwmancially viabla because the market was
wral 1o suppoct i No anficld vapansion is meeded toore-introducs this seeviee, The

p spall wvboprops and regianal jels increased the aircarrier operations, bul net cnough w
s capacity. Currentdy, daily air cartier operations have declined from 40+ 1 200 1o 24 m

S
Response Sestion .12 hos besn rewvised,

1015 not FAA s responsibility 1o detenmine fnanciad viability of voutes, Market dernand was eonsidered.



bt
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Respanse

1-2-54

Respomse

125

7

Response

F-3-56

Response

The FAA ™S Ul posivion on covreeting RRA deficionoies camot he sumomatizod casidyv, but this sectinn malees no
atterapt. A peveent of rirs ays under the program do not micet the stadards, and many of them never will As
stated mothns DRSOt i net PARTs practice te shorten mumways o etder o enlugee REA s i 2horkenmge woounld
curtsit amondUalready usig the runsay.

Cormment noted.

This pargraph b upparently v orror. The auport s curently seeking 1o stop residential construction on private
propety inthe southwestom eomer of this 87,

The text has been revised for clarification,

The cargo market v soosmall that o building 1s needed, 1P and when neaded, there is plenty of Tand with access
(i the awlield for a cargo buildimg.

Carpment nited,

Bv what samdasd s PFN atespace eonsidered “comples™? The geomptiriss, roates and procedures describsed
abene are the routing setivities of Adr Traffie Control, and more “eomplex”™ stwmtions are common W the legion

andd st over the vountry,

Complexity = gencrally defined D wems of traific volome and waifie mix, The PEN ares has raffic mix that
covers ihe entere wrerall perforinance specinum from malitary high performance supor some alreraf) by ate carsier
fusboprop arerati g0 weneral aviation turbojor, trboprop, and pister powered atreradt, Comment s noted that
more complex siuations exist thraughout the eountry,

Hodges FEIS Response: This is absolutely inane. Once again, you have described the normal
aviation environment at smafl 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.



1-5-57 The passerger stvey i EPPF wits a omewoek stivey ielien between Thandsgiemg and Christmas, much wo
fimued 16 driy broud miferences, The evershelmpog charscteristios of the PEN market are size ISMAL T and

SEASUINATITY . lnvader to draw ans uselub conclusimms, o sorvey should mclude soveral swmploes ar ditforent
timos ol the veas
Response The use of the data fromms the survevs was to ety the prisary and seeondary morket areas sermved b ihe
Sarpart [or the purpeses ol the forecasts for the EIS. 10 pot antie prated that the market s Tor passengers
usig e Adrport wouhd change sigmficantly over the course of the year

{-3.58 Pow-fare sopvioe Jid nel qust sove from VPS o BNS D Low-fare service was offered i 2001-2000 by both PNS
ard TLHL “bracketing™ the PFNVPS combined areas. Any disctission of bow-fare influence MUST cansider the
wflienes of TLH service. Low-fare sepviee was discordonued at TUH i September, 2004, and onplanomionts o
PEN pose nmediato e e Nate: Noorew atrpon s roguired b H Bra-fare rotams o FLH and VES thoth more
Blechs than PIN bocause of farger marketsn "now PENT wodld be “lvacketled” agam. at a disadvaniage to beth
VL ibecause THH will be relatnvely eloser than belorei and VPN (hecruse the hagher-thre smrport sill be one-
e o ke disiaeee to VIS and there widt be Btke meentive o stop shoer of ¥PS),

¥

See entosed detaded commaents o the Spomor™s Lipdated Forecast

Response The devebspment of forecasts was bused on past rend < anticipated population and vther soctosce onomic tremds.
arsd o certam vxient, profesaronal dpnents recarding the avistion mdustey, The TEES mcludes u discussion of
Fretons that can aflevt where and hosw aviatton Jemand 13 sorvesds particularly i teems of the chotee of pesengers
T v e et eather than anothor anport, when mor than one wrport s within g reasonable doving distoce,
A part o that disctssion, s serviees ot Dhbivose Regsooal Aoapont aned Pensacods Regronad Adepaort and the

vy Couniy International Awpent wore

potential clfects on seevice amld passeneer domand al Panama Clte-
prosented as cxamphes aod oot inrereked ta oochde the potenual effects of service at Labiahasser Regional
Aarports A nsmber of factars, wchuding the prosenue of other apurts m (he vegion, swere considered amd

vl ol foredimis,

i fuded i the preg

{-5-5Y New vnchosed dotailed comments on the Sponsor’s Updated Foreoust, wineh bs Hlawed by exebuding TLH, failure
ter backtest o aetual historieal dote and “cherm-picking” the dats 1o Faeor “pow PEN Tngpile of these eorors
that milate the rafiie at ouw PENT, the Updated For enby shows a dilerence ol one parrow bady mainhne
et TR renver the old PINT nothe future, This s not justifieanion?! In abselute teims, e forecast onlyv shows
FIVE 7277 iy pear 2028,

sused o pranvide sdditional

Response The Awport Sponser’s Forecasts were nod developed or adapted by the FAA, buatwe
formaten regarding the (ufl range of potentiad impasts of the Adrport Sponsas’s Proposed Project and the
ey Fiag o
wlernatives,

i

Hodges FEIS Response: As stated above, the conclusion of ail this “analysis” (particularly in the -
Sponsor's forecast) was flawed. If this proiect goes forward, the taxpayers will spend $400 Million Qg ,
to see who is the better forecaster. !



st There s e reason taccept the (o

1-5-60 See enclosed detatled comments an the Sponsar’s Uipdaed Foreg :
ransAtkantic charter service of SO0 nperations por year, all o the BEL The Sponsor shesuld be regeared 1o
feserid this part of the forecast. I any event. FAA should riot aecept it o any BIS. benefitvost on jJustification

analysis

Response See Section 1.7 which describos hos frecasts are vsed, Addinionally, o bonefit-cost amalvsis ponof put of the

S oseope. 11w g separale process to deling the fundimg mid not to asgess epmvironmental mmpacts.

Hodges FEIS Response: See response 5-5-15. L,@ :f}

1-5-61 Eaplanernents in 2004 were 13I8, nereasing 4.1 pereont over 2003, Adr carge enplaned svas 328 tons n
SR THOWN AT poreent frem 2063,

The “Teasibaliy Study, 20007 frecased 2170 247 enplanemients Tor 2003 andicating thot the curent actvily s
well hetew the Torecast that found o new awponn “feasible”™. The FS. 2060 also forecasted over | 190G
opergtions Ty 2003, whereus the sotngd 2004 eperatsms were Q3B US Ay Fapross Bas sathdraeon

approvinately UMD opetions F 2005 Toosamimary . none o the Ferecasts on which thw progect was laurnehed

have been niet.

Response Pipddaeed information vegavding asidion actvily at PEFN has been added o Seotion 17 of e FEIS

The FAA prepares anad updates s TAT on an annoal basts to reflect chumgme condibiens and anticipated futae
vonditions, Phe FAA bas veed the 2005 TAT Tor Pamas Uitv-Bay County International Aopon as the basas [
Justilieation and analvss mthes EIS The FAA adso decided 1oouse the Adrport Sporson s forecast 1 perform
technical analyses i e calegorios that are allected by areraft eporations (e wirerall podse, aty guality
surfce transporttiont oo discfose the Ul range of potential environmental effects ol the Srport Sponsor s
Proaposed Progect and the allernatives, Avration domuand Torecasts are developed 1o represent vveratl trends i
avEron activity - passenger and vargo enplimements and arcraft operanons. Achiviny during o partenlar vear
oz be abose o below the forecast activity, based on speetfic shortenm pecurrences, steh as the boss of sepvice
By partictlar cortier. & review 5f the 20030 TAF indicates that 181414 pussenger enplanements wers progected
P 26634 whereas the mtbrmsaiion provided by the commenter mdieates that there wore actually 3000
operations al the Arport m 2004 or neatly 14 percent higher than projected. Despate these fluctuanans i actual
stactivity, the FAA bobieves thal the TATY romanns g valid forecast Jor the basis of this BIS and thal
the Spansor’s hwecast provides the bosis for assessing the fult range of potential envaonmental ef feets
assoctated wilh the Proposed Progect and the alteomutives,

S R TI FTTON

Hodges FEIS Response: | don't have the entire 2005 TAF, but { would be surprised if it

shows a decrease in traffic for PFN in 2005-2008, but that is actually happening. {gt/i
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.

1562 The curvent daddy wr corier departores 35 (e ] TWELVE 0 33 pereent decline, Paiuid not cliaracterize da as
by consistent” v Tstable” Tiplinvments are stuble, howeowor, and growing masdestly sinoe ArTran vacated
THH 20032000 will be a key poviod - W iredy robust growth (20-25 porcant por v
Becomes more attrective, 1 nat, g hope waste of morey. Lets swait and see the prowth before conmutting the

i) smerges, the project

Ny,

Response Updated mlormation regarding sviation activity al PFN has been added o the FEES,



Creneral aviation sperations ARE growing “robustly™ (13%6 in 20045 A carney operations have deelined 3

-
1

1-5-63
poc L B3 v
Hesponse Please reler o response o coniment (-3-61
F<5-64 See ericfosed Jumiled comuments on the Sponsor’s wsdated forovest The forecied of 300 Hocing 767 operatans
From 1w PENT i 2618 fall from the DR i ot ercdible, and should be evjectad. The Toupdated foreeast” i s
garbied tand m faet Jsvowed by it authery tat o contang ne wselul mfoermstion, HFAA st apply
sensiivity Bactors te adiusd the TAF and use thers consstently, FAM showld commission ts own sudy to
s suely facras
Response Phe FAA prepures and updates i5 TAT annuaily w0 reflect changisg conditions and anticipated Rawee conditions,
The PAA s ased the 2000 TAF for Possma City-Bay Counn Taiernational Sarport as the Basas for justificat
g aoebvars i thes FIS The FAA has alse wsed the Arport Spomisar™s forgeust 1o perform techn
thse categeries at ore affected by mireradb operations (o g aircradt notse. sy Gualiyd e
of potenia] convieonrental elfects of the Alrport Spensor’s Proposed Project wnd the alterrmtives,

1505 Ondy three of U Nve voncepts are Tvasible: Scenaro 1, Ne Action (8304 [ ronway) Svepane 200800 fronway
ot present sife, and Scenario 5, 8300 1L yunway at newe site. The reasons for this comment are develbped in
analvsin of the detatled report.

Response Fhe FAA hus eonducred an evaluation of the reasonable range ol alternatives o the Alrport Sponsor’s proposed

anly Hwse alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the
5. The altematives cvalustions

propect As g result of Uhe evaluation of allernain
proposed project were gurmied forth in foriber detadl and envirommental ana

progess 1s eatbmed i Chaprer 3.

Hodges FEIS Response: The FAA's alternatives are neither reasonable, feasible, prudent, or @ﬁ“ ”
practical to completely analyze this project, for reasons stated repeatedly in these comments.

[-5-64

Response

The farecast methoadobsgy has not been validated by the backlesiing in this report, Furthemmare, the authors have
chise famed and gualified the Gorecast so generatly that it s invalul, FAA should revert o the TAT for all finweee

stuelics including the benefivcost siuds

> gsed o provice additionad
< Praject and the

oped or adopted by the FAA, but
the Afrport Sponzor’s Prop

s forocasts weere not de
porential ipaets o

The Apors Sponss
inf wding the Full rangs

d

aliprnatives




S otedd above only Scenarios 120 and 5 appear t be feastbles There s ne ustfiestson mobis S
wvert Seeartn el fess Scenaet 503 FAAL Flacida legslanere, and the Spamsor are delermined 5 huild a

e B A= L0000 Toot sunway Pooused oo ate carcier sod Log-

et back a sin

new airport. the project bl be
ramge chartr, feany e the oxsiing commramty wpeort o prhice fo host goneral et This s the snly seenar
that groows opevatienal capacity. wdils charter and logisties capabiiny . stimuates general avianen, ond suves

ned remsvay and mest OA Faniilies ot the nes airport. Thas shoubd be drne

A annually, simabir o the P Myvers awport development.

money by chavinating the oro
whien donestic eaplanernends approach 5

o rEsponse 1o conment 1305 gbove,



1-5-6% Tatlahassew bk beevefare service in 20012004 and corssinly aifected PPN aflic. Any analvas of feakage andd
corppetitive service arens mast include TLH s effect on PEN since TLH m adpeont and womuch casier divve thas
PNSLOPNS may have siondar market charactenistics but it s Four nnwes as kaege and vefatively remote. The head-
to-hueadd vompetition is or will he VIS-PEN, but the influenee of TEH mercases whea PEN s relovated 20+ males
west ol the population oowiable e TLIE and FLH hos low-tare service. The miarkets are PNS (4xPPNL TTH
C2APINL VPS 28PN and TN Thes dispanity i market size is the real challenge for PEN indicating tht
bosth TLH ssed VIS Gan be expected to attract bew-fare service bolore PEND Becont road improverments have
enbanced south Waklon County s aocess ta VIS further threareniag “new FEN

Response Casmrient neted.

1-5-44 Fhe forecast und traffic allocati was not validates 2. which failed o sceoumt for PIN s fow actual
traffte. Ulwacashy, other Tactor< mol aceounted for have pererated actual watfic far below the pro forms
generated by this methodslogy.

Response The FAA propares and updates it TAT 0w an annoal basis to reflest changing candittons and anticipated Fatare
conditions.

Hodges FEIS Response: this comment was not about the TAF, but the Sponsor's forecast. W

{-53-74 The actuad dota and conclusons i the reportare cortrandebary, and the autliors have wisely disclaimed g
tabdes precict onby modest matsline domestic servics to nearlby hiths

confidence wi the forecasts Vhe summar

even m Seemarso 3 C-TET 0 2003 net a Bikely panternecarriors sl sparade 0 koust 2 Behts v aant piansbie
wervice. 2737 pr JRESC 3o TRT g 2008 Gad 512737 i J0083 VHIEINCR NTAL DHEFERINCL

FETWURNSCENARI L AND SCENATRIO SIS ONE MAINLING 757 DEPARTURE PTR DAY This
forceast cortndy does ot justdy the expense or epvaormmontal nnpact ol @ pew e, espes ially sinee the

repor acknowledoes that all mambineg Uvine can be itreduced atabe present aport s 6304 1 oo
ast DYATL Y widehody ehartes
sk cnly TWO dasly 7375 a0 the Jar
(Paee Pield, slivost dentival e PENS carved approx g ly

ORE RBSW WAS PPN Pace Pield otf] oxists o g bocal (34

Y, eieapt
fronathe
sul o sle ipsv OIS

the witdly sieculgtsve nternational charters. 1L grespansible 1o fore
Ul enoan aupetios hile simualinw eysiy fors
A Por P Meeeps he obd arport st Py Mg
SO0 000 e povlapemenls for severat vears Bl
gigpert ard is beavily prided

Response The comparnsans with other boeations regardmg faediny dasclopanent ad the tining of that develapment can
andy b nunde whien comparmiy afl of the sehevant local fretors. The PRIS deserbes the pistilication Dor the new
airpert and s bmng, ad desenbes the reasons that eperating x tec-anpoit systent waudd ot be favomble for
the Fanama Cie-Bay County region.

