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CHAPTER 1.0
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
This Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared consistent with the Federal Aviation Administration’s
(FAA) policy and procedures for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
implementing regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). More specifically, this
EA was prepared in conformance with the applicable sections FAA Order 5050.4B (FAA, 2006), NEPA
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, dated April 26, 2006 and FAA Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, effective September 16, 2015 (FAA, 2015).
This section provides background information and an overview of the proposed plan to privatize, develop
and operate a new Perishable Air Cargo Complex (PAC) at the Airglades Airport in Hendry County,
Florida.
1.1

AIRGLADES AIRPORT

Airglades Airport is a general aviation (GA), public-use airport currently owned by Hendry County, Florida.
The Airport is situated on approximately 2,500 acres of land adjacent to State Route 80 / U.S. Highway
27, about seven miles west of Clewiston, 25 miles east of LaBelle, and 85 miles north-northwest of Miami,
Florida. Figure 1.1-1 depicts the location of the Airglades Airport.
The Airport, previously named Riddle Field, was initially developed as a training facility for British pilots
during World War II. The facility was decommissioned as a military facility in 1946, turned over to the
State of Florida and then ultimately to Hendry County, the current Airport Sponsor. Despite the County’s
effort to maintain and expand its facilities at Airglades, aviation activity has remained relatively constant
over the last several decades. Hendry County also operates the LaBelle Airport, located about 24 miles
west of Airglades.
1.2

AIRPORT PRIVATIZATION PILOT PROGRAM (APPP)

FAA’s Airport Privatization website (FAA, 2013a) describes the APPP as follows:
Congress established FAA's APPP to explore privatization as a means of generating access to various
sources of private capital for airport improvement and development. Private companies may own,
manage, lease and develop public airports….The Act authorized FAA to permit up to 10 public airport
sponsors to sell or lease an airport with certain restrictions and to exempt the sponsor from certain federal
requirements that could otherwise make privatization impractical. The airport owner or lease holder may
be exempt from repayment of federal grants, return of property acquired with federal assistance, and the
use of proceeds from the airport’s sale or lease to be used exclusively for airport purposes. The pilot
program began in September 1997.
In 2010, the Hendry County Board of County Commissioners was approached by a private developer
interested in constructing a new PAC complex at the Airglades Airport. Hendry County, recognizing the
benefits that a major cargo facility at Airglades Airport would bring to the county and the region, agreed to
the concept of privatizing the airport.
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Hendry County advanced the concept of potential private investment in Airglades through submittal of a
preliminary application to include the Airglades Airport in the FAA’s APPP. When the initial concept of the
APPP was introduced, Hendry County saw it as an opportunity to enable the private sector, with the
substantial levels of private capital and knowledge of the PAC industry, to potentially make this project a
reality.
The FAA informed Hendry County that its preliminary application was accepted on October 18, 2010. In
its acceptance letter, the FAA also informed the County that it may select a private operator that would
seek to own or lease, develop, and operate the Airport under the terms of the APPP and upon FAA’s
approval of the Final APPP Application. Accordingly, Hendry County selected the private developer,
1
Airglades International Airport, LLC, (AIA). Airglades Airport became the only general aviation airport to
be admitted into the FAA’s APPP.
Hendry County and AIA have prepared two separate documents to further facilitate this project in
accordance with FAA’s APPP process. These documents consist of (1) a Management Agreement to
enable AIA to fully manage the Airglades Airport for a period of time and (2) a Purchase and Sale
Agreement to enable AIA to purchase Airglades Airport from Hendry County and fully develop the facility,
subject to FAA’s final environmental determination and formal approval of the APPP. The sale of the
airport was the method agreed to by the County and the private developer, as opposed to a lease
arrangement. These two agreements have been reviewed by FAA and the final documents will be
included in the County’s Final APPP Application, which is being prepared for submission to the FAA
Office of Compliance. The Management Agreement for Airglades Airport was approved and executed
between Hendry County and AIA and became effective on September 1, 2014. AIA is currently managing
the Airglades Airport.
1.3

BACKGROUND - PREVIOUS AND ONGOING AIR CARGO INITIATIVES

Air cargo in South Florida is a critical component of the transportation network serving the region, the
State of Florida, and the nation. South Florida airports connect markets in the United States to those in
Central and South America, Europe, and beyond. Enhancing South Florida’s air cargo system has been
the subject of several transportation studies and system plans. The development of a supplemental air
cargo airport has also been promoted by several different public and private entities at different locations
in South Florida. Table 1.1-1 provides a summary of some of the previous and ongoing initiatives of
federal, state, and local entities, which help to frame the history and demonstrate the importance of this
project. The purpose of presenting the following information is also to establish the fact that the need for
additional air cargo facilities in Florida, and the idea of a supplemental air cargo airport in South Florida,
as well as supporting initiatives, have been identified and thoroughly evaluated by other parties for many
years.

1

The original group which elevated the concept for this project was Florida Cargo Fresh, Inc. (FCFI). This organization was
formed in early 2010 with an investor group comprised primarily of individuals associated with the southern Florida agriculture
industry. The growth in interest and scope of the project made FCFI realize that in order to fully realize its potential, other key
business partners would be necessary in order to make this project a reality. United States Sugar Corporation (USSC) and
Hilliard Brothers of Florida, LLLP (HBF), both agriculture-based businesses with decades of experience and success,
separately created a new entity named Sugar Hill, LLC, expressly for the purpose of joining FCFI to form a new company to
develop the Proposed Perishable Air Cargo Complex at Airglades Airport. So, on February 14, 2012, FCFI joined with Sugar
Hill to officially form the new company AIA. In compliance with FAA’s APPP, Hendry County selected AIA as the private
developer for the proposed Perishable Air Cargo Complex at AIA.

1-3

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

TABLE 1.1-1
PREVIOUS AND ONGOING AIR CARGO INITIATIVES
Initiative/
Study Title
Homestead Air
Force Base Reuse
Final Supplemental
EIS

Proposal for New
Air Cargo Airport

Sources

Year

U.S. Air Force
(USAF)/FAA

2000

Airspace Case
#2004-ASO-281NRA

2004

Relationship to the Airglades Project
Homestead AFB was evaluated in the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) (and Supplemental EIS) for several potential
reuses, including a commercial service airport. The FAA preferred
the commercial airport proposal because it would “provide additional
airport capacity for south Florida.” (USAF, 2000, p. 7)
A proponent of a new air cargo airport filed a request with the FAA
for an airspace analysis for a location near Clewiston. Hendry
County objected due to potential conflicts with the operation of the
Airglades Airport. The County received no further information
regarding the FAA’s airspace analysis for the proposed air cargo
airport. The proposed airport site was not pursued further by the
project proponent.
The Florida Air Cargo System Plan capacity analysis indicated that
“MIA will reach [its air cargo] capacity in 2013 unless new facilities
are constructed or throughput can be increased.” (Wilbur Smith,
2006, p. 6-6) Key points made in the study include:
“On a statewide level, Florida is anticipated to reach air cargo
building capacity in 2018. It is important to note that this deficit in air
cargo building space is driven almost in entirety by Miami
International Airport’s projected capacity shortfall.” (Wilbur Smith,
2006, p. 6-46)

Florida Air Cargo
System Plan

State of Florida/
Wilbur Smith

2006

“It is also noteworthy to point out that only 20 percent of all tonnage
accommodated at MIA moves through warehouses on the airport.
The remaining 80 [percent] is accommodated at off-airport
warehouses in the MIA vicinity and is trucked to the air cargo ramp
where it is loaded onto aircraft. Some air cargo warehouses are as
far away as the city of Medley which is 8 miles northwest of the
airport.” (Wilbur Smith, 2006, p. F-14)
“Should MIA be unable to accommodate forecasted demand, there
is the potential that freight would be diverted to alternate Florida
airports. (Wilbur Smith, 2006, p. 6-46)
One of the recommendations in this report was to: “encourage
development of satellite airports in southeast Florida to
accommodate long- term air cargo growth.” (Wilbur Smith, 2006,
p. 7-33)
This study was published prior to the economic recession, which
caused a downturn in air cargo volumes in the late 2000s. It is
important to note that air cargo activity levels are presently back to
pre-recession levels. In fact, PAC volumes at MIA are growing at a
much higher rate than before the recession (USA Trade Online,
2014). Therefore, while the timeframes identified in this 2006 study
for when MIA/Florida would reach its air cargo capacity may have
been delayed, many of the study conclusions regarding air cargo
capacity appear to still be valid.