Hodges FEIS Response: Non-responsive. Please explain in iocal 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.



13-7% Crenerud v ihion wwmers and prlots hovr been surveved by Freends of PENC e an ad b G advocacy group,
and they Faund that 905 of thase surveved OPPOSE relreating ta new PEN becatse the Incation wilt be the
tarthst community arpat from i local ssers i e stste, and the wtihty of GA b relared s us comvenicnee,
This tnfers that e subrstontal Faciion fup o sae-thnds of present O nsers will not relocate to new PYN. Fhere
I ey
5o g0 |0

o hack g orecast of 13 percent srowth, and the most likely seanann s ashap dechne lotbaved by s

ap pecavery b present levels, Noboidy affiliated with s project recoentzes at destroving PIN a4
seed ey Toe g ergimad progeet s Faodlardy One FEO slready noeds v budd o new O ot hangar, bt e

planning s stymied by the uncentainty of amontizng the imestiment f PEN closes. Thus, the Sponsor 5 kiflne

pral GA srowth o porsue an sicline-centr protect Grar sl iabibat local AL wiile being almest irelevant o the
ailines

A G A-nh PIN would kely bave wraflic comparable 1o Pestin awport, sipea £0.000 shnual oparations, s
would eertndy be o visble G8 aport not needing g central bower ar Bt 139 corpifivation, st aperalion
autsonreed o FRO s

Careo and militgry activitios are medest e g there 15 oo Fosceast T sient Dot wrowth 1o geguire 2 e
arpeat, Fhe ontivy "Seet ¢ enhaneemert sehenw tadorn siherggse nondesenpt fand with
ap et at oublic expemse Hibis soee frrwand, the seope should be Timsted to one lone rupeay Navrativees
aboul g futors parlbd repway are pue wshlud hinking, A mech mose cflective sapacite eoliabeamieit s

s Plan i g real onta

feepns PEN 0 Senvice

Response The Arrport Sponsor has net propuosed womamtaim PEX as o General Aviation airpart

Hodges FEIS Response: The Sponsor has also not proposed a substitute airport that is @ag
justified economically or environmentally. :

1-5-72 Vhe renert getually shosws that there are NOT “awany porenlind outcomes” in e Torecnst, T terns o weialiog
actov ity e dilerenves benweon the

seetiabivs are frivial undess one aveepts the unbihely Torocast of danly
el debedy chavters w2008 There s ne data o suppont the charier forecast, cndy speculanen

Response Conpnest poted o

Hodges FEIS Response: | presume we agree.

E-5-T3 The dise lamer pareraph above ponders the entny foreenss speculative, Addhtional ervars g1 asgumptions anid
conwhuseons will be pointed our below s they appear. The most obwious deliciencies e the omission of any

aalvais od the TR market, the Godure ol dw forecast mathodolpy whn backitesing o the historical data,
“eherrv-pieking T the data o improve the suteame for o relpested TENC and including aneodedal specudation on
fulore chavter progpects as “hard” data. Such speculanion deserves a foette ot Test

Hespanse The disclammer parsgraph 15 stamlard Lmguage ssed when preparing forecasts anid is approp
forecasting elfort, Poreoasts are projections of futoee activily, It ianet pessible to exacity und precisely pradict
fature eutcomes. Other cammenis noted.

Hodges FEIS Response: |t is possibie to cite historic or credible future data, compare data with 'jf,@
other markets, and it is especially possibie to backtest a forecast to past outcomes. This forecast
falls in all, and the authors probably realized it was not reliable.



P-5-74 This frccast does nin explam the past distribution of traffic i the ares, much less the futere,
Response 1015 ot the mtent of the aviarion farecasis by examing in detalt past distribugion af traffie enly from the

parspective af predicing the future of aviation demand and waffic, The Rrrecusts are used to assst in planning
abrport facthties e meet Torecasted aviation demand,

Hodges FEIS Response: In this case the forecast would assist planners to conclude a new f f

airport is not needed in the forecast period. o
f-5.75 Avsrer that Dotbans b ool g preat Bwtor m o PEN sereice aive, Tallahassee, howeves should be anadyred as an

adiacer market, primariby beomase Tallahasses sdso had Sanran losefre sorvice during JO02-2004. This

Adrtran service influcheed PFMN walfie just as Airran a0 PNS alfected VPSSO When Awtran leltthe TLH marketin
merce fetm o Falla
would agam be adversely

i PEW fhis s Dkely mnoview oF the rebarive size of the marketsy, PEPN
awn all vegimal [ servive o they

e gsprecially al the new oeation. ¥ unbermore, AdcTran has withdy
syt thus baseng A Tran even more towared Tavger markets, With ne anolese of TEIE date Goneeasl ge mvalid,

Respunse The FAA discussed Tallabassec Begomal Adrport (TLH L along with other commarcial serviee aports mthe
rewien, s allersi e adeports to FEN muthe FEISD Both FLE wnd Pensacola Begmnal Aarport (PNS
approximately T pules From Paana e I Segtion 6 o the FTIS s ackinow ledaed that tow
at PNS had some ctfeet on tra e al PEN, But swars considored pot o have s greal of an et w baw
foe Ethalonssa Roegionad Awport bocause of the grosmtor destanee to PNS. The same would be considored o Tou
TLH. Ahhough no dgect disgussion o TLH sonchided mthe Aarpart Sponsar™s forecast, s rot blely
T wevuld huasew o greater effect than PNS. Aarline market respoases are not the basis for developmg
farceasts demand w the region s the Tendiwmental bosis Tar developing a Torecas

T ORCTVIGD
Lare serviee

pu—

Hodges FEIS 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 falls 91
within the capabilities of the local airport except for the totally unbelievable daily widebody from

the UK.

E

pntly overlap the PFN alr service area because VIS is between PNS wd PFNL TLH does

1-53-76 PNS docs not stgmf
wdysis, Any “tenston”™ between service areas not cennected by

overkip and paust be considored o apny feakag
hiteraate ighways is predominantly between adjrcent arsas, et “skip™ 2

Response Conmnient neited.



1-5-77 PEN Bad MAINEINE serviee Trom 191995 whuch overserved the nurket € from the adcline views s and softened
Fares. Same talfie may have boen diverted Fem VIS durag this time, b the overalt mambine Joad facror swas
e diceting that the PIN morket siooply was tand 18 b svall for mainbae serviee i an cnvronment
needing 70 percent LF o bresk evon.
Response Cormnent poted.
Response Commue i e,
[-5-78 AarTran did not meve gl NW Floridi serviee 1o PN alse served VLH, which s adjacent to PEN, in 2002
200 Thies adpwent bowdare serviee dramed sigmibicant ratlic from PEN,
Response Corvent noied,
5.7 These observations reinforee the view thatmore Sension” exlsts betwoon PNS and VES than bepween PNS and
PEN,
Response Cowmment nodead
158 FETEH somehuded. the rank s PNSTTTIVPS PEND This begins to get ot PEN"S read problem, whick i the
ABRSOLUTE SIZE of ts market, not st REFEATIVE SIZE . Capueny can anly be added mdisercte morements,
eher regronal et (3 e T semsbar maiabe 1007 seats s An Dran mied ol dhree of the Larzer anarkels (NS,
THH and VPSy, and wothdeew fromm adl but the Lirgost, PN GG enplanementss. This pndicaes thepe may
b absehae oo on the el size to atiract mamling fo w servien, and s somewhere abeag JU0G
enplanamneys When PN envecds 400008 coplnentents, low-fire servive: becamesa prossiiay . Atk thes
further depends on the cttvonie of Jeaaey abine restracturmg, which will elose the fare gop sonewhal,  The
presant PEN siport s overy capable of carrying S000 dorestic enphimements, mond redinciating iF does ot attragl
enongh additonal enplopenrents e sty 165 (5250 w0 5460 Million ) cost,
Respense Comment noled.
f5.81 Albtrue cxoept for i absence o TLH daca, This saestive describes the same markel experimentation

reen aversuppied the smaller THIREE markas ar different tmes. and the

menhrmed above. Both Debto it Adr
bosve-Fare macket settbal By s on PMS alone. The anly difference i ot Deli oses soore maorey inan
pversuppdy siuation than o Tran, so Delta withdrew manline service and retrenched w0 high-tae Ropers and
trbeprops alter tho experanent al PFN

Respunse Commrent noted.



582 Hesth Aspen and Hilton Head are FAR more constmined than PEN, which bas hosted seloduled manhne airersit
to Athante and Semphis wthe past. Aspen s affectivele 2008 plusanmus feet shorter than PFN and ilten
Hend is physically 2000 feet shorter. Charleston i aot constrmmned ar el VPS g5 alse unconstamed: the
terminal sire oot faetor and VPS Tas manhme service to Silanta and Mamphes. This Toe connes L
atinns i do st stand up W semtine.

vanre the shvious and stram e (nad coreed

Response Cumnment poted.

1-5-83% Pagree, MARKET SEAE sets anplane stz Runsay fengih and erminabs doned. After the threshald fa
wrnniine servive by aebvork varvier i oxoceded. then vou should forcesst the market size that will st o
fare competinton, SMarket s s DORINANT @ aovariablbe, bt this roport continues Lo swatn ab markes SHARE
of & murket that cannat supporl naunling zervice

Response Cloymmiznt neded,
{-5-84 T he b des abae slyow KITY WEST a1 377600 enplanemsents, over (000 mide foupmes, ryd o 48080 FOCY]

BENOWAY (hat the loveepst Fyls toomention. THERD IS NO CORBELATION B TWEEN RUNWAY AND
SO THE RUINWAY IS LONG ENCGUGH TO OPERATE FROM. This peragraph sdone diseredns shis
AN,

Response Cornment noted,

e b cover all the service are

F-5-85 Omner agein, an anabvsis meluding TLH must be d affecting PFN. Note that

meving the aipert west fvors TLH as a campetitar,

esponse Comment noted.

remplifyiag the datn, The mest curment stable rend {1994-20032) i 7 fa™,

1-5-86 Figure 123 s an exanple of ¢
on s as Hikely as the HNTH privjection. Any forceasts derived from the HNTBE

suggesting that the FAF proj

EEL TR e SLES Pt

Response The Kirport Sponsor’s foreeasts wore not developed or adepred by the FAA, buvwere used o provide addilional
full runge of potential ipects of the Alrpert Sponsor’s Proposed Project and the

ifirminon regarding the
slternaries,



1-5-87 ke underlving ABSOLUTE passengorsper-day s examimed. anly the nearby hubs show any promise of
NONSTOP service from PEN ma 2bvear plimamg pencd. Al of thess hubs have boen served slready exoept
Charlotte atd Houston, both of whieh can he serve
drstant muliearpost complenes olvaousty CANNCYT be lunped together msearch of NONSTOP nuilic. o
tikely that much “Atlonta” mralfic s really notsonk raffic, either imtemiational or on few domestic Hneraries
v iagiitg from Atlanda alter the PENCATL Leg

A from the prosent awport when rsffie s suffoent. The

b Ozt and destimanon tnd D, as reported adidresses where

A tripeenot where ey conmeet, s a resudl, the somber of passengers
Erannecting m
cid i the mapnher

Response The conmmenter’s fast senlence i i
pasacngers bogm and ead thaw ae ea
reported for g market does il inctude any connecting passenges. For cxnmple, passenge
Atfanta o atbrer dhestinations are nust incheded i the number o Ak, bobawe tcad mchsd

fosr e cattes where they end thetr ao travel

Hodges FEIS Response: | 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 pericd.
if this is not comrect, please identify the nonstop city. e

¥

1-5-8§% With regrenal et servier, all the airports have covertient sehedulios and comparable drive tmes, se the only

dif freemtiating variable w Bare. Onby fooefape serviee swill sieni oy drabn tralie rom aise seivice arva b

st e

Respanse Aonmber of Toctors affect airport selection by pussengers, with just one of those boing fares, —
-
Hodges FEIS Response: Fares are the dominant factor, assuming comparable access and ‘? “‘“‘{
frequency. e
1-5-89 Another instanve of “eheny-pickiog” the datas W fovor rebiscating PENL T this seemaby Dvieh 5 maore ikkeh

way P pereent of PPN s tralfic.

Lo, mo foase constraints against Low-

than any posed in this fareensty T regoms fow-Tare service and drsms
Then VIS gains low-fare serview tlongest runway'new wimanal Farger n
fare servive boand duans ancther 10 pereent. Where deowsotbes Tegng PENC pevapiless of beentpon” Soll waiine fis

Hirp boe opes b voble fowe-Tare market £80-7% veaim at leaslh

Response Commueng rored.

1-5-04 The above paragraph shows the TOTAL FATLURE of the Torecast methodoioey, Phe reason PEN"s setual shore
was lower 13 the TEH fow-fare dram and the competitive maahine sorvies ot VES with soome wldiional dradn 1o
e Fow= fares al PNSL Thus eative premise should be cepeatod gid the Brocast re-ovaliged watge S inucnee of
ADIACENT Lo fuve vompetpion CELIETEN, PNS VPR and ulimete s SYTSPENS psenmipe that istoriy
cownparative waitle Jeveds sl continue and the lare est sgarkots will reverve bow-Fare sepviee fiest Thys s e
ynpdessars oy PENGbul rath il prosiect

Response Conmment neded.



1-3-91

Reaponse

Response

The abeve paragraph s nof relevant i this &

e nts do act cenlerem or backtest e the avtuad Bistoread dute, Therefore, the estimated pro fonma

app

sharss do NOT appear reasonible

Comment neted,

ant to any {orecast. Speaficatly, this mformation prisvidas

Historeal trenids and informarion are e
st as 10 how the atrline industry has changed over tirae snd after deregelation

Hodges FEIS Response: [ was present for deregulation and the airline industry over time. What '}5“
happened to your position that only local factors and not “airline market responses” are relevant?

1-5-9%

KRespanse

1-5-94

Response

Respanse

P

Updare: Pebta Conneciion R seevies 10 DFW has been seemited, PEN-CVG b oG8 3200 amally, US Fapress
has boon terminated. Delta Conneaton BE serage PENSMUG has started. TWED VE toaal weekday depariures
rall vegonabs, 5 o0 ATH, 3o MEM, o 8OO0 s peier of serv iee s albvoncentruted o Delia U enneenon
and Nertbrest Arbank. whnse raures apd sebedules are cosrdmated snd eode-shaved o one commion route

svabern, Where ps g e grport ustified i this mielure’

The Adrport Sponsor’s justi frealion for the new arport is presented in Chapter & of the 1S,

e FOLIR NW Florida airports sflecting PFM. TLH has about the same gerviee patiern as PN,

AGAIN -
except no Anlran how-Toe o AT o1 present.

Cormment hoted.

a5 indboitiee o very Towe statting point. Beeause the auresadt sizes are diserets, any
teseat turboprop at the very Jow end toothe next lavger class of adrplane 150 EARGE
PERCTNTAGE GAIN, Bt a suadest absolute gam in passengers, espeatally SINCE THE NUMBER OF DIAILY
DEPARTURIS AT FIN HAS DECLINED FROM 23 IN 2oal To (2] i Because e average has a
numerator (ol sets, up inle sod o deaominator fetal departares, DOWN 30%0) he AVERAGE b oup.

A bavge poreeniag

change from the

1a spagific

The importanee of Tooking at the number of seats per departure s o quantity wial available sews b
Fne 30

market. The ttal available sests more noit deercase simply becansg thore are fewer departures.
Regsonad fot Jopartures provides as mny seals as bevween two and three [9-seat torba prop airerafe. There

it s anporant (e consider the aumber of seats per deparure

Hodges FEIS Response: That is good arithmetic. it appears that passengers-per-departure has if/ﬂs?
reached 43. Now, why does this indicate we have a need for a substitute airport? /

-



1-5-96 Whut cdes this Bave to doowath where the PEN airport s lecatod ?

Response This inTorration is provided for backgrowsd and perspective purposes.
1-5-97 LIS Adr s o the bk ol Bguidshion as this s written, Thew plons are Brsited to survaval For many yeirs
Came
Respomae The anhine mdusiry as wowhole waill respemad to demand.

Hodges FEIS Response: See 1-5-95. N4

1-5-98 Proit connction service b MOTE s startesd ) withour moving the aiport. Thanks For nov predicting Southwesl
service - thore oo sheed of credibbiny et

Response Clomment nprted
1-5-99 LES A LN dupurted PEN wp [-82065, mbing avay six daily BEFRG dopartures (<1000 mrline aperations
anpualiviie WHEN de vou forovist irad e tpasseneer and operstionsy thal widl support mabsding service? This
wattld weern oo be the MINIMUM theeshald o siant soronsdy glanning @ avw apport.
Response The BEHO seurs 19 passengers and oo mof provide the level of service offered by regioomi jois o by muinkine

Jetservied. [t s pad npeomamon Tor service by smadier aivers?t byond as Targers et aversft beeome viable 0y a
spocific market or ar @ spectle awpart. Adrhine reaction o 2 market by the removal of small aperaf esnnet alone
bo comsdered b petlect on the viabiiiny of thal market for jef service.

Hodges FEIS Response: Non-responsive. Please answer the question. 19-seaters fly the same j{%
airspace as 150-seaters. When will this substitution occur?

[-E-1048 What planners “tepicsily constder™ 15 the planning regime specilizd by FAA Advisory Cireular, “Offering
cpportunities” is not an objective planning oriterion.

Response FAMA altows commartics the abibiy o identily how thelr atrport factBities can support the Jocal sconomy atud
cveral! canumunity planning effires

Hodges FEIS Response: True, but still subjective. FAA recognizes it cannot evaluate local "353}
booster claims so it simply “allows” them. This project is {otally based on such claims after
exhausting more objective goals.

1-5-101 Severnl of these ANECDOTAL “letters of intevest” were prompted by airpont board selicitatons and visils to
arlines, No awime actoally serving the aarport, with asecrall Trom BEHH s 0 7277 has over disvondineed

servive becavse of runway lesgiy Tt s abvavs MARKET SIZE AND SEASONALITY. Nothmyg i this epon
adeliesses grow ime e magket, pust “wishivt dhnkong™ about TF PEN conld capiune a8 o forma* share of

tratiie.
Response I s nol wncasmen P airpert sponsors to sedlelr service from airlines b provide overal) berter service For their
Gomnily

Hodges FEIS Response: It is common for airlines to give “courtesy” replies and then rely on their C@D
own judgment to allocate resources.




[-5-1412 ANOTHER buge percemtage zam Trom a verv small base 30 percent growth s 17 charler operastions (s (hig
churter aervaads e Tarrieals and deparnures”. te sanal definition of “aperations™ 5 s o aperations, then
iUk oady orght o niwe addmonal visis, Fithoer soan, NOT a0 stanne o spead 8230 Million o, Charter
ENTLANEMENTS &5 anether story . only 700 per year implying enly 23 pussengers pr charter, nod very

Jucrative fin mainhne aimplanes.

Respanse Comment nobed,

[-3-102 The actual dovumented data s this report s weak encugh, without considering the wirport managemeat’s
“leelings” ahoul chanters, Porbaps someene eoudd WRITE DOWN exactly what was requesiod and why i was
ped dose. (0e such inguiny from Seattde died when the charter speror gqueted o price e the prospectice
customer. The 737 coudd have flown the charter s Many modern charter mreratt could casily serve PFN from
Seatthe e Meamreal. Waoald they be ourerous enough o moet the AN planiing treshold of M aperalions per

yoar

Hespanse Sipveay longth amilyses roviewed o the FEES show that the commentor’s suggestion that the carmen! runway
ength s sdoguaate Tor charter oporations w Seettle o Maontreal s neoreeet,

Hodges FEIS Response: Please be specific — which airplane and which charter opportunity has L \
been lost, and why?

15104 What are the increased missions and how many sharers ave involved? Fhis (s supposed 0 be a FORECAST

Pased wn ki, ael speculaion.

Response FAA was not provided specic mformation regarding the petential for incrcascel missions: howoever, itwould be
appropridte B assime that chartes operations wonld ncrease 11 the nomber or magnitude of misstons at the lecat
mihitary fucihites are mereased.

Hodges FEIS Response: | have not been aliowed to assume anything not documented — please |« T,
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. =

E-S-185 Obadoosa wall oiler o govd fesl of M Warren s thesis, The new VPS fease allows bosth domesne and
tcrnaionad charters, a new passenger wermingl bas been opened, and Destin has recen Uy undertaken bailding a
I thin {5 sugcessiul, then PTN will again be in head-to-head competition with ¥PS, oot »

conrention conter
bright prospeet

Hewsponse Coramont nobed,

cotive trafle @ support the funding reguired under FAA

L5.106 Anether meodotal report, and mswtfickent pros
plavnmy gusdadines,

Response In the developmant of Borecids, 1L is impottant o constder availabde inTormstion fiar the svernd] development of
the anticpated prowdy rates and slermative forecast seenuring,

W
Hodges FEIS Response: Non-responsive jargon. T j})

Pl



1-5-E07 Pl pany speranons i wchat Opes of nirerafe?

b o review of carespondencs, one fotter refere tor speeilic arerftypes. That feler was addressed g My Randy
Cures, wnd segned by Me Bob Canady and Me, Vanessa Poch and refers G niceting on Pebrwary HL
DO That etk states that the aiverofl tepes b be used i the sheat term meluded Bocing 737200 FH-9 o

sty swiveradt wah a planred foad of FHF o 10 prssengers, with o switch o g Boeing 757200 aigeraft with o

Response

s,

plaaned Toad of abwet 200 passengers in the fonger term,

Hodges FEIS Response: | believe you will find the 757-200 quite capable of charte tg@?
flights from 6300 foot runways. Air Force Two was easily accommodated. g

1-5.160% Why ki vou sseum half cargo bads? Phe current worge onplaned i fess than 3 POUNDS per deparig, and
there s assentiaiiy AERG international carge iy e forecass,
Respose FA A was anl pros ided woith infuemaben supporting this esunipbnn,
P-A-HI Prctin sofbdeew the maindine jels Pecapse of are and seusanality nthe macket wlhuch reduced e averge loend
factwr 1 35 AMamboe streraft comaninents wre deiven by REVERNEL potential, NOT sostsavings.
[Response hi comtnenter B mot prowided backgiosnd itonmadsn tosoppert the clom regarding e rasens that Del
Ak e diseotiged maindine seivice to PENG The veason prosvbded s apeenfatnee, e
Hodges FEIS Response: As an ex-Defta participant in scheduling and aircraft
routing activities, | am quite sure this comment is correct, but Delta will probably not )
put it in writing out of “courtesy”. | can assure you it was not because the runway i{{“"‘”

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 PFEN, 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. o

et

Phesse slow the business plan o agpregare M opersnons moeadly In these types, slive whieh transatlantic”

E-5-110
aperatians bevonsd e L are feastdbde and Dkely Trom 8400t Fhis charter seenarin b pure spectation, with g
likehthorad of raching 300 speratians por wear duriag a Mevear planning peried.
Rusponse The Adrport Sponsor woull not be responsible for develiping o business plan for aithine service- thal would be
propated by the airline,
1aR-111 Fhin is reasonable, and reproseats a flest mix of perbaps & mainhne (4 16 ATL, 2 10 MEMpand 12 R wrplanes

to ATLMEMUL T MEOO VGRS HOLD,

Response Comment notsd,



¥ are zaying that im JOIS

1.3-112 T et < exaintige the actuad aperatioamplicd by thesavbitvary S poreent morement

S venrs Toom 2008 sndy 20O additional enplanements would relr o the G oot roarmeay, ON daily
e ef s mawdine fet al A P EFTH pax por departure s will produce SO0 enplamernents, so il mast mol
b i inercine o manline jots vou contemplate, ONE Juily depamize of an 81wl produce 1e1imi
eopbienwents, The vafe mrrket that mag bt requirs the GXF foof remsvay and os desond the aeae Bubs m New
Yok Pensacoda and Tallahasser have pecorhy acquised Now York R servwe, BUT bath aiports were well
rthe FOHLEY e s enploserients forecssted for PUNG 202K Somappears that the abimany 5 p
rwrerment eoas Bkt Tron 6304 8t ac from 6805 [ 1T wm o massang somcting, please corpest e,

ey

Ruesponse Clormment Boded,

ke 3 i gotay e happen, The comimunity eyt of buitdd

arr ST A Py s devasiatiog. The
wal of SRLOGE Capdancinenty s wiehin 10
vty of soy e burdd o s ssrperts ORCJUSTIFY o rew suport on other gooomds $Okalonsa demonstistos o
conventiol avarket, o REAL sviabonere lated medustrs

FELENTH IS (N N IO

LEh]

Response Compent ne

[-5-14 Secnario 18 slio met gaing o hapgren. becsuse e expenditare o
capabibtity, and we bave shown that GR35 ol worth the cost
valndoted and 1 po botper than the TAF,

S HE
st methost has not bheen

(-SA0GRT despaiids some s
Phe “pres formy™ Forocs

Respunse Corment nated,

1-5-1 5 Rownarie & psoer rowdity predictabde, but Tam willing te make o “Teng bet” dist PEN sl BOT b 3 weckly
chutters freng the UK e 20280 Wie choese the UK s 3t Beeause the B8 T s ned ssific et for Jiverse o
Filoe the Oriept. coainental Barepe, v Afrea” e sgread on porhaps LS00 demestic wmd miermahiom
chutter enplanements, plus TAF demestie enplanemoents (940007, we arrroe ot appoasimately 424,000, which
isthe sarme ws Seenaro o 2 aaffies Tho pet raalt? W e Busbdmg oones weport iy 24008 which wall mg

erptlly change air servee exoept for the harter morket, whieh s volatite and onpredicidsde, plus being Bl o
sears bevond opening dote, I mddubon we are cannitalizing whaever vadue she Close-in mrport has S the
incumbent ctizers of Pananis Oy Boy County (e have pe obligaiien w enhanes Walion County alr sorviee),
The Chereral Aviation value bs adse greasly diminished Tor the meumbents, disctssed m Comments o

3

Evcetive ST
tesponse Clixmnment nofed,
1-5-116 The distance rom Gravtan Beoch Lo the pow awport sibe s approx, Cniles, sinee the new alrport7s five mi

Fream Woost Bay sthe towen, net the vetdany . The choloe butwees VIS wnd "new PEN @il be based on fa
peued movesa, The new agpent 18 bettor for scgess rom the poriphory of West By tthe sty not the L
BET tite wrca e ARSOLITTREY DEVOIEY of popularsn, pubbi stldies, or ser The infrastruciure cost (o
pepikie Wos arcn sl be staggerieg, Vi sonsible pien s By roserse fand Sor an stepo £ or locuse o bettee upland
stbe and by 0 und ot the Skate and te Jandowner grow the propulation b
Frapget the inuenoe of b tares we TR whan they retun,

recst

loee commsing tor an afeport. Lon’

Response Cormment neded,




1-5-117 Thie “peo forma” share s el vant. South Wadtin County new has d-lane divoded hrghway ol the way
and Jrating PEN

Novevilhe, making VPS wawh miose accessible than oowas when ot was offermg lew |
waiTie m P62 Shwoekd bsw fres vern, VPR will ge e share tor naared of traffie, amd tacs PUNT will
absor b vtdnerable b leakoage w FLE with e dreve destanies G PEN wereused 200 mules for cust Bay County,

Response Copmeent noted

1-5.FE8 NONE G these nonstop nrkets cxeept the spectbative mtemabionad charters fogiine evenon 6300 1 msen? Al
exeept CLE amd LXH heeve wlreudy bees served S R34 U and bt CLT and EAH wee vloser s CVGow
DEFW sdready servad

Response AN performed imdopendont rurswan length sradvses ag discnssed wn the FHES,

p5-119 The anbe Florde wrpesrt i the abon Bst s Cbdo-Sandbred. the dedivarad charlor wrport Tor the Qrlindo leisiee
destimatien. PEN mood in that leagoe, aaalready admifted by droppng the top F8 fepare markets o e

apabvais (rlando w22

Hosponse Clopmene b peoted,

E-5-120 Sir canyges enplaned on ade carvier flghtom 200 avernged 1SS THAN THREE POUNDS por departura, and sir
M POUNDS prre cheparture. Discussion 6f

warge oapfated v the % earge deparoses groraged PSS THA
capiaity grow ks prehevant i the iy of these “demmand ™ statistics.