Regional
Hilliard
Intermodal Logistics
Bros./U.S. Sugar
Center for Port of
Corp.
Palm Beach

2009

This was a response to a request for proposals to determine interest
in a public/private partnership for the creation of a Regional
Intermodal Logistics Center at and around the Airglades Airport.
This site, which provides a unique opportunity to combine a public
air facility, existing rail service and an excellent existing
transportation network, was identified as a potential site for Phase 2
by the Port of Palm Beach. (Wilson Miller, 2009)
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TABLE 1.1-1 (CONTINUED)
PREVIOUS AND ONGOING AIR CARGO INITIATIVES
Initiative/
Study Title

Florida Trade &
Logistics Study

U.S. 27
Transportation
Alternatives Study

Sources

Year

Florida
Department of
Transportation
(FDOT)/ Florida
Chamber
Foundation

2010

FDOT

Relationship to the Airglades Project
This study explored Florida’s opportunities as a global hub for trade
and logistics. One of seven critical near-term actions was: “Identify
investments needed to maintain and expand Miami International
Airport’s role as a global hub, as well as the potential benefits of
creating a second tier air cargo hub elsewhere in Florida.”
(Florida Chamber of Commerce, 2010, p. 32)
The plan also states: “Future investments in runway and terminal
capacity, airport transfer and distribution center capacity, and
groundside cargo access will help Florida’s air cargo industry
position for the future.” (Florida Chamber of Commerce, 2010, p. 28)

20122013

This was a high-level planning study for Strategic Intermodal
System (SIS) corridor development and provides the overall
framework for future development of the U.S. 27 corridor. This study
assessed the travel demand from people and goods moving along
the US 27 Corridor in the State of Florida against five measures:
transportation, freight movements, emergency management,
homeland security, and economic development. (CDM Smith, 2012)
This study included consideration of the Airglades Airport and the
potential significant near-term development for use as a privatized
niche market perishable cargo reliever airport. (CDM Smith, 2012, p.
3-6)
This study, completed in January 2013, discussed 14 alternative
transportation options available for implementation and “will guide
decisions about the future of US 27…” (CDM Smith, 2013)

Office of Freight,
Logistics &
Passenger
Operations
Organization &
Activities Guide
Florida: Made for
Trade Florida Trade
& Logistics Study
2.0
Draft Miami
Strategic Airport
Master Planning
Study (SMP 20152050)

FDOT

FDOT/Florida
Chamber
Foundation

MDC’s System
of Airports

20122013

In recognition of the significant role that freight mobility plays as an
economic driver for the state, an Office of Freight, Logistics and
Passenger Operations has been created. The FAA’s APPP and the
Airglades Airport was referenced in this report as an example of
Public-Private Partnerships and the potential for generating access
to various sources of private capital for airport improvement and
development. (FDOT, 2013a, p. 7)

2013

This study builds on the 2010 Florida Trade & Logistics Study and
addressed the need to “Consider Creating an Inland Florida
Logistics and Manufacturing Corridor Partnership.” This study also
references inland airports with available land for growth, including
Airglades in Hendry County (Florida Chamber Foundation, 2013, p.
45)

2011

This ongoing draft study indicated the following constraints and
issues at MIA related to cargo activity and notes that “cargo
warehouses with airside access are currently at full capacity” and
“cargo operators currently use landside staging areas that are not
within their leaseholds.” (Miami-Dade County’s System of Airports
(MDCSA), 2011, p. 28)

Source: Compiled by CMT, 2014.

1.4

MODEL FOR A NEW PAC COMPLEX

Hendry County and AIA propose the development of a modern, efficient PAC facility at the Airglades
Airport. Perishable commodities imported into the United States from Central and South America through
South Florida primarily include: 1) fish/crustaceans; 2) cut flowers & bulbs; 3) fruits/vegetables; 4) edible
preparations of meat & fish and 5) hybrid seeds.
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The model is based on air cargo facilities that are designed to efficiently move perishable, shelf-life
sensitive products from farm to market. Identifying a successful business model requires coordination with
and input from the different entities that constitute the PAC community in South Florida and Latin
America. This owner-user involvement and participation is what makes this concept unique in the aviation
industry. The model is based upon the following key foundational principles:
•

Streamlined Facilities: Provide a “one stop shop” for perishable cargo imports, exports,
and regional distribution, with all functions (consolidated handling, cold treatment, and
inspections) at one site and under one roof;

•

Users Participate in the Design: Provide the perishable cargo community the ability to
assist in the design of the perishable cargo distribution complex, the range and variety of
services offered, and governance structure to manage the complex.

•

Permanency: Provide a “permanent home” for a perishable cargo distribution complex
through the purchase of the Airglades Airport as allowed under the “sale” provision of the
APPP.

•

Equity Ownership & Management Participation: Provide the perishable cargo
community the opportunity for equity ownership and management participation in the
facilities.

•

Cooperation: Provide a more cooperative operation with better economies of scale on
behalf of the growers and shippers to reduce costs and increase quality.

Much of the focus for the Proposed Project is based upon the arrival, processing, and distribution of
perishable commodities entering the United States from Central and South America. Data clearly shows
the sustained growth of this critically important component of the cargo industry. However, equally as
important and critical to the success of the balance of trade is “filling” the unloaded PAC airplanes with
high value products, (i.e., computers, electronics, machinery, parts, medical equipment, etc.) from the
United States that are bound for international markets.
1.5

PROPOSED PROJECT

The Proposed Project (Figure 1.5-1) consists of the following development actions which are subject to
environmental review in this EA and relate to the development and operation of airfield infrastructure,
perishable cargo handling and distribution facilities, and related support facilities at the Airglades Airport.
Through this EA, the Airport Sponsor is requesting the FAA’s unconditional approval of the Proposed
Project depicted on the Airglades Airport Near-Term Future Development Airport Layout Plan (ALP)
(Figure 1.5-2).
1.5.1

NEAR-TERM FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

The following outlines the anticipated Near-Term development actions associated with the Proposed
Project.
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1.5.1.1

Direct Actions
•

•

Construction and operation of a new PAC Distribution complex by a Private Developer
(up to approximately 600,000 square feet: multi-story structure). Development of this
Distribution complex includes:
o

New air cargo aircraft parking apron areas to support 10 to 12 wide-body aircraft (up
to approximately 205,000 square yards),

o

Establishing on-site air cargo inspection services by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Customs and Border Protection, and Transportation
Security Administration.

Construction and operation of a new air carrier runway (10,000 feet long by 150 feet wide
with 35-foot shoulders) to predominantly serve international air cargo aircraft operations.
Development of the runway includes:
o

Acquisition of approximately 226 acres of land to accommodate the new runway,

o

Construction of parallel and connecting taxiways,

o

Installation of Category III Instrument Landing System (ILS) and Approach Light
System (ALS) to Runway 36 and Installation of ALS to Runway 18,

o

Modification to existing, and development of new, air traffic procedures and
instrument approach procedures,

•

Construction and operation of a Maintenance, Repair, and Overhaul (MRO) facilities
(approximately 300,000 square feet), an Aircraft Paint Facility (approximately 120,000
square feet) and associated aircraft parking apron (approximately 243,000 square yards),

•

Construction and operation of warehouse and cargo distribution facilities (approximately
300,000 square feet),

•

Construction of an Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF) facility (approximately 15,000
square feet: multi-story structure),

•

Construction of an Airport Maintenance and Ground Support Equipment (GSE) facility
(approximately 35,000 square feet: multi-story structure),

•

Construction of an Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT),

•

Construction of new fuel storage facilities, including aboveground storage tanks (AST),

•

Construction of new wastewater treatment facility,

•

Construction of access roads and automobile and truck parking facilities (approximately
277,000 square yards),

•

Construction of access roads and automobile and truck parking facilities (approximately
134,000 square yards),
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•

Site improvements, including stormwater management facilities, installation of utilities,
and development of related infrastructure.