Response Al aspects of wvbmon demand wre relovant in the development of Torecasts,

Hodges FEIS Response: 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 Q{ﬂﬁ)
factor is projected to increase cargo to require an 8400-foot or even a 6800 foot

runway. Build it and they wili come? .
1-5-121 14 pereent groweh bs frons SEX based fets to TEN, o gaim of FOUR, Notesastly a factliy challenge.
Response It b ot che what sialistics the commenier is roticering, toin s comment,. The eominration of all aspecis of

avration: dermand and the requirernents to aceomdate that demmed s mportant foe deter thty needs,

Hodges FEIS Response: The report stated 14 percent growth of based jet aircraft s
over a period of years. [t failed to state that the actual growth to fulfill this was FOUR G
jet aircraft. This project suffers from a low base of activity.

P

F-5-122 Ser earfier comments in the Exesutive Summary on this subject,
Hesponse See PeEpanses 1o comiments oft e Executive Sumimary,
1-5-123 Sew earlier cormnments i the Executive Summary on this subject.
Response See responses to comiments on the Executive Summary,
4
3-4-124 Lawk ol hand o there 1s sufficical 3and 1o axpand the alrpor, as evidonced by FAA s own selection of two on-site

ihde. prudend. and pranticabb™ st et s S300 fout runway on
Eadsde (0500 1) pn-site,
et Frethernsosee the

cinanable, foaus

expreon slteriutives as
the presenl stiv 3 sene of thea, and Hat ot besst Towr more antable alicratives e
GROD 11 on-ite with FAAS, 6803 8 onesite witly EMAS wn oy, duad facilineswo
Sporvsar haw shewn oo need Lov ANY expansion dusing (e phanaing penod, FAA hos no mandaie to subsid s
Sanctlary development™ with the hmited federal funds avinlabie,

Response Hee Chaprer 3 aliemnathves analysis T Seotions L8, L8 and 310



[-5-124

Respouse

Aarspace curptiers The fovad slimpace 15 net “complex™ by any shjective conparison with itdy busy segiosns

i, datamdnven aveestigation. Bastead mildars
uition that reduces thetr workload. Sacha
ez ive does et prse to e leve] of degistve concem. There i na revord of dye Sponsor ar FAA formally
reaitesting the Trept of Defense (e endorse alterastives woah supporting data amed reasoning. The bwal RAPCON
st b opeaed the s meetling weiif o dechination Bt thew dad aot wish to by aned as the reoson Bor sedeching any
preferred slivrnatve, Avcording tiathe Appeadis, RAPUON s sand that the curreat airspacs silustion i the
mest benign. The eonsaltant cliose wigaore these statements and daw s concluston that the aisspace aantlicts
. and fhthenmeore attriboted these Teeal pmms as TSAT el posions, Aarspace conthets do
netendst arad sy oF the propesed conligurations are wedbwithig reutine parmmetess oy ainspacy and AT
provedure desten and pracnes,

Fhe "onakosiy of mirspaae st e repor s s a vl
A ¥

RAPETIN personne! have beon portravest as recommending a s

ape dects

Comptesity s generathy defimed i soms of walfie volume and watfic min. The PFN avens has traffio oniv that

s the entirs areradt perfomanee specttan fram wolitary high perfomuance supersome aircralt o sir caerier
o and trboprap wrerrd woogeneral svizion turhagen wrhoprop and puston poseated arerall Usament
pobzd or RAPCOIN comament,

T

Hodges FEIS 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 7 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.

4-6-127

Response

4-18.128

Respunse

Hodges FEIS Response: Building a new airport is not funded either, but this has
not precluded proposing implausible alternatives. Relocating 390 may even occur to
accommodate redevetopment of the existing site. Apparently developers are much

e

Constraings of Cwose Bayon w0 the northwest arad S 396 10 the southeast - FILLING Goose Boven has beon
extahbishod as a copsteamt. Building o pier appaars t be feasible.

See the Cetober 24, 2005 aad February 19, 2004 letees from PDER. These leners are neludeil in Appendic D.

years, and there {5 0o reason that 3 cant be

CoppstrueTion of G S SW widenmg v e vicinee of the arpart oot Dedad o oche FDOYTC Pve-svar program
o it fongersnge Trunaportalva bmpeesement Program. Daly the cusrent prebmunary desagn and entvivonmenial
pluses are funded, amd any dates wdentitied For structron hove been shonen by FIXOT wnd ks consulions by

S veensled bave oomeet design eotteria mncluding the geometry

slanpming purposes unbv. Phi redocation SRS
aretned the zumany end Womest e desigh spead of 45 mles poc hour. Brahi-deway ar this seument of the
highway s proposed woregare 180 Feer iy tie FOOT poodect and thasBore i asstimed i the e lecation o SR
30 an the EMAS ddernative

better at moving road plans than airports who have lost interest in their assets.




{ o occaston, b nol
oty was rostared o kivs

£-11-12% Revent duage t mclield erlites (Tom storm strges the fwoilities have been dansg
Ve wirficbd weas elosed for hours and e Dighting =

catastrophically ar even seriausly
Thu s wewthir os ents resalted 1n mach o dowatione than alimes

after hurrtesnes. then permanently repared
any e ther avpent

See Secnae D428 Followng Dherpeane Ol the auepert was closed for sppresnnate s 5 dis be commuretal

Response
sepvive Becrne the airfie ld was urder water and the flosding wapacted sirfteld ighting,

Hodges FEIS Response: | stand corrected on re-opening for commercial
service but | question whether the airfield was under water for three days.
Emergency relief flights operated from PFN. e

nephey e Sponser ney

[-5130 Anficipated grew s i the waen both o rerms of papulation sad potennal sr service
aniivipatpon”

the FAA s produced a forecast ol stetficent tradTic o utify the proposed prowet. What i the
breseed aor!

Response See TAF prageovons inciodod tn Seotian L7

S-5-131 This marrative dues m dischose that UAA iy CONDTTIONATEY aceepred ehe Peasabibity Sy The press
veporind on Augost 22 2000 that FAA i 0y acorpranes letter (o the Sponsot cemened abowt wetland
frapicts, and afse that A A santed the rad sopavay design Bimted 10 6800 feer "untel such ime as densnd

aif Tor meve data on “parmmieters airlines use i Jetenmniung

supparts stherwse.” FAA reparedly st s
whether o not o hring brger awerali 1o a market”
and FAA has non sweepied the Spensor s meed B an 84060 font rarmwy

The Spanser has vt provided any such dava i this TEES,

Reaponse The letser slaged HRO0 does not conditiensdly acoept the Feastbeity Siody, o stated gy fiest paige of Tener, M‘}

Hodges FEIS Response: Upon re-reading, you are correct about conditional 9

acceptance, but the comments from FAA have never been resolved for the record. | |

Please furnish the Sponsor's replies to the FAA comments. M,_J
1A-132 ey o FAA S CONDATTONATL fotter of conenirence warl the “Teasibding Suods 0007 dated Sargust 150

SO e cnvhonast This bs elearly the fotter coverad by the pross roport o Augosl 220 e I T FOVR

PEUS YEARS SINCE THAT LETTER, THE SPONSCR HAS REVEAL FT ARSCHUTELY NOTHING
PURLICEY O FES RESPONSE I ANY. TO FAATS CORIMENTS, PU IS ENFECIALRY DESTHREING
PHAT THE SPOMSOR ASSISTED AN ANONYMOUS SMEAR CAMPAIGN IV 2005 SUPPORTING THE
RELOCATION BY ASSERTING THAT FEN FACED MARDATORY COMPLIANCE WITH CUHRRENT
RSA BESIGN STANDARDS. THE PAX TETTER DIRECTEY CONTRADRTS THAT CLAIM. ARD
APSCERAISEN SEVERAL LEGTTINUSTE QUESTHONS THAT HAVE BEEN AVOIDETY AssIDIOUST Y BY
THE SPONSOR. IF FAA WONDERS WHY THIS PROJFCT TOST THE BE RCOTHBS REFERFRNDUM S3.45
VIS T ARGELY BECAUSE GF VIS EVASIVENESS ABOLT ANY NFGATIVE ASPECT O THIS
SEIEED OF DREAMS”

Nejther the waffic Dbreeast ner e Fnancial forecost m the FEASTBILITY STUDY hoss been met, and the
Sprarsot s pesponse hus buen o compussion yet anether et hat &5 even mors upreahsne and conaing o

spsst Fraam onbings,

Hespanse Cuomrnent need,



A-1-13% Fhe STTESERECTION was driven as mch by the focation of e b ta be disnated aesny tocbaieal foors
Wote envitonmantably sopable sites ain e Bound farthor moanthe and imotme sosegienal awport e complement
PEN e commuiity GA sirport prokes sense. However pobitical Favtors bave Himbted the sites to be whalbo m
frav Caunty, on the St dee Coo fand, and aceolerated by decades. The airpant special disengt s a poditeal

subclsin o the Sde of Floida, and the fegh ladimre can o3 punid s prsdiction without imis inthe Stde. The
prapased project already oxtends inte Washinglon cotiniy te provide a site for the Chsier Marker moand, wsd the

spectad distrct sot s berng rovndifiod wallow faod acquesiten cutade of Bay county.

spanent pragects. by Bus case, the parpese of the IS 0w

Rexponse Adppert spaisors, not the FPAS prapose anpen deveds
diselone the mport Spumser's progrosed project, analyze the assacinted cnvironmens D imipaots and peesery Bose
resplis mgether with reasonable altemativ es. Norwithstanding techrical Betors, meluding safoty concerns, thut
are assessed mdependenty by e FAAL the aictus! o supposed vationsle used by the Alrpon Sponsor fu
detormmnimy shore s propesid atrpon siow b e Tocsted, statutors o otherwase, 1 bovosd the seape ol ik LIS

J—

Hodges FEIS 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 y

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. | request that FAA consider this afternative in a Supplemental EIS.

3-5-134 Saby and redev ehapraent of he prosent site s o integral pait of the proposed Teders baction, st tewat fe the extent
e rdentitying
po boeat e, these impacts wothf aet ocewr arad shoubd an oresne soratine be selected, the oresire fmpacts
worihd g covered. 1 disingemiay o REERIRR anacton oodevelopments as a prerequate then avond
acveuting Tor e aapact caeept in zeneralines bke “whatower huppenswill b done waceordinee wath b and

el migatsne any e nts] mpacts cocurtng by J01H Awent the federsd acten of

peptlation™ This trivializes dw cumulative mpact of the apert-roplasonient progran ws g whoel Phe Spronser

fraas shoted Hat o wil need the proveeds Frans the aupert suke BEFORT s lling bonds, and st the Sponser wall
assiat the baver in chbmnmg die fand-use enzibheme pis needed to redes slop the fand Thase deteais add W the
catiembe that redes elapment impacts MUST be seconnted fin

Respotise Redes o loparent of the Exostiog S0 s aot park of Bie Adport Spomor s Proposed Pragect b Nevember 206035,
e e was mode svaikable by e Adrport Spearser rebated (e petential redovefpment of e Existing
Site. This mloremation meluded o Beckgranad Anafveiy aod Mster Planang Beport for Redevvloprent
iRedevebopmen Repor with thive potantial nodevehsprment wptions for the ates Sve Appendix Vfor acopy of
this repeat.

Fhie Arrport Sspotsor has dlse publishoed o Reguest for Progrosals (RID for purchisse of the Baisting Sie. See
Appendix V foracopy of the RUP. That docwment indivates that the devclopar will be rosponsible for
comprbeting a Deselopment of Regional bmpact (DRI mand ebtan the approvads o guple et ~and DRE from the
approprate focal. state. and federal povernmental agenoies™ As wresull, the developer i the Alrpest Sponser
ar b FAA wenhd be reaponsible for antinanion mestros, paomits ol approvals 2osaaated with any
redevelspment of Bw Exasting N

The FAA Bas devefoned a compaostie redueve fopinent seenarns Dor the Existing St whivh s based on the
Pedeveiopment Repart The potential wpacks of tat redevcloprent seepanas are wicladed in Uhapter 5

Hodges FEIS Response: 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 conceming the
existing conditions at the site. FAA must exercise its responsibility. | 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.

e




2-1-135

Hesponse

21-2-136

Response

2-2-137

Response

2-2-13%

Respomse

Hodges FEIS Response: See previous responses on the 8400 foot on-site
alternative. It is not “reasonable, feasible, prudent, and practicable”.

Response

2240

Kesponss

Eroept far tre mam runway extension s imeremental dovelopments, these aciions iparalle] runawess, new

termminab and 0T e ot bhely b oevur. They are “straw nien™ fo dassbe the public with the grandsuy of the
Plan

The referenced project companents are part of the Arport Spoensar™s pltanure develapment oF the West Bay site.
They wre dischrwed as part ol the Atrpornt Sponsos’s alleraatn ¢ dove loproent plans

PEN does NOT “peed to vomiphy with | design standands Forosting Greilises. 7 The FAA gusdelimes it
practices for avddresang RYA standards at exising tacibities are both vormples and Boxdle. spanning swveral

decuments. The key concept mthese docaments s practhicabality 7, the idea that REA mprovements wee nst
mandatary becnuse wmpasiion of mandators standards would de

vde the nadtormal aviition sestem
disproportenately b e visk redocuen, The Sponsor has never proposed any RSA improvemaents exoept
welocation of the entire anporr 1 this bevame e benchasrk of “practcabibiny ™0 wonh] b desastating ol
aviabion. elffoutn ohe shuting down many airparts vite] o the svstemn ACPEN sbpeetive rish soady s would
prostshly shose more rish from the cxtva road distanee o the propesed aapact thaa from the menstandad RS,
Bl of these mskos are minute ond Bove ne place wthe analbysic

Commient natied,

PEN'S “consorabnts” are wyples] of most commersial service airports, us discussed in preceding comments. This
s Cdhesare TNt o ppo e of seed,
Clomment nete

The Spemvsor has ot shownn e tved For expanded fieilitios 1o aeconmodite incre
no CREDINE tarevast of sulficient oaternational chavber actiafy e posil 1 as driv
Foor a new o ay,

AR service, and
iy the criticat arplone fype

< deamies

Tl 84507 pumeary 15 analveed i the FIN beeause 1Us the Advport Sponsor’s propa profeet, The 6800
rmsvay Tengly i alge analyzed ov the BIS, inclading the sve 6300 Foot romway, oresite alematives proposed in
the vommienter’s Exbibin | oand 2

.

e

1

that the Sponssr shoold have a len,
Larwer awrpotl, Uity an ugsloted plan, 2 pew

g plan, and that development frends MAY Tead 1o need for
rper cowdd be buit over any Seyear periad s not necessary o
frvest i a vomplele now arpory deesidies befae o s peeded. The eurrent”

clor Pl was a fiwocd oaoreise
that erested o crecudar argument. The Plan exsts caly to accommedate an airpart G self-dosteuces 1 no airport )
builis, aned the abrport cxsts eabe bo Rl (t the Plan,

Conneit notesd,

Thiz narrative savs in many mare words the seve thing | sakd sbove, o summarize agaim, B not mardebory
For PFN 10 mest the current design standarids,

Runway Safety A

& pirt of puipese and peed Tor the proposed profest.



21141 Rrovacas 32 bs th “latr woathe ™ approach b PENC and d cannet be Toresoon whon s procisien approach would e

pocded A waoml theve oo dutn Do showe s nocd for impreving any approach, Sotasl operationy s the exsling
minimeme Far the rumsay m use are probably fess than 100 houvs poy voar Woeather is NOT o stgmfivam factor

at PPN
Response Caumrsent REZ For 32 docs not prect AA vocommendations for BPZ There are Bmitations of oxisting conditions,
2.2-342 Tlhee sabratine above s detaded statenwnt ol the puting respensibiliies o the Pvndall AP RAPUON

Nithing in the Appendiz ropest of the RAPCON discussion indivates that the RAPCUN prefers ome PEN
leczal by vy wrethier the mference, 1 anv, s Bor e stetis i Jpans creebl eee Docal dist o ens vistfiod be
vhzrravtorirod an olffica] Un AV or Dob) pesidions capressbne a prelorence o the Spofiaer s propesat

The Sponsar’s consudtants vorthmpousiy “shade ™ Tacts 1o vol rebacation. Whon ovisluating the Wes Bay sites
wy the SETE ST ECTHON STHDY (December 2080 they encotntered the loswles et castowie=i STA corridor,
Lvery spweration tn and out of Buy Cotnty nonthward snst oross s corridor, bt the stedy dismissed ths
Cpeten et confhet because Hhe corndor s sdimensional, capped ur 2000 et thos it opetatias wdl go over
it

I bk the B0 NS b thre east wee abss Sedipegsonat, citber vapped ab 4000 P oy Fhovresd ot 6,00 8 and the
A AN are apdv setrve atermutiontlve so moyt aperaiens cuber do pol penetrate them s dao o e peounter gt
dedny o seergpte. T the constltant marestive, one would miter that the MOA S wee abways setive borners aimd

caly pepeirated an sorae vk that ovust be agated by RAPCON - s s L Trom vandsl,

Ahe reeent warked reduciion i ey operatears ety reduees e perceiaed Cennthict r uany v 1

[MN11S

CC e e ancd Cperertea ] confhicts have no beon detined and e Sormnil sirspass sitsdy s been beon
poviorrned. In summgry o mensecmnent and radar spraacts controd s aola decisse Teetor aud shoold not
b :‘lu\‘ﬁpi-;d PR ALE ) AR nged

Respomse sed Appeadin B Fer the complers enrrespomdonoe o Brgaadier Gonerad Fany B RNeow  Coarnsador of the
E Fighter Wing o Me Randy Cuetis, This conrospendence states “ln response to your fetter, Trasdaft Aar

Faree Hase woavware that the Parans Caty=Hay County Intormatenad Sepert PN Unorronnrema | lmpesct
Statervent will assoss o deast three abtomstives for the Panama Chy aorpest woome hude an expansion of the
cuisting arpot Bwibities, relocation o the siepor 108 site by e Weat Bayv area. o 1ake vy actom It farther
seates thal v A refocation sf the abyset o the West Pay area would Getliare the de-conttiction of the sespective
srfichds Considenmy the facrors discussed, of the altornarives being assessed by the IS the relocation of PFN
e tde West Buy aren over the other fan alteenatives boa bess adverse smpact on Tyl cperations ™
Hodges FEIS Response: The screening criterion "Compatibility with Airspace f\\‘
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. 11l
"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: "Fulfiling 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 de 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 10 the frivial
problem of allocating airspace to three airports each 10 miles apart so that all i
reasonable and prudent alternatives can he evaluated. e




If one accepts that the Level 1 screen "Compatibility with Airspace
Configuration/Utilization" is valid (and | 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”.

il

2-2-143 s tuat], roe i The poputation of Buy comwy m 2008 was PRLGEY 5 20 porcent merease by 2018 would
reise by S0 1o TROEEG. 4 poreent o SO000 1 [20000 or approximate by 6 000 fotsciialds
Cienorswsiy asstrning S TG00 per henscbold oo, vields S6 Mulinn in personal meome. 65
enplanemants par S EM of meome, capdanements inerease by 0000 This creates dewsnd for ONE 737 daily or
TWO regiemal jors by, Since the 86 Jee properttessall b popatated wuh wealtheer howseholds thanhe
wveraye . copluneracnt geewth oo the vatire votnry il s be propiatiogate Stagledigt growab o

departures ab the prosent site tranember, ealy TWEL YT depanures covrentlet do vt ereate “lond se

cotnpatbibity” probloms hat cegquite o justefy elocatien,

This vlensent poa desue snd posbaps o purpuse, Bl nota nead

This was a pupose whentied By the Aaport Sponsar. The FEES identified pesieered peeds bosed on the TAF and

Response
P A AT dotermimation of sinseay foneth an wetl an the Awport Sponsoe’s propesed ik
1-§-144 Canthier subiective narcatte Jescrbing e exsting faetliny and lnding no remarkable problems. Picket counter
and saperatiers sfrace s et vacaied b US Ao Eapress i 20030 Abandoning these Breddies prontare b and
duplicating tenr ata new site will vertanly be “complicated and expensive”, wherse the ineramentil expunsivn
wontled be proprerUonaie to 1he peed beiy addrassed,
Response Corranent aoted,
1-2-143 Seewell A batien fos slepilicant unused ramp space. Two nowe G0 hangaes see planned By e nartheasd
quadrant, and sing dw s been peutine. Ehe maoest dumaeine Brelor Jor 404 s Uie Soonser s delepmiarsilion 4o
desopumsspan s copppniby s iodt and Bage wlt CEA sebivite 1o soromote aiglineecepinn: g, il
Foq bess than 26 mirbing departures o e foreseceable foturg
Response Comrnent notd
e There b cargo operation B e stbpect budding, and no forecost for carpo that will reguare o building The

Spesen s waflie roport for calendar vear 204 FHEAGG POUNDR of vargo boarded, approsin
POIUINDS (ONE FONY poy day. 22000 POTIRDS f earyo wins boapded on 000 wir casrier depactisies, an
average of 244 POUNDS PER DEPARTURTL The balance of the carge c L0000 POLND Sy was boarded on 9
simadbcarge departimes b dan, coch caroy s an sverage of foss than 2580 POLNDS. The ki of curge trdTie
b handied from TRUCKS, not & buildineg,

Response Clorment noted,



2-1-147 There iono reglizemwnt in FAN wefiold destgn roquiraimenss Tor o "penmotes tuad” FAA saining guidkimee for
fhe Fesrbss v TSR o coco oy that greread s ofitclos s pentimeted or seroee eds Cwdien
weathible”  Fha oitsbig PEN sersice rond connecting the areas nonth s south of Banaas PR32 it the
REAL amd s nfreguatt transit roquires coordimation with the AUTO e dowes sy vehicle or anplane transit 1o
the arees it monenent areas of ane comralied anrlefd

Ay b e proposed insiie extensim aRormatives can seosmmmodaie o ighbeei=auy for g serviee road gastwird of
e B5A . Bxhibis 1 and 2 B FRLAS slternstives shuse a 63 fosot serviice ronsd row

Respanse The vominent 15 cotrect, but it s mot o preferable condition e comdinue with air paffic control. The et has
Been revised b chirdicathag

2-1-F48 e Sptysar s sctreibies s o d st real estide e eboper wre aok relevant to the oy fahion Fogqorements for a
newe awpert Onee w hreshedd necd For o mew doport s et then the Speasor and St Foe can parsue indysrizl
sewcdopmont. This i plrs speculalion s thme when most mddistiad Jdovelopment 1s gobzg o Asin ol Ploveda,

Rexponse Tl poventesh for rea estate aod eoomic developimant moa focal ssue and 1 outside of the scupe of the federal
FIS prewess and the regudmary rosponsibility of the 'AA

4-1§-149 Robuiidime SH O s stgmiicant progect seversh mides Teog, and aceonmadating mendest ciepea? impros epivigs
wotrhd 1o camystioate it Aarpent sarkice road B undee gy Baecise o ael @ sigenificans part of By deannd on
SRS

eutigrmint «f trands e the region seems to b e prabdem whebh s dosodoper tecds o, and FDOT spent 330 o
COSMETICS for e public eprzanee roadd, so fundmg esonet the problem

Hesponse Fhere are mam !.ulnl\ assoctaded wth reahgning SE 29 thal are oot comsidered by the convmenter. Fouating
the Sporn Spoemsin’ s preposed prispeet o a 33 millen cosmetie idisiment of pubbie roadds oan
underestimatbm Fhe annerpated post of st Bin alieraative 1 in the vange of S350 1o 3169 mdlon and would
isprbee vver JEd edds Mavag these bouschabds wil ave socwd, ecomormigal, and polbibieal
panulications Povthermore secording to comments regesved from FROT daed Febeoaee 2, 1005 the Depatment

Bt s pedustefied forils for the purpesa of relocating (his ol
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. n 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). | 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”. | 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. | wonder what will be cut out of the “vision™
when the cost must be reduced?

sk

4-18-134 Tl of ¥4 s anathey e st propiosod 1o pat the owasting atrport m the worst Behe IF the runwoy
were o Cross ST fed that Bs NOT NEUESSARY ) wowould be mch siege sensible to elase Bunway 14232
tormporart by ad Brndge the nod

Roespanse Jhe pm;w waf i iemperany choee Runwaey T-32 and bradge SIS0 soould I e sgmifiesnt inpcrs Fleovating
ax P32 and f adpcens o skt onbaed sigriloant amants oF iH and Pradying, Advisony Crcabo
i 1432 and
iy centwching waiwavs wid ageens would need v be regraded wond paned o micet new sunweay elevations as
viowionhd have b be whusted (o
o watth] redgine the acgosation

W LV mimim beagiaedinal gradicnt slope requirements wouald regoeire el .im»_ R

sl s s A sheecards, B anberpated bt Dol e Auport’s tavw
Htth s progesal. Sddteaadly the espense oF Binway B327 parnllc s
anad dervsditeon of wory house hobds focataid adieent oty Adrpert propenty esdbos For the conmtrue o of fis

safety wree Manford Dese wondd alse he Jecated with in the wadiays satety aeea and as sucly wosltlneed e be
pedocste. Therefore, tie FAA determimed that fower fngpaets would result Fram the unaeling of SH 3% versus

Brifumg

Hodges FEIS Response: Thankfully neither of these will be necessary. 4‘\5%



4-I8-T51 T hesee e Tacbers that shondd bur e

sedd much o orgent stheen redocatime the mepert. L airport should by
capncded and perhegs vicbocaied when meeded Sorgipie, Adrpoert vehicobar e s mmor part af sl
it Relicatig i S9port IRCe Lo By e o from H Rost commun iy - o atterpr b Boin b te

qranitiy op mitsgare thee mmpact

Hespouse Sew Secon 500 ol the FEES

d-6-[ 52

Ruesponse

It seers valablished thar nostgnifoant dling of Goese Havow witl be permitted. although the followng
farguage trem the specisl district statute ol it Hillshorough £ ounts Aviation Suthondy suggests shal the
Spomysor Das not exsnsted s prossible remedios o alles a medest vt an Grose Boayos

“ob Vsrab b st mosinitn seeh o over, wd

upen any pabine waters of this stace witbon the hivats of
yurisdictoon ol er hardening o any memcpality, any subnerged
fard tnder wchy pubrbic soters, wnd any arbilicind or st
Yol which, befere the arttfionsd madaing or reclamation thereed,
consttuted o pertion of the submerged Land under such puble
W,

ros i rvaruet and matatisin sormane) bacbbings, euding

floaes, cousewayns, roadways, bridges for approach o
copnectng with the wrpart, and faed Poats and breabowmens for
the preteenioan of we such awport”

A

A pear-byv restdential development wom the peymitling process - this project w il accommendate revidential
et lepment b bnbdurg sovoral Bredges over the seugrass Nomerous s e have boon pesmatod.

Sew thie October 203 aind Febroare 2004 FOEE Letters included s Appendis B HBased in review of these
batters, the FAA deienmmed that any inpacts tooseagrass atel stule sovereign sulimerzed Bad i Goose Bavon
wontdid not Bhely Do pernntied by FRPP sehetber by i ar prer The referenced statute bugtioge has ne releinee
1w Py Coumy

o

Hodges FEIS Response: The referenced statute language s 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 (?f
is no reason fo 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 i.

4153

Response

Fabubit [usun alternotive o deveboping e £35050 18 casite extemston woithout Tiing of encraaching on oo
Fovoe . Dadubi 2 s an abernatie B developang the GRBO T nnstle cxtensi using apier b stppont 3 475 o
EMAN. Thew ultermatives should b subatpued fow the PRI S-om-TlEaerastiee, and the Level X evalation
shethd b resdone. The PAAScon-11l abrermaitve shoubd never Dave Deen prapeeasd a0 was ke e achoance 1o
T i duld

sed on g comment reecived al the May 2063

The ERAS aliematve wetuded wthe DEIN was devedoped
prrkdic g amatior mwo g, The abtermitroes depioted bn BExhibin | and 2 have hear addid w the FRES,

At swas e ancare of the PRV comovrms soth and obrections wo dmpacts o Gooss Bayot anttl the FDLE letrees
ef Ohetober 24, 2003 and Vebruore 19, 004 were recepved.

Hodges FEIS Response: lgnorance of a policy is not an excuse — the record is full \@@
of the history of the Goose Bayou impacts.



oy (encept the unbas il 400 NW cdtonsiend

3-1-154 Nute that nose of the current alletiativgs mpacting Lroose By
are compatable e the Spensor’s 198 Progersal thatwouhd have Diked sver Wy fir e D3R oot 0l

fension.