The exact site layout and composition of support facilities cannot be accurately determined at this time.
Site development and facility requirements would be influenced by prevailing market conditions,
operational needs, and business decisions. In addition, the users of the PAC complex and related
support facilities (i.e., cargo operators, trucking companies, inspection services) will be actively engaged
throughout the design process to optimize the location and layout of each facility. Therefore, the proposed
layout and estimated facility sizes are conceptual in nature. However, the project components would be
developed within the footprint of the area being assessed within the EA Detailed Study Area (DSA).
1.5.2

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE, EA STUDY YEARS, AND POTENTIAL FUNDING

The proposed airside and landside improvements are needed to accommodate the aviation demand
projected to occur at the new PAC complex. Implementation of the Proposed Project, if approved, is
expected to begin in 2018. Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to take approximately 18 to
24 months.
1.5.2.1

EA Schedule

The FAA is responsible for issuing a federal finding based on this EA, which is being prepared by the
current Airport Sponsor, Hendry County. However, due to the uniqueness of this proposed privatization
project, Hendry County and its EA Consultant are relying on certain information that has been developed
by the chosen private developer, AIA, for the proposed Airglades development, to complete the EA. For
example, in 2014 AIA developed and submitted an anticipated project construction schedule to be used in
this EA. This schedule was based on Hendry County’s and AIA’s anticipated EA completion date in late
2015.
Subsequently, there has been a delay in the EA process based primarily on comments that were provided
by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) on the Draft Biological Assessment (BA) in June 2015. These
comments included a request that the proposed air cargo aircraft forecast to operate at the Airglades
Airport avoid overflights of the endangered Snail Kite nesting area near Lake Okeechobee. After
significant coordination between Hendry County, AIA, and the FAA, it was determined that flight patterns
could be modified to avoid the Snail Kite nesting area. Based on this determination, there was a need to
modify the noise analysis and other related sections of the EA to account for the change in the proposed
flight procedures at Airglades. Accordingly, the delay in the EA process to address this issue to the
satisfaction of the FWS and the FAA was approximately twelve months.
Upon receipt of the required approvals from the FAA, the chosen private developer of the Airport, AIA,
would be controlling the schedule of construction for the development that is approved by the FAA. In the
case of this EA, the AIA construction schedule was established over two years ago. In a project of this
magnitude, the FAA’s desire to produce a top-quality NEPA document and responding to specific
environmental issues as they came up during the process (such as the Snail Kite overflight issue) took
precedence over adhering to the originally proposed schedule. Accordingly, neither the original EA
schedule nor AIA’s construction schedule, both of which were established in 2014, will be achieved.
Although this delay was unforeseen, FAA determined that the additional time spent in preparing this EA
will benefit FAA decision makers, commenting agencies, and the reviewing public.
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Impact of the Construction Schedule Start-up
The preparation of any EA requires that certain assumptions (e.g. forecast, construction schedule,
development plan) be made early in the process to provide a framework for the environmental analysis. In
this case, those assumptions were established in 2012, 2013 and early 2014. This included a year-long
process to develop and coordinate the proposed forecast of aviation demand anticipated at the Airglades
Airport. The FAA’s approval of these Forecasts of Aviation Demand was issued on December 23, 2014.
These approved forecasts, along with input assumptions developed for the EA process, helped to form
the basis for identifying and selecting the various alternatives to be considered. These assumptions
further enabled computer simulation models to be formatted and run to analyze the potential impacts of
the proposed actions on numerous environmental categories required for consideration under NEPA.
The analysis of environmental impacts in this EA is presented for the following study years (where
appropriate):
•

Existing/Baseline – (2013)

•

Opening Year – (2018)

•

Five Years After Opening Year - (2023)

This assignment of study years was necessary to allow the technical experts to begin the work (e.g.
running models) of disclosing potential impacts in compliance with NEPA. However, in late 2015, it
became clear that the EA schedule was not going to conform to the original anticipated construction
schedule. Although the original construction schedule submitted to the FAA called for construction to be
completed by the end 2018; for reasons already identified, it is now evident that this schedule was
optimistic. Therefore, while the duration of construction is expected to be the same as the original
construction schedule, the updated construction schedule would shift by approximately 18 to 24 months
to account for the delays in the EA process and other FAA approvals that will be required (i.e. APPP,
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Grant request approvals, etc.). There are other uncertainties that can
also affect the anticipated construction schedule, including, for example, issuance of permits and other
federal, state and local approvals, weather conditions, etc.
Although the proposed Airglades construction schedule would shift, the assumptions used to develop the
technical analyses completed in the EA would also shift accordingly. For example, FAA’s approved
forecast for Airglades Airport, which included existing and forecast operational activity for 2013, 2018,
2023, etc. would still be appropriate for use in the EA, albeit with an 18- to 24-month shift. Therefore, for
consistency with the FAA’s approved forecasts and the associated computer simulation models, the EA
study years referenced throughout this EA will continue to reflect 2018 as the opening year and 2023 as
five years after opening, even though actual construction would likely extend beyond 2018 as noted
above.
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1.5.3

POTENTIAL FUNDING/COSTS

Hendry County and AIA anticipate that the Proposed Project would be constructed using a combination of
private funding, FAA AIP grants (for eligible projects), FDOT grants, and potential economic development
funds. An estimate of probable development cost for the major project elements are summarized on
Table 1.5-1.

TABLE 1.5-1
CONCEPTUAL COST OF PROPOSED PROJECT
Project Component
Project Formulation (Planning, Environmental, Etc.)
Site Preparation

Budget (Preliminary)
1
Estimated Cost
(millions)
$5
$29

2

Land Acquisition

$15

Runway and Parallel Taxiway System

$87

Apron and Associated Taxiway Connectors

$40

Air Cargo Transfer Facility

$163

Vehicle Infrastructure (Roads, Parking Lots, Etc.)

$9

Support Facilities (ARFF, ATCT, Etc.)

$40

MRO Facility

$76

Program Management

$8

Total

$472

Source: CMT, 2014-2016.
1
Includes estimated design and construction phase services. Conceptual level budget is based on 2014 dollars.
2
Land acquisition cost includes: Acquisition of Airglades Airport from Hendry County, land needed for the new Runway 18/36,
easements, legal, appraisal, etc.

1.6

REQUESTED FEDERAL ACTIONS

According to FAA Order 5050.4B, NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, paragraph 201,
airport sponsors, not the FAA, own and operate public-use airports in the United States and its territories.
As a result, airport sponsors are responsible for deciding when and where airport development is needed
and for building and operating airport facilities. Airport sponsors may seek FAA approvals for changes to
their ALP and for Federal Grant funds under the AIP to build airport facilities.
The FAA is responsible for complying with NEPA whenever an Airport Sponsor seeks approval of an ALP
or proposed airport projects necessitating an ALP revision; project eligibility for Federal grant-in-aid funds;
development of air traffic control and management procedures; and other actions. FAA’s decision making
process for airport projects must consider the environmental, social, economic and technical factors of a
Proposed Project and those reasonable alternatives that meet the purpose and need. The FAA reviewed
the Proposed Project, the 2016 Airglades Airport ALP, and the Scoping Report prepared by the Airport
Sponsor for the Proposed Project (see Appendix D) and determined that an EA could be completed to
determine and disclose the potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project, and for
the agency to fulfill its obligations under FAA Orders 1050 1F (FAA, 2015) and 5050.4B (FAA, 2006).
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The specific Federal actions being requested through this EA are:
•

Approval of the Airglades Airport’s Final Application for inclusion in the FAA’s APPP.

•

Approval necessary to proceed with the processing of an application for Federal funding
for those Proposed Project development items qualifying under the former Airport and
Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended and re-codified at 49 U.S.C. 4701, et seq.

•

Unconditional approval of the Airglades Airport ALP that depicts the Proposed Project
(see Near-Term Future Development ALP, Figure 1.5-2, and further defined on Figure
3.5-1 in Chapter 3). A copy of the ALP is provided in Appendix A.

2

Those portions of the ALP that depict the Proposed Project would be processed by the FAA to:

2

•

Assess operational factors affecting the safe and efficient control of air traffic;

•

Establish conformance with FAA airport design criteria, Federal regulations, and grant
agreements (Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 77, 150, 152, 157, and 169); and

•

Determine conformance with NEPA, CEQ regulations, and other applicable Federal
environmental regulations.

The FAA’s “unconditional approval” of an ALP, or portions thereof, signals that: 1) the proposed ALP features are safe and
efficient, 2) the FAA has completed its environmental review, and 3) the FAA has authorized the Airport Sponsor or Project
Proponent to proceed with implementing the Proposed Project (FAA Order 5050.4B, 2006). It does not represent a
commitment of Federal financial assistance nor even a determination of project feasibility, eligibility or justification.
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CHAPTER 2.0
PURPOSE AND NEED
2.1

PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The purpose of the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project is to develop a new PAC Complex at the
Airglades Airport to help meet the existing and future demand for additional PAC facilities in South
Florida.
DEVELOP A NEW PAC COMPLEX AT AIRGLADES AIRPORT

2.1.1

The Proposed Project would provide the necessary airside and landside PAC handling and distribution
facilities at the Airglades Airport to meet the current and projected demand for additional PAC facilities in
South Florida. The Proposed Project will provide modern and efficient PAC facilities to serve local,
national, and international markets. The evaluation of alternatives to locate the proposed PAC complex
was based on several factors and benefits that a candidate site would offer, including the following site
conditions:

2.1.2

•

A site in southern Florida - where over 70 percent of the perishable commodities
presently enter the United States.

•

A site with sufficient contiguous land available for development of the landside
facilities associated with a new PAC complex, including supporting infrastructure
necessary to meet the projected demand for PAC entering South Florida.

•

A site with sufficient undeveloped land area to construct the required airfield facilities
for the PAC operation, including a minimum 10,000-foot primary runway, apron area and
taxiways consistent with FAA siting requirements.

•

A site with good highway access with sufficient capacity to meet the demand for
transporting perishable products to known markets in the U.S. Vehicular access to
Airglades Airport is via Airglades Boulevard, which connects to US 27. Access to US 27
constitutes good highway access because it is a Strategic Intermodal System connector
facility, functionally classified as a rural principal arterial roadway providing direct service
between cities and larger towns and accommodating longer trip lengths.

•

A site with minimal environmental constraints.

•

A site located in an area with the potential work force and/or the supporting community
infrastructure to operate the PAC complex and supporting facilities.
CONSTRUCT AIRFIELD INFRASTRUCTURE NECESSARY TO SUPPORT AIR CARGO AIRCRAFT
OPERATIONS

The purpose of the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project is also to develop the airfield infrastructure
necessary to support international air cargo aircraft operations including construction of a new 10,000-foot
primary runway, while preserving the existing general aviation facilities at Airglades.

2-1

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

To support the proposed PAC complex a runway length of 10,000 feet is recommended (see Appendix A
– Runway Length Analysis). This length would accommodate the critical air cargo aircraft anticipated to
operate at the airport and support long-haul cargo operations to and from international markets.
2.2

NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

This section describes the need for the Proposed Project.
2.2.1

NEED FOR ADDITIONAL PAC FACILITIES IN SOUTH FLORIDA

Problem Statement: The Miami International Airport (MIA), the primary entry point for PAC in the
3
southeastern United States , is essentially built-out and surrounded by dense urban land use. Many air
cargo operators at MIA use off-airport facilities and many of the area’s highways are congested. Produce
growers, air cargo operators, and perishable goods shippers have identified a need for additional PAC
facilities in South Florida.
2.2.1.1

Growth in Perishable Commodities Processed at MIA

In 2013, over 71 percent of all perishable commodities entering the United States were handled through
MIA (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Figure 2.2-1 depicts the growth in perishable imports through the
4
Miami Customs District by air from 1989 through 2013. The annual average growth rate for this period
was approximately 4.0 percent. Nearly all of the perishable imports in the Miami Customs District during
this period entered through MIA (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Between 2009 and 2013, imports in these
same perishable categories at MIA grew at an even higher annual average rate of approximately 7.2
percent. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). A more detailed tabulation of the historic PAC volumes and the
associated perishable cargo categories is presented in the Forecast Working Paper (FWP). A copy of the
FWP is provided in Appendix A of this EA.
Based on the Strategic Airport Master Planning (SMP) Study being conducted for the Miami-Dade
County’s (MDC’s) System of Airports (MDCSA, 2011a), growth in total air cargo volumes were projected
to more than double, or nearly triple, by 2035.
2.2.1.2

Limited Expansion Opportunities at MIA

As shown in Figure 2.2-2, existing infrastructure and land uses surrounding MIA appear to limit the ability
to easily expand the airport beyond the existing property limits to accommodate additional PAC handling
facilities. For example, major east-west and north-south six (6) to eight (8) lane highways and
thoroughfares border MIA and a multi-track railroad line is located on the west side of MIA. In addition,
dense urban land uses border and surround the airport. These include commercial areas along most
major roadways and several commercial districts around the airport. Large expanses of residential land
use are found to the north, east, and south of the airport. Residential areas are also found west of the
airport. The area immediately west of MIA is dominated by industrial land use areas and warehouses.
Given this setting, the development of new, additional perishable cargo facilities at MIA similar to that
contemplated by Hendry County and the Project Proponent, would appear to be very costly, disruptive,
and time consuming.
3
4

Information on air cargo activities and facilities at the MIA can be found at http://www.miami-airport.com/cargo.asp
Includes air shipments to MIA and Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport.
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FIGURE 2.2-1
HISTORIC GROWTH OF IMPORTS OF KEY PERISHABLE COMMODITIES IN MIAMI

Note #1:
Sources:

Information available for 1989 through 2013 includes all Ports of Entry within the Miami Customs District (Air Shipments to MIA and Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International
Airport). Key Perishable Commodities: 1) Fish/Crustaceans; 2) Cut Flowers & Bulbs; 3) Fruits/Vegetables; 4) Edible Preparations of Meat & Fish and 5) Hybrid Seeds
2003 through 2013 Data – USA Trade Online (Foreign Trade Division of the U.S. Census Bureau), 2014 Subscription; Historic Data (1989 through 2002)-Foreign Trade
Division of the U.S. Census Bureau, May 2014.
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FIGURE 2.2-2
MIAMI INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES

Figure 2.2-2 also depicts the existing on-airport cargo facilities at MIA in relation to the airport property
limits. As shown in this figure, the existing facilities at MIA, including the airfield and landside
development in and around the cargo areas, have encompassed nearly all of the available land area at
the airport. According to the SMP Study, “cargo warehouses with airside access are currently at full
capacity.” (MDCSA, 2011b). There is no available open land around MIA that would accommodate the
facilities proposed in the Proposed Project (see Figure 2.2-2).
To supplement the on-airport cargo facilities, numerous cargo warehouses are located off airport
property. The off-airport cargo facilities are generally located west of MIA, extending approximately one
mile west into Doral, Florida. According to the 2006 Florida Air Cargo System Plan, only 20 percent of
MIA cargo tonnage (at that time) was accommodated on the airport. The study noted that the “remaining
80 percent is accommodated at off-airport warehouses in the MIA vicinity and is trucked to the air cargo
ramp where it is loaded onto aircraft. Some air cargo warehouses are as far away as the city of Medley
which is 8 miles northwest of the airport.” (Wilbur Smith, 2006, p. F-14). Transporting products off airport
introduces inefficiencies, which in turn increases costs and handling times and does not lend it suitable
for processing time-sensitive perishable products.
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2.2.1.3

Traffic and Congestion

As discussed above, trucks transport a substantial amount of cargo from MIA to off-airport warehouses
for processing and/or storage before being shipped to their destination. To alleviate the cargo truck
congestion on the local road network, an elevated roadway connecting MIA to the Palmetto Expressway,
referred to as the NW 25th Street Viaduct Project (East Segment), was completed in July 2011 for
dedicated use by MIA air cargo truck traffic. The importance of this $119 million roadway project was
documented in two Miami-Dade County (MDC) memos (MDC, 2006) (MDC, 2011), stating “the actual and
anticipated growth in freight volume generated by MIA's cargo development program results in a level of
roadway congestion that threatens MIA's ability to retain and grow its dominant share of the air-cargo
market…” In a July 1, 2013 FDOT E-Newsletter (FDOT, 2013b), which provided an update on the
progress of the NW 25th Street Viaduct Project, the importance of travel time to the handling of
perishable cargo was also recognized, stating that “71 percent of all perishable cargo (90 percent of all
flowers) that is imported to the United States enters through MIA, making it critical that cargo trucks are
able to get to and from the airport in a timely fashion.”
The NW 25th Street Viaduct Project (East Segment) has provided short-term improvements to local
roadway congestion and improved access to and from the MIA cargo area located on the west side of the
airport. Although the delivery of time-sensitive perishable products can leave the airport in a more efficient
manner, getting these products beyond the Miami region to their destinations is still constrained. Most
trucks exiting the MIA cargo area and the warehousing areas in Doral are connecting to the Palmetto
Expressway (SR 826), which carries over 240,000 vehicles per day (FDOT, 2014). To validate the
existing traffic conditions, the existing Level of Service (LOS) 5 for the section of Palmetto Expressway
6
located north of the NW 25th Street Viaduct was calculated for this EA. Based on the analysis, this
section of Palmetto Expressway is at an existing LOS F, which is categorized as the “poorest traffic
operation with extreme congestion”.
Traffic congestion is a well-known issue in Miami, including areas in the vicinity of MIA. A traffic analysis
7
was conducted as part of a 2008 EA for the proposed “Airport City Project” at MIA . This analysis
projected LOS for nearly all of the major roadways around the airport to reach LOS E or LOS F by 2030
(ATEC, 2008). The projected LOS for the roadways are depicted in Figure 2.2-3. According to the
analysis, the NW 25th Street Viaduct Project and numerous other planned regional roadway
improvements were included within the traffic model for the 2030 projected LOS. Therefore, even though
trucks may now be able to access the MIA cargo area more efficiently (as a result of the Viaduct Project),
it is the adjacent congested roadways that become “bottlenecks” for the delivery of perishable products.
This congestion and delays are not limited to the roadways in the immediate vicinity of MIA. The 2012
Urban Mobility Report indicated that the Miami Metropolitan Area ranked 5th worst in the nation for travel
8
delays in 2011 (Schrank et al., 2012). Specifically, truck congestion costs in Miami were calculated at
approximately $739 million dollars in 2011.