Respanse Ablernaives inchuded m the FIS do nothave 1o be comparsble b aliernatives prevestsly proposed by the Arpont

S prenisar

1 i abso pndetermed what impact the redevelopment o ihe present site will have on the estiare. Thes
vie beved of detail

redevelopment Is an integrad partol the Tedesal action sl must by nwluded o this R at the
aptient conditionet on the pew arport ANEY the nes airpert asel

s e proquet at Wead Bay 151 Joe de

Response Redevelopmient of the Exasting Sife s aut purt of the Arport Sponsar’s Propased Broject, Sce publicaon ol
1 TS, new mformuaion was mude wenduble by the Awpint Sponscr rekied 1 potential sedevelopment of the
Ermting Sie. Phis mfcemation mwluded o Beckgrogd tnafisis and Masrer Planndng Eepori jor Redeveloprment
weith three potential redevelopment spions Lo the site. See Appendix ¥ fon a copy of thes seport The FAA has
comducted sedtons] anaivies of the data presented m the report and has revised the approprats sections of the
FELS b disclose the podentia] impaets assoctated with fuhee devchpiment cn die Bastmg Siie. As aresult, the
Jdeveloper, mob the Arpart Spensor or the FAA wonld be responsble for completing the Deeclppnt of
Heemnal Impoct (DR mitigation measures, permits, and approvals sseoctated s ith any sedevelopmaent of the
Tsisiang e .
Hodges FEIS Response: See 5-5-134. , ﬁ} %
-
2-5-156 The Spensar has not shown any need for rumway extension during the plarming peviod. This nomative doss not
adelrons oy specific impact, and ne oxfension to ramea T has boun propoged.
Respotise See Chapter 3 of the FRTS,
3-5-187 This scation is wedundant. See deta bed comments embedded in the Dirst sterstion above.
Response ctbon 2.4.2.6 §s intended to be a siammary of constraints at the ting
Respemse Updated irfovsmation resgardimg sy iatfon woliv ity at PEM s ineluded o Seetion |5 afthe FETS,

The FAA propares s updates it Terminad Aro Froreewt CTAFS veguluedy i vetleor changrg conditsons and
antseipated futire conditions, Fhe AN has used the 2003 FAD for Panarsa Crev-Day Couny Indernatonsd
15 thas RIS The FAA alur wlind b wse the Aarpart Spanser's

wontes ol are wffectand by aireralt sperativns ¢

Aot as the bases for pustidicaton asd analh
m decdumiead analvies i those
3t diselise the il pange of praeatial environmental eHeets of the Prapased Privect and the

Casreralt

aftematives, Avistisn demsnd Frocasts are devebapad 1o represent overall rends in avialion activity  pasicnger
L particutar vear may be above or bebo the
viee ey parlicalar catier. A

and cavgec epphanemonts and atroraft aperations. Aativiey during
Fewovast aeivity, hased on spectfic shop-lorm ocearmenees, sch as the foss ol ser
pevien of e 2000 TAF mdicates that 1814 passenyzer enplanements were pripected fer ZIML whers as the
frfermation provoded b the cormmengor misoes that e were acadhy FAO00 coepations an the
2004 e nearly T peres o, Drespane these Buchimpans moovtial vorses farseast soley,
the 1408 Boheves that the TAT rernames o vabid Torecasd for the Dists of thes BN aod that the Awporr Spansor’s
forevant provades the b for gasesanyg the Fabl range of potential cov irammentis eUlecrs assoviated with the

Proposed Project aind the altemate



Response

Z24-160

Res prostse

23161

Respoanse

2-3-162

Hesponse

2-A-163

Response

Phe aperaive soncept 15 Aexabibity "over tane” L ad FAA has umple

planning honizan to 20 vears, The Spomsor’ s FAA-Tupded docuamen

mented his obpective by lamting the

tatiea  Feambrhey Suedy, 200

e

Sefeoitm Studyv, 20603 does not stbslantiate any aecd o enhsnee e exmting Ry bevond g 8 oot tunsway

durne the planmine period At e, the stedics indheate a snatl potentad o operaie nar

nearh huba, 3 polenaad thar can b met sl chor so aciion ar an actien e provede o o8
v s the obpective, the proajectaboudd e deferred it the nead taot the doured moovident waithin

N [t peny
the 2vear planmimg pord

Phe Areport Spemanr’s proposed project ichudes we 300 Fast prim

we-bady amerall G
fooltenway, Han

ary eemweay. Aberaaives a1 both the Faisting

Seie and Wesd Bay s wnh o SO0 Food prissary rimseay wre abso analvred i the BIS inchading thie taa ORIk

Foest i, st aliernaiives proposed by fw cormmenter i s

Uire Sponsar toaecelersting e FAA phaniag regime ondy ro abtain free land. Thiscland s ae

crvnnerst dumiaii al any fuiire time sl the cost ol Tand shoudd e

this ]l 2

shic uader

¢ b ablowed wo distort objoctine avibien

planning  Adlematevely, /e cost o Fand w3 constraing fo Tuiure rationad desebopmonl, some present value

agsabenis af this tade-atl should e requised i 38 ot sof-ovidat

Ay evaliateon of the cast ol and s outside of the soope st s B

IR

FAAS PRIMARY responsibility b to deseho a mational aviation systems, mchuding st that s adequat to

stppprtavration Land wse cormpatdalony for AN s prodonmsand
BEEES shoow o Mot onrpacts that rogéne folocstion b matigate.

ahtematives s ot sefToent wasent b ey the olier covromimenta

The PAA s rogored by NEPA v comvnder the con irenanemal mapac

Mlreguting the mrodont

¥ it st and the podse studies i this
s fron the aisite
EETTTN

1 amgaets Diom the

G o proposed fedentd actons, i ths case the

Aaport Sponsor’s Propesed Proseet e rebovigte the castmg PEN worport o the West Bay Sue inclwding an 8.400-

foot prvhay iy ey caveeonenral anpacts thas could resalt
a3 e Woest Hiy sie wonhd by midtigated to the cutend praviivable,

{he nay e aberve 1 net eonspstent with the conte i of s DTS
radpotabs
KA Pt wbtenmitives aie it
thie Spoaisar s prejeot) should be hanied w oo
mmniun ey bength ol R Fect, the prod
e AN Termmnad Aren Forceast of aome eouivadent methadodn

sunuble

doring HRH Fovt
shglid be detoree

dunng the planniag perivd

The 24007 runway (s anabesed inthe TIN because it i the Arpert S

frot inplemantatien of the proposed progcct

AN Bas e ford thie Nponsor’s

v ey encededing SO [Gen but Bias e leeted S48 foor aliermmnegs for sealunion. The oheaie
ke, pridant, and prrcneat”

woropnted by NEPAC Thes Bis and
ey il
{untif thie Spemiser preesde

abives [ Ehe Spoeasar desiivs g
b, st on

v,osupperting @ aved for the 5401 foot moway

potsar’s proposad project, The 68

ruray fends s ales wralved o the RS metuching the bes 080 Ror rumway, au-site allernatives propossd m

e commicntar s Exlibis | and 2

Fhe e astiog #nport meets b b
Do it al optimsim site” and

ned tere Was 20 mdes i

Tlae Adspart Spopssrs propoaed sie b fooated withes 20 miles ot 4

semibs except perhaps Cexpandable™: the Spimsor™s preferred alternalive Bils 1o

e marhat e
J—

Hodges FEIS Response: How is this determined - the Sponsor has offered no

market area data except 1 week of passenger data from 1098.

23-164

Hespanse

The FAA pudelines wad practiees for addressng RSA stordirds e
swments The key vonvept u these doet

Hexible, spaninng several

B ernTis afe ot asandatory Booause unpssten of mandiboery stapdurd

aviationy svstenm dispropertionately o the vk reduction. T 5 pe s

Sty Baslibies are hoth conplex and
wedila Ts U practcahdingT, the wdea that BEA
wontld degrade thy patepal

s b e trepised ase B

rapren et csvepl pebication ol e entie mirpoct T b becarme
e d
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T3-163

Respopse

Ay Tral e Centrol bs cxvented withine s wel ldefined destgs of ainspace and procedures, by personied romed and
cortfied o operate the ATC svstom. Poleaus for conthicts js ot delined toom di the A T reaime. thus thorg
i g vt Desds e pecdiane or svent i No funned sirspaes stady hos beendone for the sariies - and 3-arpon
alternatves.  Fhe Sponsor’s comsubtants rebrad o the “Feastbhdiny Study, 20007 sad ther own analisds (o nurems
e sity selection s viafbses tunway alipiciens n the Wl Bayv aren, They genevited pro Tocma TERPS
Crprnpace destgn annd gppriach dopanture cautesd for oaly the West Bay airport. Withet s fovmal wnd

commprehenaye awspace snalvac it is not pesable o conchade thar any muli-amport contiguraion desanely

superion. Pl stitdies and dmersiewes diselosed in tdus DEIY show thas goy of the slterneves diseassed grg vl
serthin the capabiliies s boutine sirsaace wnd AL desien sod praciics

bz federal need has gat keen easbhidhed g gz DELS.

Ade Tradtie Control s sot the sole prethod Ter reducing or i owhing cordTiets, Other sltemafives sack as aipont
pobavatoon are (st as vadnd o pretied Tor redevieg or avonding wspace confBole The BES did o gencraie any

TERPS analyais and there o po reporemant o o se

Hodges FEIS Response: Please read the comment again — | believe | 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.

23100

Rewponse

The 1748 s vwn anabvas candeadicrs the Sponsar’s furegast and stated Parpose aind Need. lshad g e 8363
Fowot adteenates o dhistoris the compaersen of the slormatives that acnaadby fulBil the FAX responeiinlin e
FAA 10 prudestty allocat resatress B national aviatia ostem aned presorvs the ieaural envicrmment as

mch i prraible, it must allow evisting, mere beagn faeilitios to reach their filbaviation potestal felore
Lmtdertadd e i by Jestrective actieas promaeeby, Fvon i oo wnd Dt Teohiths st vlirateb be
fing oo and regalations in the Beore, and thuir incremental

Bl thes wall be required b comply with pr
aviaton capabilites will presnably petdy e envireimental cost The Spanses s preforeed sliomative neaves
the st Forwansd decades 1 tre, devisdes that o allews arpre ks Jdifferent wedotions o omerge . T alremby
arguable thar the Spere’s projeet wotrhl be mach more weful mad ks dumagang 15 werve rolooted o the

north aned prostponed it e desmanid segpires o

Pl EBN enby assewses these ens ironnseptal mzpscts i detad that would resnf frem the maplomontation of the
sl des chopment sl the Adrpert Sposer’s Froposed Projuat, S sabseque ot devebepanenn thaewontd oconr s
et wartis wosh Be ssacsad i Bore NEPA domenns

Hodges FEIS Response: 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. | again request a Supplemental EIS or a
Programmatic EIS to analyze both the full impact of the Sector Plan and the
redevelopment of the PEN site.

X167

Response

FAA shoubd not approve sn ALP {or more faetlities than can be justiied by s own anulysis,

SPreponals L corray et Ao Fomeays, rlewey cxlonsiars, enmied butlding s or st mador suppersg
denelopment are shown enwn ALP Incluspas on the plan signilics that i proposed devclupmont has been
dentiiiod by wigpert sportioes For platming pasposes. Jdees and veprosent s commatment by e sparsor o
paphestent the nrdicaiad developrent, A reoess phamed dovcdopment sondy respeat e osalet, eflicreney,
JPresent i COmnitmen 1o presvide Dnmcial
e Chapter 40 Paragraph 30, b

uiibiv, wd envireamentsl anpact FAN <approval dees ae
asgistoned 1 implement the proposest plan,” (FAA Order 3

(04



3-i-168 FAA should re~viaming the alternatee of keepimg the oxvisting stiport. The only rensoy gisen i this BIEES for
vlimnating the Zewcpviteabpront aliematve, “redocing the potestial fir conflicts” has e been shoswn o be
supported by sy liatans ofwiespace or ATC procedure design or practice, Snecdotal splmons of the bl
milizary RAPCON have been mdsconstrued to favar the Sponser’s aliemateve. Varations i ATC workidoad that

coare do B exprovked, e cliod s conmsiiams,

wre e ithin aoomal Jesipn wad prac
The Zeervilemrpory aliernative, parhicalarb Feoupled withoa defeorsd sehedule Yoy Babiing the now airpatt,
effers the onby neammg el expansion of speraians capaciyy while preserving a ¢
Tt ali the Tov=cvnt alternative for aclscving the Spomsers dosmod £ recsdod Juring the dessal pononds
fetvgth

ke focal compsrnan ity atrpor.

LWy

Response The reader s odivecied 1o Apperads I o the complete corpespondence fram Brigadier Generad Loy 13 New,
Crpmandar of he 124" Frghver Weng v 3 Runidy Cums. Phis correspondence inparn siges: ke the han
wirprors fe adpusted e these sty and work them safely on s duly Busiss a0 o g desirahde st o bavy
cemmere ] wireratt and hugh perfommance fiehiter apertt m this clese prosmaty

Vi contlions betwoen il ol the oxisting site are croatig s ttmtton tad is e destrable By a major user of

the amrspate.

The Aot Spamsors proposced project s vl Based on sncreasing capuacis,
& vapueds

-
Hodges FEIS Response: There is a vast difference between “Not Desirable” (s
and “Requires Replacement”. See 2-2-142.

B-1-16% The Sponsar’s constthiors have consistontly ehmmen simphishe aesife alrermnives thar <hews vie mitiabive o
explore meetme aviation dentand s the prossont site. FAA hos independemdy detormined that w 0BG Tt
rupway st Tivient, sl dic Sponser porsists e plzanme L RO ool mminsen Allewng the B G

altwrmatve crattes g bios Tor the Sponsor s profoned alfemutive becanse o S8 ool rupracay s relutively casy 1o
devebspe at wather ate, svhereas iy NA400 Bt vyt the oxisting site = ol reasirable, Tentifdel prindang o
pravricablc

s ke w10 Brevnde mpacts o compore woad the
Flie Wout Thay Sie. Eieste aliosnpives soep

Responise Vhe rewsent an XA whomaine wis amelvioid of thee Drist
Spestiet s Prapeosed Propect shich mcbuded an S0 e
etk prior e peeerpt of DR fotnors died Oletodwer 240 2007 snd Tobwanry P9, 200 neluded 3 Append
sndhenting pormiing of such setraty was wnlibebe, Adreratives i bbb 1 amd 2 Base been added woothe
i Chapter 3

=

Hodges FEIS Response: The 8400 foot alternative at the existing site is not
‘reasonable, feasible, practical, or prudent” except in some fantasy world where «@5
costs and impacts don't exist. If an 8400 foot airport alternative to the West Bay site 4
is crucial, it cannot be proposed at the existing site. | request a Supplemental EIS to

consider a credible 8400 foot alternative. -

3

31170 o thas DEIS. botd the “EMAN™ alivsnative mad the “dechared distanc™ alfernalive were improperly designed,
pespuaring filling of Cnose Boven, aomethed thar was known w e unbaw ful,

Response The referenend aberatives were devetopad prior o receip of FDEP leners,
Hodges FEIS Response: See 3-1-153. l& L
.

2117 Fohihit 115 o design for o (00 fowt runvay with ERMAS and no eneroachment on Gogse Bosva, Bxhibat Jisa
2 ot o BRO0 Fant vy ol ERLAS. and the northeest EXAS bolt an w478 foot pier o Cioose Hayou,
Either of thew dosigns meets the aviation demand dugog the plannin poriod wothoot siembicant envirenmenral

wopaet, Those designs shoudd be vefined and subjected o Fevel 2 and funther detatled anadvsis,

Response The allernabives in Exhibits | and 2 have been added o the FFIS.