5
6

7
8

Level of service (LOS) categorizes the quality of traffic operation on a roadway with a six-level, A to F rating system. LOS A is
defined as the best traffic operation, with no congestion; F is defined as the poorest traffic operation, with extreme congestion.
Existing LOS for Palmetto Expressway was calculated utilizing the following two data sources: (1) 2013 Quality/Level of
Service Handbook (FDOT, 2013c) and (2) FDOT Florida Traffic Online (2013) (FDOT, 2013d). The existing traffic volume was
compared to the theoretical maximum volumes that would be considered acceptable by Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) based on the type of highway facility and number of traffic lanes.
The “Airport City Project” was a planned multi-phased Public-Private Investment Partnership (PPIP) program at MIA, which
included the development of on-airport parcels for non-aeronautical use.
Truck Congestion Cost = Value of increased travel time and other operating costs of large trucks (estimated at $86.81 per hour
of truck time) and the extra diesel consumed (estimated using state average cost per gallon).
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FIGURE 2.2-3
2030 ROADWAY LEVELS OF SERVICE IN PROXIMITY OF MIA

2.2.1.4

Identified Need for Additional Cargo Capacity in South Florida

Further demonstration of the need for the Proposed Project is provided in previous and ongoing studies
and initiatives, which have indicated a need for additional capacity to accommodate the growing demand
for handling PAC entering South Florida. Several of the studies summarized in Section 1.3 of this EA
identified important issues, as well as challenges faced at MIA to accommodate increasing amounts of air
cargo. Issues include traffic congestion, facility capacity concerns, and landside constraints at MIA.
Potential solutions to address air cargo issues in south Florida include the increased use of second-tier
airports, development of satellite airports, investing in additional runway capacity, use of existing airports
(i.e., Homestead and Airglades), increased investment in cargo-related facilities, and private-public
development partnerships.
2.2.2

NEED FOR A NEW 10,000-FOOT PRIMARY RUNWAY

Problem Statement: The Airglades Airport currently has a 5,950-foot runway that cannot accommodate
international air cargo flights that would be generated by the proposed PAC complex. Further, the
existing runway/taxiway system does not meet all of the FAA design standards for the design group of
aircraft proposed to operate at the proposed PAC complex.
2.2.2.1

Runway Length Requirements

A number of considerations are taken into account during the decision-making process with regard to
runway length. In helping to determine a “balanced” approach, aircraft performance metrics, development
cost, land acquisition, and airport design standards are taken into account, while maintaining appropriate
requirements for safe operations. Aircraft performance related to runway length analysis takes into
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consideration a number of factors including aircraft weight (payload), stage lengths (flight distance), and
weather conditions (wind speed, temperature, etc.).
A detailed analysis of runway length requirements was conducted as part of the Airglades ALP Update,
which was reviewed and conditionally approved by FAA on January 6, 2012. As identified on the
9
approved ALP, and as discussed in the aviation forecast developed for this EA , the Boeing 747 was
identified as the “critical aircraft” for the Proposed Project to be accommodated throughout the 20-plus
year planning period for the Proposed Project at Airglades. Approximately 752 annual operations by the
Boeing 747 are projected at Airglades by 2023 (within 5-years of opening). The detailed analysis
identified the following input assumptions, which were incorporated into the runway length determination:
1.

Specific Aircraft Equipment: Boeing 747-400;

2.

Stage Length or Flight Distance: 4,000 to 4,499 nautical miles;

3.

Load Factor or Amount of Freight as a percentage of Cargo Payload Capacity: 77
percent;

4.

Operating on a Hot Day - 90° F; and

5.

Takeoff Weight Range: 775,000 pounds to 825,000 pounds.

Based on these parameters, a runway length of 8,900 feet to 11,000 feet was recommended to
accommodate the Boeing 747-400 under most operating conditions (weather, temperature, air traffic
routing, etc.). In addition to the Boeing 747 family of aircraft, other cargo aircraft anticipated to operate at
the proposed PAC complex include the Boeing 757, 767, and 777, Airbus A330, and the McDonnell
Douglas MD-11 and MD-80. All of these aircraft require a runway length greater than the existing 5,950foot runway at Airglades Airport.
Appendix A provides additional data and detailed analyses used to validate the runway length
requirements. To account for a wide range of operational considerations (temperature, payload, route
structure, etc.), a runway length of 10,000 feet was deemed suitable to accommodate the Boeing 747
(multiple variants) operations projected to occur at the new PAC complex through year five (2023) based
on the forecast approved by the FAA for use in this EA. In consultation with key PAC providers, an initial
10
runway length of 10,000’ would be sufficient to accommodate the anticipated demand through 2023.
2.3

LOCAL OBJECTIVES

2.3.1

AIRPORT SPONSOR’S OBJECTIVE: SUPPORT AVIATION ACTIVITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

The objectives of Hendry County, the Airport Sponsor, are to provide aviation facilities at the Airglades
Airport that support economic development in Hendry County. The Airglades Airport is located in a

9
10

The aviation forecast developed for this EA was approved for use in this EA by the FAA on December 23, 2014.
There are provisions in place and noted on the FAA conditionally approved ALP that would facilitate the extension of proposed
Runway 18-36 to a length of 11,700 feet should the need arise. The extension of Runway 18-36 is considered to be “demand
driven” and would be subject to the overall success of the proposed perishable air cargo complex. Any subsequent runway
extension would be subject to further environmental review outside of this Environmental Assessment (EA).

2-7

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

11

designated Rural Area of Critical Economic Concern.
These areas are targeted areas for special
economic development initiatives and funding due to extraordinary economic hardships.
Given the Hendry County area’s agriculture-based economy and depressed economic condition (as
compared to other Florida counties), the County has identified the need to develop its aviation facilities
and diversify the local economy. Developing the Airglades Airport will allow the County to become
economically competitive and will further local economic development goals. The development of the
proposed PAC complex at Airglades Airport is anticipated to be a major economic generator for the
region by creating jobs and business opportunities, including agriculture related trade and logistic
opportunities. This requires the ability to provide aviation facilities to attract air cargo tenants and related
support facilities.
PROJECT PROPONENT’S OBJECTIVE: LEVERAGE PRIVATE INVESTMENT FOR AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT

2.3.2

The Project Proponent is interested in leveraging private developer investments to help provide the
financial base that Hendry County cannot provide on its own to develop large-scale airport facilities such
as a PAC complex. Without the unique terms offered through the FAA’s APPP, and the private
investment necessary to facilitate the development, this project would not proceed.
PROJECT PROPONENT’S OBJECTIVE: NEED FOR MODERN AND EFFICIENT AIR CARGO FACILITIES

2.3.3

Not only do the studies presented in Table 1.1-1 highlight the need for additional PAC capacity in South
Florida, there is an expressed need for a more efficient and modernized process for handling the
imported perishable commodities.
The Project Proponent’s objective is to provide additional PAC facilities in South Florida that are efficient
and offer a higher level of service to the perishable good community. The basis for this objective was
substantiated in support letters and testimony received during the EA Scoping process. Letters from
businesses and representatives of the South Florida perishable cargo community, who provide various
perishable cargo-related services on a regular basis in the Miami area and who understand the need for a
more efficient logistics and handling process, are included in the EA Scoping Report (see Appendix D).
Below is a highlight of some statements made within the scoping letters.

11

•

Florida Perishables Trade Coalition Inc. – … as other opportunities for increased trade
develop, our industry will need sufficient capacity and efficient facilities and logistics
processes across all modes of transportation. Infrastructure improvements like those
proposed for Airglades Airport may be an important component part of the solution to
maintain and expand Florida’s future perishable commodity and international trade
competitiveness.

•

Armellini Express Lines, Inc. – The perishable industry and its logistics process have
changed significantly and require a more efficient handling both in cost and time as

Florida Statutes, Title XIX, Chapter 288 defines Rural Areas of Critical Economic Concern as a rural community, or a region
composed of rural communities, designated by the Governor, that has been adversely affected by an extraordinary economic
event, severe or chronic distress, or a natural disaster or that presents a unique economic development opportunity of regional
impact. The Rural Economic Development Initiative, known as “REDI,” was by the same statute to better serve Florida's rural
communities by providing a more focused and coordinated effort among state and regional agencies that provide programs
and services for rural areas.
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compared to the existing processes at Miami. This affects all participants in this process
mainly the airlines, ground transportation providers, such as Armellini and the consumer.
Airglades clearly has the potential to positively affect both of these issues.
•

Fresco Services – The efficiency of the existing handling model at MIA combined with an
efficient ground transportation service is what has prevented other cities from diverting
this significant cargo traffic to other northerly cities across the United States. For this
reason and the economic impact it generates, it is absolutely necessary that these
efficiencies be maintained and improved. The perishable product will continue to demand
a greater efficiency and for various reasons Airglades has the potential to play an
important part.

Following the EA scoping process, another letter of support for the Airglades Project was received from
the Florida Customs Brokers & Forwarders Association, Inc. (FCBF), the organization “whose members
serve many thousands of clients and customers, including the producers of air-shipped perishables.”
(FCBF, 2014). The following are some excerpts from the FCBF letter:
•

It is the primary role of the forwarders and brokers to select routes, modes, and
distribution facilities that can expedite movement, minimize “breakage”, and preserve
product integrity.

•

In fact, our interest in the Airglades project model has measurably grown in both intensity
and appreciation for its logic, user outreach, and it’s very unique user-equity or “cooperative” concept, where the user is an integral component in the design and operation.

•

We believe Airglades is the only strategically located, truly intermodal and user sensitive
model currently on the horizon that can be on line and operational in the immediate
future!

Representatives of the Miami perishable community have indicated that, historically, the conventional air
cargo logistics and handling model at MIA was, over time, built upon a fragmented system. This approach
is essentially what has existed for the past several decades, particularly where available land area for air
cargo at MIA is at a premium due to surrounding land use development and the dominance of passenger
related services/activities. Presently, perishable products at MIA typically navigate through a complex and
circuitous flow through multiple airline facilities, sometimes on-airport and off-airport, with multiple
handling companies, wholesalers, and trucking companies serving multiple importers, wholesalers and
shippers. This process introduces inefficiencies, which in turn increases costs and handling times, and
does not lend itself to the efficient processing of time-sensitive perishable products.
2.4

CONSISTENCY WITH FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION POLICIES

The FAA is charged with the implementation of Federal policies under its statutory authorities. The
National Transportation Policy was established by §502(b) of the 1990 amendments to the Airport and
Airway Improvement Act of 1982 (U.S. Congress, 1990) and is codified at 49 U.S.C. §47101 (b) (49 USC
47101, 2006). In addition to the primary purpose and need for the Proposed Project, the Proposed Project
would also be responsive to key Federal Transportation Policies.
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The following national policies in 49 U.S.C. §47101 (a) relate specifically to the Proposed Project at
Airglades Airport:
(4)

That appropriate provisions should be made to make the development and
enhancement of cargo hub airports easier;

(5)

To encourage the development of intermodal connections on airport property
between aeronautical and other transportation modes and systems to serve air
transportation passengers and cargo efficiently and effectively and promote
economic development; and

(7)

That airport construction and improvement projects that increase the capacity of
facilities to accommodate passenger and cargo traffic be undertaken to the
maximum feasible extent so that safety and efficiency increase and delays
decrease.

The language of 49 U.S.C. §40101(b) further directs the Secretary of Transportation to consider the
following to be in the public interest in regard to air cargo transportation:
(1)

Encouraging and developing an expedited all-cargo air transportation system
provided by private enterprise and responsive to:
(A)
(B)
(C)

The present and future needs of shippers;
The commerce of the United States; and
The national defense.

(2)

Encouraging and developing an integrated transportation system relying on
competitive market forces to decide the extent, variety, quality, and price of
services provided.

(3)

Providing services without unreasonable discrimination, unfair or deceptive
practices, or predatory pricing.

The Airport Sponsor’s proposed development of a new PAC Complex at the Airglades Airport would be
responsive to the above referenced public policy objectives. It is within the context of these policies and
the APPP that Hendry County has proposed to enter into an agreement with a private developer to sell
the Airglades Airport to the Project Proponent (AIA) who will then develop and operate a PAC Complex.
The County has undertaken this EA to analyze and disclose the potential environmental impacts
associated with the Proposed Project, and to seek FAA’s approval for the Airport Sponsor to implement
the Proposed Project and for the FAA to complete the identified agency actions.
2.5

FORECASTS OF AVIATION ACTIVITY AT AIRGLADES

Table 2.5-1 identifies the Forecast of Aviation Demand for the Airglades Airport as contained in the Final
FWP which was submitted to the FAA on December 14, 2014 and approved by FAA on December 23,
2014 for use in this EA. A copy of the FWP and FAA approval letter is provided in Appendix A.
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Recognizing that the development of a dedicated perishable air cargo complex at Airglades represents a
“new” way of doing business for the perishable community in the Miami region, a “range” of air cargo
demand projections were developed as part of the FWP. The approach to developing the range of
forecast projections was based on 1) a range of perishable commodity demand entering the U.S. through
the MCD, and 2) a range of capture rate scenarios (i.e., perishable cargo operations transitioning to
Airglades). The FWP evaluated three capture rates for aircraft transitioning to Airglades: low, moderate,
and high. The forecast of aviation demand approved by FAA and presented in Table 2.5-1 is based on
the moderate capture rate scenario. The moderate capture rate scenario anticipates that the transition of
perishable commodities entering the U.S. through the MCD to Airglades will be at a moderate pace during
the 20-year period beyond opening of Airglades (2018-2038). Under this scenario, it is estimated that
Airglades will capture 25 percent of the perishable volume entering the U.S. through the MCD in 2018
and that the capture rate will grow at 4 percent annually until it reaches 60 percent (projected to occur in
2027). Upon reaching 60 percent, the capture rate is held at 60 percent for the remainder of the period
(2027- 2038). AIA believes that the moderate capture rate scenario is “reasonable” based on the analysis
of demand for perishable air cargo facilities as documented in the FWP.

TABLE 2.5-1
FORECAST OF AVIATION DEMAND AT AIRGLADES AIRPORT
Air Cargo Aviation Demand
Airbus A330 Series
Boeing 747 Series
Boeing 757 Series
Boeing 767 Series
Boeing B777 (Freighter)
McDonnell Douglas MD-11
McDonnell Douglas MD-80
Boeing 737 (300/400 Series)
Total Operations (Air Cargo)
General Aviation Demand
Single-Engine
Multi-Engine
Turbine
Helicopter
Military (Multi-Engine Turbo-Prop)
Military - Helicopter
Total Operations (General Aviation)
MRO Demand
Boeing 767 (Multiple Variants)
Boeing 757
Airbus A320, A330
Boeing 777
McDonnell Douglas MD-80
Boeing 737 Classic and NG
Bombardier CRJ
Total Operations (MRO)
Total Aircraft Operations
Source:

2013
---------2013
9,786
1,222
435
320
150
150
12,063
2013
--------12,063

2018
512
378
759
3,257
510
487
0
0
5,902
2018
14,115
2,621
3,744
360
150
150
21,140
2018
44
16
44
0
44
60
16
224
27,266

2023
1,505
752
1,254
6,520
1,505
502
251
251
12,539
2023
15,987
3,245
4,992
404
150
150
24,928
2023
56
24
72
8
72
92
64
388
37,855

2028
2,622
1,498
1,498
9,393
2,996
0
375
375
18,726
2028
17,235
3,869
6,240
573
150
150
28,217
2028
42
16
89
17
40
111
67
381
47,324

2038
4,249
2,000
1,500
11,498
4,749
0
500
500
24,995
2038
18,483
4,493
7,488
573
150
150
31,337
2038
24
0
136
72
0
160
72
464
56,796

FAA Forecast of Aviation Demand at Airglades Airport approved by FAA for use in this EA, see Appendix A.
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CHAPTER 3.0
ALTERNATIVES
3.1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the alternatives evaluation and screening process; evaluates reasonable
alternatives to the Sponsor’s Proposed Project; provides reasoning as to why some alternatives were
eliminated from detailed study; identifies the alternatives retained for detailed evaluation in this EA; and
presents a comparative analysis of the reasonable alternatives retained for detailed environmental impact
evaluation.
3.2

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION AND SCREENING PROCESS

The purpose and need of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project is to develop a new PAC complex and any
necessary airfield facilities to meet the growing demand for PAC facilities in South Florida. The Sponsor’s
Proposed Project is to develop the necessary airfield facilities at the Airglades Airport to meet the growing
PAC demand in South Florida and Latin America, including construction of a new 10,000-foot primary
runway, separated from the existing general aviation facilities at the airport.
The Project Proponent (AIA), prior to its application to be included in the FAA’s APPP, conducted
proprietary research, evaluated numerous factors and options, and selected the Airglades Airport as the
location to develop and operate a PAC facility. The Project Proponent approached the Airport Sponsor
(Hendry County) and jointly developed a preliminary application for Airglades Airport to participate in the
APPP. The preliminary application was accepted by the FAA on October 18, 2010. At this time, no other
alternatives acceptable to the Airport Sponsor or the Project Proponent were identified or expressed as a
potential alternative to acquiring and developing the Airglades Airport. This EA considers and evaluates
reasonable alternatives, and in the process, provides information to federal decision-makers in regard to
environmental approvals requested by the Airport Sponsor.
Reasonable alternatives to the Sponsor’s Proposed Project were identified and evaluated in this EA in
accordance with the NEPA, CEQ guidance, and FAA guidance and policies. Based on the nature and
scope of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project, the evaluation of alternatives was structured to:
1.