3-1-172

Response

31074

Response

Respowse

3-1-170

Respanse

Respanse

4wt Panorns O has
bazert oy dmynosh tather dhen o oy, AL carrer opergtions e down 33 snee ngeptivn b e “eesiiiin
Sty 007 s earat op o cwrvieds 1 less e 3opeusids per ddeparire. wid pope of she FAA T op the
Spesor's Goreeasts hag b et Should growtl aveelerme. the araradt i will not chunge so guickly that
forc s paest be provided decades befare they are needed. Thee Mpensor™s prefenvd altemative w snommausty
11}

seiationt chyecriven, they should develbop pls that reserse T withow divermg funds

The “dvnamic” snd “flaed” nature of the aviation mdustry works Botb wavs, and the t

wnponsive and distuptive. wnd s bomyg acoclerated ondy e capture Ui dunated fand 1 the Spoetsor and the k

Iy pursuing
ent pricrities of the state amd the natioy,

oy are
frow riors urg

[ he danatn o kund and the dovelopimont of speciiie eses of lads hes within the responaibibty of Tecal and

state governrnents, el 1 oatgaels e parvies of the FAA

This manvaticn arhitrarily and capriconsly misropresos the aviatinn capehifities of the Okaloase county aviation
complox. In fast, Okaleass has THREE complomentary meports: the jomt tise air cartier tervanal af Pghin AR,
the Drestn-Ft Walton Beach GA awport and the Stkes-Cpesteiw GA atrpeort, Ths cluster o
Far ynowre s Tt capaeny thon cnted For Bay Ootry BahnrOkadosss™s pusse g
terminal has buen ovpanded recenth wnd the wmt use lease has heen [iheralized b accommodate future gre
Drastme-Fr Woshion and Stfees aupurts serve addiwmal segments o GA o the regon Aviaten developimient ot
VBS §u by me i Cessentially preciuded” Moamehile, the Sponser moguite wilting s COMPLUTELY
PRICLTIDE aswtion o PEN Just B seed mroney

iparts provades

INTIFOEERT

Cornment noted

Adtaugh joint use ot Tyndalb AFB vy be andesirabie during the plasning period. thers 15 a0 doubl tha
b, espevially in

Fvnida b s ot b w oubd (Ul the wegeens wvtion needs should n beconie miore acce
compneton with retmng PN The mussions o Pymdall are ander condant roviow il i sow appesrs thal the
FL2 ¥ waming nussion will be currailed. Should further camailments ensue, int use woubd actually henefut
i Fhe parvative olows e

Tymidadl by supplementing the military aperations aad sharing the

pattern ol of mnnrsizing the merits of compeling opliens whide basieg the entire case Ter the preferred uliernative
z ¥ ¥

on

SHIW Y IR

potental” rather Hon ot needs,

The Sdrport Spansor '« peapesod site meets purpase and need.
| HEOY

Lippedor NEPAL FAA it “imited 1o Bay County™ f the selecuon of alternativas. The proy narpdives shont
use of vther aitports zanges all the wan 1o the adaeent sersies area @t VPS in Ghotoosa county. The Sponsaris o
Foridz, ared s urisdetion can be expanded at will by the st fepialangee,

1 e Boundanes of the spectal distint e being expanded by the oz the Prbe ] 2005 ogishabe sovson o
el i otfier votmities. Any of several

pehitical subdivisien of the Stare of
In f
albuse aperation of Gcilites Yuvughost Buy Cramty sad, by moal g

et oF updaind property cas be assembled under publie demain, Fond when @ new arpatt s justinied, These
tracts wertbd be mere benign ens pommmentally amd better Focted formterstate toghway aceess

-

The ey i Sechon 3.2.7 has been rpvised for olarfication.

f PO ghe pubdic rogevted B rammasy odension ke Geose Baveu breguse it aas o nesdod Zalthough the
sating to the eovironment. The tucil agreement not s

Spenrsor had s usual sosy Torecasty and 21t was Je
epposs refocating e aipon was based on e e airpon Uy sheeing legitimste need and 2ravoiding

enviremnenia i wnsitive siess The Sponsor’s praposal wiodates both tat agreenents

Iy Bt BOSE the Adrport Spansar agrevd o place any alieratives at the oxastimg sete that would imypact Goose
Pavau on bedd. AUe same e, the Xirpart Spatsar hegsn (o pueate the concepd of ap airpent rebocation. The
Aot Spensar contiued o pursue relocation because i was determined o be justified and Feasible as
tdentificd mothe Foeasdnline Sy

Hodges FEIS Response: 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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3--47% A A showdd d wpland sies to the alicrmanves ander s oblgaben o svard of mishnize adoerse nvirormontal
Pt when a suitable allerparnive oxists

Reapurse The FAA hus cnducted an ovaloaion of the seasonudbbe range of ahiesmatives 1o de Adipsoent Speneot s propeasad
priveet, As areatht of the evaluation of shernateoess only these alienuatives that meet the purpose and need of e
s progeit weore warricad Beeth b funther dotart and e ironneens] analvas. The abenmives evalistions
sewss s outiined i Cliapier 30 A vararion of Hw 6 800 oot runway altemative af the West Bay Ste was

spod et mimimiacs mmpaces toowetlands and eomefuded inthe TR

Hodges FEIS Response: None of the alternatives provide 8400 foot runways
on an upland greenfield site. See 3-1-169, =

3-1-1TY Thin parigry
Nimee carher narratves focused onenly cne sdnective of the NPEAS, this g
dusenission. The West Bay sive fails to mest the goal ot

tmum sates

e cesicriben oxactly whn the West Bay site dyoubd net be doveloped as an arpart by tedernal sclinn,
caph should expond the

R SITE T I

pypraat trved distances of 2 anles o loss

The Sporsot bas pade o convimemy srgiemunt thad the e she 1 sptmum™ o serve the segron,. Relocating
2o mbes veest of s bost communyity btk depre
nerensed comparitem for tradtic By botly VPN and TLR Gsee separate commonts on the Sponesr’s Updared
Forecwnt b Sinulanesusly closing PEN funther injures the hest community by depriving eastern Bay Caunty of
oty G it wathe preved renwarss wnd ipedruement approaches. Fuers other sty ol o sine s Plornda
capilile commumty awpert gither ermbmed wath ar correr <er e G anpt

b exastng awhine servwee and exposes the aow arport o

s

RETESIA S A AT

Ruesponse The Adrprort Spearer™s proposed site roects the federa] purpese wnd mred asostided vnder Section 28 ef the FE

3-1-180 ool the atrematives that exdend o Gonse bavau o (i owcr the onmena of boing wasonable, feasib
prasdont wnisd pracneable oo wedl cotabdishiod thet Bl Creovme Bavsoss both npredont snd salosfud ther Bree
net reasembie, leasible, s pructivabbe, Exhibu 2 s an it Tor a GO0 foot rumaeay winke DMAS bedh enids
annd the morthaess EAMAS anaoprer, Soieh g pier il meot e P wrrterra bocutee e mureh sinadler anad s
sy than the shermstives ellered i thes choprer Pxbibat Faga 680D Toot rupseay wirh FRMAS bath ends that
does il encroach ot Gaose Bavau, Bithes of these pew afteymatives sl meet the FAA avlation croeria and

and connmandy pnpocts of any aliermative, W thess

hlernves are nol

hars the bsvest eanvonma ks
copsedered, e FAN Pae arhivandy aod caprciondy asonded alterastives with the greaty st avoidiangs and
miremdzatien of envisnmeital eapuct during the planmng periad.

S

Response The slternatives in Frbibits ©and 2 have been sodded 1o the F



ety the aprport and SRIME s guite reasenable oo f e magsr prosect
1ing 4 ean Beowccornplished a

4-18-181 Crsrdimating the vebuilding o
alveady planed b Gelane SRR at the srpert, Either bradping SR350 w0 readi
Py less et than tmebing. The chmice ol tinne ling as the praciieabls altiomatiee 1« anather example of
chesasing the worst option in crder tmake the new giport bosk belter. Re~alignment cafter mintmization nf the

SRAI0 Bridgmg

AT

Jisplaoment by uang ar FMAS desgem « closrhy the most desipabde method of addressing
sy Fansible, smce #ivhing servive can be mamtamod by eogionel pots asing Rumsay 32230 Airbine wevie
aperated this wuy itermittently donng the 2001 pebad of Ruveay 1320 b wnline vperattons av [ ALEAN S A

sinwce TH0T The hodged rimsay grades can be seconerded oa the geometry somtlwast of the 3223 imtersection
with 1432

s comient 15 NOT 3 recemmendation 1o bridge SEIHL bud sy oxphination o vl bridging s supener e
arily Bdocking

e, Re-abigament i the shviows hest alieraatinoe, i the State of Floruki i ot arhat

comsederation of reasanitrie on-site allrnarnes

Coarmment noted

3.2-182 FAA vontmtes to emphuace Thoubidity and oxpanduhilite™ s bele disreganding Lhat newead need Tor o
seh 1 e evonomie el Depansions that mary oveur 368, 30, or 100 veans in

e yomd BROE teet cop be B
the fuare ate mcanmgloss when discotnted o present vafos

Response The RARfot s anad sed mthe FIS becage s the Arport Sponsar’s proposed project, The 6,500
f Al Tn sk anabered vike FIS, ineluding the twa 6 300-foct rusway. otesbe altematives
prop ahibits | oond 2

ot reiway oy

1 the commenter's B

12183 Flotdig the vomaan te O8I Foot by splitting the exterston mte oa=-Dil-ienordewest wid onegrade-tresoutheast
is ot reasanabbe . Feastble, privdent, or practwable becatse ol the legal obstactes e fillog Goose Havou
Estonading Runway 523 00 SO} foct is not rogquized becisse the Sponser and the FAS whamanty chose to design
wemied roevay s Weost Bays replicating the oxnbing 4855 feet i suewnt for e crosawand

srtheastwund should be comsdered. FA R fue determned

a S

[EARI I A

pepirernents. £nly e allernats os o extesd 14232
INEAN ar Jeslared distiorces wadl mcet the woesthan roguiromuents Jucesg the plannimg

Hhad sdtermatees g
periud

Respanse Phe FAS Bus condicted aa ovslaation of the rensonsbde rarge of alermtives e the Siepart Spomsor < prviostad
project. As e rosudeod the evaluation of alternsti e vnly these altenuatives Uar mect the purpose and necd of the
gropsmand progech were caresed Forth i furtber detint and envrenmentad analysis. The altcomatives cvalaations
provess 15 oathined 1 Chapter 3, The twe EMAR slternativen meluded iy the camments have been sdded by the

altwrnutioors and cvaluaton ineluded i Chagder 5,

3-2-184 Ftending v ay 1432 00 SWEF Feot oot rogquited doring the plinrring porsed s estabished by 1AA
Adkbitienathv, s 84600 oot southeustward extensson & onot pracicable or feesible simee # probably sl require
wmaeting of SRS No shernative thal regeares TTHing of froose Buyou should be conidired. Doy reasona
diseussed ahove A hacimpropery allawed the Sponsor i ovalunte both SHE Foot end F0400 o cnesite
extensiors a8 the “Feastbibity Study 20007, Fhis creates pon-comparable “straw-man” alermaines dhat lead e

{ alternstives are 1)

the ervepcans coneusion that a complete new amwport s the lew-eost alernotive’ The e
frreted onesata snprosorments of 28 deforming e ontire preyect unt e costs and bene fits wee comparable and

weathin the same plamiing period,

anabyees the Alrport Sponsat’s proposal. Any studios conducted by the Adrport Sponsor, such as the

Response Th
: ti Sreecy, are presented o the RIS For discloswre purposcs oniy.

E

Hodges FEIS Response: See 3-1-177 — in that response FAA relied on the
“Feasibility Study 2000" as both justifying and finding technically feasible the H@
Sponsor's project.



L2188 Preungn of the declared disaianees ahternagive shoubd not be Teated by the preseat aligament of SEIRE amd should
ot B0 demgied o oy Gioese Bavon

Response e o EMAN alternatives metuded @ die somments bave been sdded to the slicmatives wad ¢ valuadion
ts el wn Chapuer 3

3-2-186 The FREAS altermatpee for cxntendmg Rupway 132 has been snpeoperhy destgriod b placing uoon (il i Gionge
Bapen, which nopes reasonable. feasible, prodent or pravicable, Exhilus b oand 2 sugoest mwre appropeiate
ERAS alrernatvees thar will muamse ampoct e Ceoose bayvon whide providing e least muusive design foa
sxtension ke e southeast, FAA Shoubd relme thane desins and re-avadyre them under the Level 2 and denailed
ot crterin Refimed destgie should adso pehude the aliermaives of an offeet Tocalizer md reducing the
sz avtters, senee the exisimag Romeay 232 Bas anby 443 foor of becalizer elearsnee. The ontre poins
of wgpeing the FMAS alternative m= that o MA KRS the anhite ot the oxisting spe, miber thoa ponalizmg
the exiting site unrevessarilv, noorder @ Fevor oo miich e expersive and eaviroomenindly daniging
ahernative ar Wess Bay
Hesponse Ahernatives i Exhibis 1 and 2 huesve been added 1o Chaptor 3 oF the 1115
3-4-187 Ny em=sate oxtonsions of Buvvay 5-23 are reasonable, feasible, prudent, o practicable. These alierstives
shotehd be deleted From thw analysis,
Rusponse See Section 310 For findings of the Level 2 saalyvsis,
1-5-E88 See provict cariments o Coprbniiation” of the aivport st Fhe proceding paragraph mininiees the
deprocatin o servioe by astermn Bay Onunty by e Sponsea s prefermed altermative. No passonger data hag
begn shown to allocate the deramd bolween the various commumties. and Calliway, Fyadall AVBMeoeo
Freack amd castorn Cull Comnnry Tueve Boes ignored,
Response So Seclion |,

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 | ﬁg
(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 [ike the Sponsor's project.