Evaluate alternative sites for establishing a PAC facility and necessary airfield facilities in
South Florida. The range of alternatives considered the potential use of existing airports
in South Florida and the development of a new air cargo airport at a “greenfield” site in
South Florida to accommodate the proposed PAC activity and facilities.

2.

Evaluate alternative layouts for the Sponsor’s Proposed Project including the proposed
10,000-foot Runway 18/36, PAC Distribution complex, MRO facility, ATCT, and other
related direct development actions at the Airglades Airport as detailed in Section 1.5 of
this EA. Alternative locations and alignments were considered for the development of a
10,000-foot runway at the Airglades Airport.

A multi-level evaluation and screening process was developed for this EA. Level 1 identified reasonable
alternatives that would meet the Purpose and Need for the proposed improvements. Level 2 considered
environmental impacts of those alternatives that satisfied Level 1 criteria. Level 3 considered impacts on
airport operations and the conceptual development cost for each alternative that satisfied Level 2 criteria.
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Alternatives that did not meet the evaluation criteria established at each screening level were eliminated
from further consideration and were not subject to a detailed analysis of environmental impacts in the EA.
LEVEL 1 EVALUATION CRITERIA: PURPOSE AND NEED

3.2.1

The Level 1 analysis evaluated whether or not an alternative satisfied the purpose of and need for the
Sponsor’s Proposed Project. Alternatives that did not satisfy the Purpose and Need criteria were
eliminated from further consideration and did not proceed to the evaluation of environmental impacts in
Level 2.
3.2.1.1

Construct a PAC Facility and Necessary Airfield Facilities in South Florida (Off-Site
Alternative)

The following Level 1 evaluation criteria were established to determine if an alternative satisfied the
Purpose and Need criteria for the Purpose and Need statement presented in Chapter 2.0 of this EA.
Level 1 Evaluation Criteria:
1.

The site should be located in South Florida. As discussed in Section 2.0, Purpose and
Need, more than 70 percent of perishable commodities enter the United States through
South Florida and the purpose of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project is to meet the current
and projected demand for additional PAC facilities in South Florida. In addition, the
planned design, management, and ownership of the facilities proposed at the Airglades
Airport would involve growers and shippers located in South Florida and Latin America.
Based on the stated purpose of and need for the Sponsor’s Proposed Project, this
12
criterion includes the evaluation of existing public airports located in South Florida and
considers the development of a new air cargo airport at a “greenfield” site. This included
public airports located in, or south of, the counties of Manatee, Hardee, Highlands,
Okeechobee, and St. Lucie. This area encompasses a total of 16 counties in South
Florida. Monroe County, which includes the Florida Keys, was excluded for geographic
13
reasons . Because of prior studies that evaluated the possible joint-use of Homestead
Air Reserve Base, this airfield was included in the evaluation of alternative airport sites.

2.

12

13
14

The site either has a runway at least 10,000 feet in length that is capable of
accommodating international air cargo flights or a 10,000-foot runway is included in the
airport’s current Airport Master Plan and depicted on the airport’s current conditionally
approved ALP, indicating that such a runway is technically feasible to construct and
14
operate.

Florida Statutes, Title XIX, Chapter 288 defines Rural Areas of Critical Economic Concern as a rural community, or a region
composed of rural communities, designated by the Governor, that has been adversely affected by an extraordinary economic
event, severe or chronic distress, or a natural disaster or that presents a unique economic development opportunity of regional
impact. The Rural Economic Development Initiative, known as “REDI,” was by the same statute to better serve Florida's rural
communities by providing a more focused and coordinated effort among state and regional agencies that provide programs
and services for rural areas.
Monroe County was not included in this evaluation due to the remote locations of the two airports operated by the County. The
Key West International Airport and Marathon-Florida Keys Airport are located in the lower Keys and are connected to the
mainland by a single highway that is subject to congestion.
In this context, the term “feasible” refers only to technical feasibility, and does not speak to financial feasibility or practicality.
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3.

The site has suitable contiguous land area available to construct the required airside and
landside facilities necessary to develop and operate a PAC operation. To be considered
feasible, the land area should be on or adjacent to an airport; be relatively undeveloped;
and provide approximately 300 acres of land for PAC facility development. However, the
need to purchase off-airport property from numerous land owners can introduce
complexities that result in increased project development costs and substantial delay.
Therefore, a site requiring the acquisition of off-airport land from multiple land owners,
although possible, was not considered to be reasonable.

4.

The site has reasonably direct access (within five road miles) to a four-lane intrastate
highway, freeway, or interstate highway with sufficient capacity to efficiently transport
perishable products. Because trucking is essential to the distribution of imported
perishable goods and delivering export goods to an airport, alternative sites that were
more than five road miles from a highway were not considered reasonable. Alternative
15
sites that connected to roadways with segments having a present LOS of “E” or “F”
were also not considered reasonable.

3.2.1.2

Alternative Runway Locations and Layout at the Airglades Airport (On-Site Alternatives)

The following Level 1 evaluation criteria were established to identify potential alternative runway locations
for the Sponsor’s Proposed Project at the Airglades Airport that could satisfy the Purpose and Need.
Level 1 On-Site Alternatives Evaluation Criteria:
1.

The alternative runway location and layout at the Airglades Airport would provide a
10,000-foot runway that supports international air cargo operations.

2.

The alternative runway location will allow the existing Airglades Airport to remain open
and operational for existing and future general aviation operations and will be separated
from the existing general aviation runway and facilities.
LEVEL 2 EVALUATION CRITERIA: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

3.2.2

The Level 2 evaluation focused on the potential environmental impacts associated with developing and
operating a new PAC complex of a comparable size and type as that contemplated by the Airport
Sponsor (see Sections 1.4 and 1.5.1.1 of this EA). Impacts evaluated include those associated with land
acquisition and relocation requirements, aircraft noise, and key environmental resources protected by
special-purpose laws. Specifics of each evaluation criteria are outlined below. Alternatives that did not
satisfy all of the Level 2 criteria were eliminated from further consideration and did not proceed to the
evaluation of operational and cost criteria in Level 3.
Level 2 Evaluation Criteria:
1.

15

Land Acquisition and Relocations – Alternatives that would require no or minimal land
acquisition, and no or minimal relocation of residences and businesses were considered
to be reasonable under this evaluation criteria.

Level of service (LOS) categorizes the quality of traffic operation on a roadway with a six-level, A to F rating system. LOS A is
defined as the best traffic operation, with no congestion; F is defined as the poorest traffic operation, with extreme congestion.
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2.

Aircraft Noise – Alternatives with adjoining urban development having noise-sensitive
receptors (i.e., residences, schools, churches) and/or dense residential development
within 5,000 feet of the end of the existing or planned 10,000-foot runway were
considered to have a greater potential for aircraft noise impacts than alternatives located
in less developed or rural areas. Therefore, alternatives that had noise sensitive
receptors and or dense residential development within 5,000 feet of the end of the
existing or planned 10,000-foot runway, which could result in significant noise impacts,
were not considered to be reasonable.

Other Key Environmental Resources – Alternatives that would result in potential significant impacts to
16
existing environmental resources protected by “special purpose laws and requirements” were not
considered to be reasonable, including the following environmental resources.

3.2.3

1.

Wetlands and Other Sensitive Water Resources – Only alternatives that would not result
in substantial impacts to high quality wetlands or other sensitive water resources were
considered to be reasonable.

2.

Critical Habitat – Only alternatives that would not directly affect critical habitat, or
designated habitat management areas, associated with threatened or endangered
species, were considered to be reasonable.

3.

Floodplains – Only alternatives that would result in no significant floodplain impacts were
considered to be reasonable.

4.

Historic Resources – Only alternatives that would not directly affect archaeological,
historic and cultural resources listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) were considered to be more reasonable than alternatives with
greater impacts.

5.

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Act Section 4(f) Resources – Only alternatives
that would not directly affect public parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges
of national, state, or local significance or land of an historic site of national, state, or local
significance were considered to be reasonable.
LEVEL 3 EVALUATION CRITERIA: OPERATIONAL AND COST CONSIDERATIONS

The Level 3 analysis evaluated alternatives in light of FAA airport design criteria, potential airfield
operational impacts, and probable development cost Alternatives that had substantial constructability
concerns, potential operational impacts, and/or unreasonably high construction cost were eliminated from
further study.
3.2.3.1

Construct a PAC Facility and Necessary Airfield Facilities in South Florida

Evaluation Criteria:
16

Special Purpose Laws and Requirements, as defined in FAA Order 1050.1F, are Federal laws, regulations, Executive Orders
and DOT and FAA administrative directives that protect certain aspects of the environment (e.g., air quality, water quality,
wetlands, endangered species, and historic sites).
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3.2.3.2

1.