[




3-3-189

Respaonse

1319

Response

" Gor an S fool runwas has nit been estabhishod and shealid be oucluded fram this DRES

Pl Sponser’s
The Sponsor’s Terecasts, while heing highiy uncortain, must be asumead o be optimastie,. THESE
FORLUCASTS ONCE THE METHODOGLOGY 1S CORRECTRD. DO NOT EVEN SHOW A NUED FOR A
SRGOFOOT RUNWAY DURING THE PLANNING PERICDT [his s beeause the Torecasts Jio ot predict any
Carport The et rovent dadly narrow-hesdy

vy been supported from the PF
kool nueay reguoments Y the TAT-5007 prodicted by the
asl supperts the prediction of 300 annual sperations of 767

eperations that hase nota

crivies was b 2Otk bad oy
fi s, Nothing sothe Sponsars fore
internatenal chaners. This entire projeet showdd be bmted 1o Baster Planpng, widy comstrgetion deterred unal

e shirw @ newd for now fooihitios

waltd trailie o

The FIS amabyscs the Adrpsat Spossor’s propessad projeet wind reasonable diermateees,

The Aw Fraffic Controb svstom iodesignad 1o welbdefimed enteriz and sperated by troned and FA S -coratiod

Soare wsedd i the ATC regtme. T the
Tattrations, 4t ponol possible o pele aut ny

sitpaibility T ereri crented for s DU
sien 2o annd 3y

persennel Neno of the

1
does ihe altermavg meer the punnmm

abwsence of w Dipmal amapaees stdy of the
o e ahormatioes. Bieather ssonds, the puss fail crieria shoudd be
requirarierds (o be inclided mothe ATC regama ™™ NOT “dees the alicrmtive udd o rediies disbines borswon
apspace mbgects™ TPoteniial Cendliens” are avclevant enbess they vindare AT design o operating orter
Phe Pyadadl RAPCERN sl apparently waderstands thes distinction snd tkes the prosithon that RAPCON Bas no
chee as ong as the comtigartion aan b eperated w ATC stodands. FAS cannnt create nes AT orderia
For this DR Y that aebitvanils wnd caprcotsly Bivors e Sponset ™ profered alternative,

Fven using the mappropriate “reanpatibibe AA Fae it wpphied it Gy - moel s made o iesesing
istanes from sedected ST, and Tinke s sod of e West By aamet’s peducod pros ity o the mesresrictad
awerdamd SUA Velin < 24144

P

sepee, ¥

Aar Traffic €aitrod 1soaot the sede miethod for redueing of aveading contlions. Other alemarives such as aiwport
redevanien sre Just esovahid omethod for redocny or svoriime ispacs conffots, The combots between raftie a

the swo Agrports wre creabmg wositnagioen that 15 non deseabile for o mupar user of the swspace

For an slemastive o meect the aimspace engerion, e protected mirspseee must nit everkap any ST sl mrust pot
b Jitreated by ndivdad SELY greas fa any grester exten! than the arspace arownd PEND The proposed iorpert s
Curceptual Cles 1 apspace has adegquae Tieral separation, approeximately L0 puubcal mides, Trom Restrieted

S B2 R and wotshd not wpact operabions m Restocted Arca B-29048,

Hodges FEIS Response: See 2.2.142, [

33-191

Response

e

Abthoush the no-wchion sberative does net et the orferse erestedd For dhs DEES, dactiidly dovs BN the
P aviation Terecast, and the credibde portian of the Sponsar’s Hipdutod forecast, Neaher FAR nor the spon
has praditeed awy data on e frequeney and cost of pavtead restnctions emsed by the 6304 font runsay e PE
o bt das e the current e aatstion, s clear it corge mpot slTected, asoanly 20 3 PODNDS of
caree b5 boarded peeaverage wvhme deparures omd vher all-carge arerdh aee vmeonstramed. Cargs 50 T
avarkable” sorvdes and sy carge Jisplaced Fom o departore 1z boarded orotlie firse avodable dopartuve withow
smmodated, bul Do iab or io-hind cempemsation s

petalte. Passorgers and the by e A lay
arguired, Phere sonothng it cocond m shaw thal the Sponsor b tavestigaod those cests

are suiside of the scape of the aned wonld miore appropriately be addressed by the Aupost

These msues
Sponsar,




atid contticls” wonen appreprane, Even d Hies cnforton soascoopted, FAA Ras mo

L0 The eriterroa of pedueing p
apphied o objectively. The W
sesitive overland SUA m the complex, Felm™s 2904A0 T comtpndivtory L enbosee the Sporsor s altormaing
by Gecepting nsre separaiion Fem some SUA s awd et penalizme the Sportsors aliomatnve fof reducig,

est Bav aiarport moves alfoe part of covt aviation rootes miuch oloser to the maosd

sepagstion o another, more rostitetive STA

A frrrengd arespoce ateebesi should be dose 1 any cond’
meet the FAA mumanan awspace s aperatung criteria, if shiald be consedered equally reasonable. feasible,
pruckent amd praciosbie. dud asodhe existing PEN conligumaton soselbwihin FAA AT wnan, any o

urabionr v be developred with routes and e biies tha

configuration within these decgn critern shoubd be acuadly necoplahle
; eed ter disgqualily airspece vonthpurations, nUumessts
en ot propase to do s, This “compatible wadh curen

ek eriteria ar comearns For ATC warkhoad ar
erisiitg copdagiaratins nnst be addressed. and F
atrspace cenfigration and ublization” criterion hn been declared solely o this DEFS and should net be
allovwed. A ntore appropriate arsgsive craerbmn wothd be Cconpatible wab minmsem AT wdripase and

e design”. I the 3aaepatt configurmtion mects stiche design eoiteria it vuse be caimied 1 bevef 2

O

Response Aar FeafTie Cantrad CATOY 12 et the sade methond for coducirg or avadig conthrets. Dther aliesnaves sach o
wirpont redocation wre st osova et o methesd for reducing s avending wrpaee contlivrs Faramalomatine 1o
movt the airspace vriterion, the profecred mirspace must sot overlap oy SUA and must notbe Dowired by
it etdiad SUEA arens fewny groater exent than the mirgpace areunsd PENL The prapesed sirpeit™s Conceptual
Class Pradrspace has adegtate tassta] seporation. appresimtely 30 nauticn] mides, from Restrionad Avca B
2R i wendd oot impact opeaitons e Restocted Aree R-29144

Sew fgspaorse e comment 2-4-167,

Hodges FEIS Response: See 2-2-142. ’_’l

.

Nt airspace

3A-191 Fhe S-aiport onnfgoratio was sopeched at Doved 1 ogly Bevanse of the compatibilin watl e o
wortfimtiation and utrdizanen” srtermn, and the Woea B st i Boen accapted on the has of dhas mrelevant
crttion that has been contrived nnby for this RIS Fhe divcussion of the Woesy Ray conliguration s
Caipperinpdy” under thiv crieron iomneonchseoe bocatba it dees tat compare shiechve sondrzwration s, Nope of

thi 2w Tegprpact configurmions s been shown o be gaaceeptable by obpectnve design critena

igadier ivnarsl Luny B New,
e parl states TWhile the two

Hes poinie Tl reador s dwevted to Apponbin B v the vomplete corpospordancy fram 13
Conramder o the 325 Fighter Wing 1o Mr. Randy € unis. This sirrespondy
anports have adivsted b these ssoes wad wark (hesy sately on s datly bases, s not o deserabde siistion o have
commmerynl ameril amd lgh pertormunee Fghter areraft in s closg proxaniy,”

The comflices betwven taflic at the exsting side are cresting a sitoation that s net Jesicable Bora muor user of
the afespaes

S,

Hodges FEIS Response: See 2-2-142. % }Lt

P

S

13-4 The 4% abternatbve shotdd aot e proposed ot all beouse FAA B sideponde sty dorermised that 1
5 e necessary Lo serve aviathie densand ad the Spoasar has not praveided credible data o suppont the
Spansoy s Uaved” B thes aliomatnoe Tactudimg this altermanve has the oot of pormfning the casiing sive by

3 sl sgpendte

roduiriyg 1 support development that s not repsonable. feasible, prudent. or practicable

Response The FAA s requived fo anadyde the Anport Sponsor’s proposed projest and reasonable altormatives,

Hodges FEIS Response: See 3-1-169. l WD

waproperty designed with a knewn dy leieney uader
se Bayaan and reconniilered under

-19% Adtheargh thes aficrmatiee passed Tovel | osoreeniag, it
Level 2 analvas This aliemats e shankd be redesigned 1o avoild Blling Gon
Level 2and detislod analysis, B can be axpected o e sapenor o the conventions EOSE0 ot vieaie de

3

Response Fhe alfesnative wag not desfgnad with @ knswn deficiency ander Level 2. The wwa additional afternatives
Propesed sy e ponmmenter have been wdded 1o the FE S



3--196 Abhesgh this alermative prasd Doved | sereonmy .t was imprope iy dosgowd with s kaown delimene s undor
§ose] 2 anaheses U Ting of Gasse Bavew and smpacting seagrassest This aliornarive showdd e redesigned by
refineng the designe m bbb §and Exhobat 2o seanabyred under Leve! 2 and detiled snaless, Hoan
prpected to hoee the fowest envirsnmental and commusity fmpact of any altermative exeept the “no-acton”
aferatye,

Respotise The aliernative was ol desienad wah o kneen doficieney ander Level 20 The reen addivional alueratives
propased by the comenter bace boan added o e FETS

33107 Al ostensions of Rumaay 3225 should be rejeeted (o nat metuges) wt all) beciusi they sre not reasonable,
fersrbibe, prodent. of pracucalle movies of other cearly supertor shamatives,

Respomse Lo Section 18 for findings of the Level 2 g lumbion,
33198 The fosllova g ahivznanves shoudd e mdded for Leved T anabysis:
~ Separde comperctal and (o4 adrports
- thie abfernaiinve was fejected daing an IRpDETiaie coterien,
The atermatise should he evalumtod by nbjoctive airspace design eriteria and re-analyzed under Level 2
annfesis This alternoteee sthe enly alivimate that offers e growth mooviation capaotly, enhoaneed 48
Eactlite oo and competinveness with Caloosa Commry.
Response The separaie sirport alenuitive was praperly spabered ond disclosed through Chapler 3.

Hodges FEIS Response: See various previous comments on the improper \§ &g
analysis of the separate facilities alternative.

39 The fedlewing aftornazives should be wejected by Lovel 1 Asslvsis:

- alt exwnstons ol R
- s 3400 fonr oxt

Response | he conwmester does not provide any basis o reject the alteraatives in Level | por did the EIS find o basis o do

EIA

s Paviny, Therefore

s mpreperhy desdgned beeause 1 ews bnevn o e welawud e B Ge

b 200 i alternutrs

was ot estorzble, feasible, prodent. or practealle,

Responss The siternatevee was ol designed with o baeeser b Fiooney under Level 20 The tee addivional altermatives
propessed by the commenter hove been added 1o the FEIS.

Hodges FEIS Response: See 3»1-»169.1 % \

o 3w knewn to e antaw Ul 1o () Croose Teyou, Therefore 1t

34-201 Thas alternative was improperty desipned be
was et reasonable, feasibliz, pricdent, or praciicable,

Response The altemative was not designed with o known deficieney under Level 2. The tweo additional slternatives

proposcd by the commmenter have been added to the FEIS,




34202 This afternztive shoeuld nol Bave been consdored b all bevinse 11 has pot been shown o be neeessy by FAR or
credible Spenser analvars, Therefore 1 was mo reasomable, Feasible, prident. o prachicable, hichision o8 this
altermstive s wrbitrandy and capricrisly prejudic intmg e wah e W
By site

af ke obgeciioe comparsan of the ©

Response The wliernsmive was not destymed with o kvown deficieney under Laved 2 The o addiional aliermatves
preered By the sammnenter have hoen added o the FUIS,

3-4-203 Phas adtersative shotdd nat have Been comsdered at a8 bevause it has nod keen shvans b be nece ssaey by FAGA o
credibhe Sponser wmalvaas Thorotore i was iot ressaable, Feasibic, prucdint, s pravticable, hchoen of ths
alteraateve b arbitrondy and capeiersusly prepadicind by abjective comparson of the existing s wath the West
B st Furthermore, ts alrermaeee should sob five boen mohisded bocatse 10w ket be unaoe
Drecatise of FHing Goose Bayow,

Response The VIS analyaes the Arpart Sponsor's proposed project and reasonable alematives.

3f-i4 Thes altoriteo showld ot Barce bewn consie Pat gl bocatse ot has gt beew showrs o be neeessaey by PAA or
credible Sponser snabeets Thorofore It wis ma reosona e feasible, prodent, or practivable Tnclusion of this
altenttive s arhitragily wnd capricinske prejudicnt o obpectne compartson of te exastng sie with the West
Bas site Forthermore, this sliomansse should not haee Deon included Becass s ko 1o be undesdul
becutise of fiHing Goose Raveu

Rusponse The EIS analyses the Adrpert Sponser’s proposes] praject and reasonabile abernatives,
34208 This abrermstee was pnpeopedds desbenisd

and ca

e b constder o oeaventional dosten of G800 frer omly 1w the south
digtanees” destgn of G foet onby ot sernathowst,

Respamnse This adtermatene was dedgred o aceordance with FAA orirerfa, The altermative
pelowatton medor timnelmg f SR )

planmeed 1 avoid the

Ad-200 Tivts alternaeins was mproperiy desiy

o it sioteled b redostgriod e edd Pl Clogse Hayear, U s arbitra

and vapricwsts o crovsder @ canventional desiao of 4808 fect valy weothe seathoast amd not conseder an FMAS
dosign of CRAT e winhont Tilling Cowse Bavon Pxbobdl bamd Bl Do sugpeaod aftomanives for PRAS
design. These dosigns should be reBinod and ais ve-anslyzed under Level 20 30 expected that enther of hese
designs wilt have the lowestemviosnprental nd consmanine anpact of ol ahernatives,

Hespanse The pao additional sltlernatives proposgdd by the commenter have been wlded 1o the FEIS,

34207 Nov S0 Lol allermative should be arabvzed becatse nenher the FAA nor the Sponsor has shown a need Tor such
an stermatve dunng the plannmg penoed. Incluswn of
peaaftres o slroraeisas it achtatly meer the peed of

SO0 foe aliornaerees arleanby and capriciousd
aviation demund doring e plopning peried. 1 an 5400
food rupssay s Uie paimum Jesived et seeded by the Spensor, the project shou b e deforred untd an

abjective teed Gy e show o during the proper plunning horizon,

Response Tha BE aniadyses the Abport Sponse

propased project wid veasonable alternatives,

Hodges FEIS Response: See 3-1-169. 1{66

it




34-204

Respunse

peid wpd re-

The follawing abiernatives were mmproperky rapected by Teved 2 sereemng, and shoufd b ro-desiz

ey

- oxtened Rutmwoy 14232 to 6800 fectwuh declored distonces

- entend Rumwoy 14230 o a8 foor aith TAAS

Pt of thewe alterim wied, Bave potentally the lowestenvironmental and connmuniry
frvqrct of any adernative thutmeets the FAA s o eredible Spona s needs. Tilinomoting Hese alematives

il properhy dest
becatse of kiow mgly delivent design soarbilrary and coprivious,

The alicrnatives in Fxhibits | and 2 have oo added o the FEES i Chaptor 3.