Ability of the site to accommodate the proposed PAC facilities with minimal impact on
existing airfield infrastructure, airfield operations, and ground handling of aircraft. This
also include whether or not the site would cause substantial impacts or conflicts in regard
to regional airspace.

2.

Only alternatives that would result in no significant complexities in terms of staging,
phasing, and construction activities were considered reasonable.

3.

Alternatives that would have unreasonably high costs were not carried forward for further
analysis.
Alternative Runway Locations and Layouts Compared to the Sponsor’s Proposed
Project at the Airglades Airport

Evaluation Criteria:

3.3

1.

Whether or not the runway may cause substantial impacts or conflicts in regard to
regional airspace.

2.

Whether or not the runway would displace or have a substantial impact on existing
aviation facilities and/or adversely affect general aviation use of the Airglades Airport.

3.

Only alternative runway alignments that would result in no significant complexities in
terms of staging, phasing, and construction activities were considered.

4.

Alternative runway alignments that would have unreasonably high costs were not
carried forward for further analysis.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO CONSTRUCT A PAC FACILITY AND RELATED
AIRFIELD FACILITIES IN SOUTH FLORIDA

This section includes an analysis of possible alternatives that may accommodate the development and
operation of a PAC complex. The range of alternatives includes the use of existing airports and the
development of a new “greenfield” site in South Florida. An alternative would generally need to provide
the airside and landside facilities associated with the Sponsor’s Proposed Project, similar to that depicted
on the Airglades Airport ALP. This includes a runway and taxiways capable accommodating large air
cargo aircraft serving international markets and sufficient land to develop and operate refrigerated air
cargo handling and processing facilities, and support facilities. The site should also have access to a
relatively uncongested highway system.
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3.3.1

CONSTRUCT A PAC FACILITY AT AN ALTERNATIVE EXISTING AIRPORT

3.3.1.1

Level 1 Evaluation (Alternative Airport Sites)

Site Location – Alternative airports should be public-use, included in the National Plan of Integrated
Airport Systems (NPIAS), and located in South Florida. A review of aeronautical databases and maps
show there are 33 Primary Commercial Service and General Aviation airports within the 16-county search
area. In addition to the 33 public-use airports identified, Homestead Air Reserve Base was also identified
as a potential alternative site. The location of each airport is depicted on Figure 3.3-1.
Minimum 10,000-Foot Runway – Of the 33 public use airports and one military airfield evaluated, the
following presently have at least one runway that is 10,000 feet or longer in length: Southwest Florida
International, Dade-Collier Training and Transition, Homestead Air Reserve Base, Miami International,
and Palm Beach International. Two airports, Immokalee Airport and Sebring Regional Airport, presently
do not have a 10,000-foot runway available, but do have a future a 10,000-foot (or longer) runway
depicted on their current ALP. These seven airports are depicted in Figure 3.3-2. The remaining 27
airports were eliminated from consideration because they did not meet the criterion of having 10,000-foot
(or longer) runway, or having a 10,000-foot or longer runway depicted on their current ALP.
Contiguous Land Area – In addition to a runway capable of supporting international cargo flights, an
alternative airport must have suitable, contiguous land that could reasonably support development of a
PAC complex and related development similar to that of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project at the Airglades
Airport. Each of the seven alternative airports identified above were evaluated to determine if they had
potential development sites of at least 300 acres.
Five of the seven airports were found to have contiguous land areas that would appear to be suitable for
the development of a PAC complex and related facilities. These airports were: Southwest Florida
International, Dade-Collier Training and Transition, Homestead Air Reserve Base, Immokalee Airport, and
Sebring Regional Airport.
The Palm Beach International Airport was eliminated from further consideration because it does not
appear to have suitable, contiguous land available for development. Palm Beach International is
generally bounded by Interstate Highway 95 and three major thoroughfares. The airport is mostly builtout, with the exception of an area located in the northwest quadrant of the airfield and land under
approaches acquired for noise mitigation purposes. The northwest quadrant of the airport is
approximately 130 acres in area, and is already slated to be developed for general aviation hangars and
FBO facilities. Adjoining land uses include dense urban development comprised of commercial and
residential land uses.
MIA is completely built-out and bordered by major urban thoroughfares. Presently, some air cargo
handlers unload perishable cargo onto trucks and drive to off-airport facilities to sort and distribute goods.
Adjoining land uses include dense urban development comprised of light industrial, commercial,
residential, and recreation land uses.
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Direct Access to Uncongested Highway System – A major component of the PAC facility is the
distribution of imported goods to locations throughout Florida and the southeastern United States.
Because most perishable goods would be transferred from aircraft to trucks, access to highways is
critical. Site selection criteria for logistics centers typically require sites with reasonable access to
interstate, limited access, or other four-lane highways designated for travel by trucks. Because delivery
time of perishable products is paramount, the closer an alternative airport site is to an interstate or major
state highway, the faster products can be delivered. A general rule of thumb in the logistics industry is “5
to 55” – meaning that it only takes five minutes for a truck to leave the logistics center and get to fifty-five
miles per hour (Crawford, 2013).
Because efficient ground transportation and access to highways are vital to the Sponsor’s Proposed
Project, alternative airport sites should have reasonably direct access to a four-lane north/south interstate
highway, state highway or freeway with sufficient capacity to meet the demand for transporting perishable
products via trucks to marketplace. The five remaining alternative airports were evaluated to determine if:
1) the airports were within five miles of a suitable highway and, if so, 2) if the highway was relatively
uncongested with sufficient capacity to efficiently accommodate the distribution of perishable goods by
truck.
Based on this analysis, two alternative airport sites were eliminated. First, Immokalee Airport has access
to State Route (SR) 29 and SR 82, both two-lane roads. It is located approximately twenty-two miles
south-southeast of SR 80, which has a partial four-lane configuration (with the exception of two segments
in Hendry County from Dalton Lane to CR 833), twenty-two miles north and west of Interstate Highway
75. US 27 is located approximately thirty-five miles to the north. SR 29 is also an emerging SIS facility
which connects to I-75 to the south, US 41 to the south, and SR 80 and US 27 to the north which is a
beneficial characteristic for the airport. However, although a segment of SR 29 in Hendry County from
Spencer Lane to Cowboy Way is being designed for four lanes, and other select segments in Hendry
County are planned/funded for widening, the existing/near-term character of SR 29 is not a four-lane
facility.
Second, the Dade-Collier Training & Transition Airport has access to U.S. Highway 41, a two-lane
highway that extends approximately sixty miles west into Naples and SR 90/US 41, which extends
approximately 35 miles east into the western limits of the Miami metropolitan area. There is no direct
north/south highway access to the Dade-Collier Training & Transition Airport.
The remaining three alternative airports (Sebring, Southwest Florida International, and Homestead) were
evaluated further to determine if the major highways in proximity of the airports have an acceptable LOS,
which would indicate the level of congestion and potential delay. To accomplish this analysis, the
following two data sources were utilized:
•

2013 Quality/LOS Handbook (FDOT, 2013c),

•

FDOT Florida Traffic Online (2013) (FDOT, 2013d).

The first step was to identify the 2013 average annual daily traffic (AADT) volumes for the highway
facilities along the most likely route departing the airport and heading north. The AADT volumes were
compared to the theoretical maximum volumes that would be considered acceptable by FDOT based on
the type of highway facility and number of traffic lanes. Table 3.3-1 summarizes the results of this
analysis. Airports were eliminated from consideration if the 2013 AADT volumes on highway segments
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indicated a LOS of “E” or “F”. Based on this evaluation, the Homestead Air Reserve Base and the
Southwest Florida International Airport are situated along routes where the northbound highway systems
pass through congested urban areas with unacceptable levels of service. Both of these airports were
eliminated due to LOS “F” on highway segments along likely truck routes. The Sebring Regional Airport
was located adjacent to highway systems with an acceptable LOS (“C” or better).

TABLE 3.3-1
ROADWAY CAPACITY ANALYSIS – ALTERNATIVE AIRPORT SITES
Airport
Sebring Regional
Airport

Route
US Route 98 @ Airport
US Route 27 @ US Route 98
State Route 876 @ Airport

Southwest Florida
International
Airport

Homestead Air
Reserve Base

Facility
Type
Class I
Arterial
Class I
Arterial
Class I
Arterial

I-75 @ State Route 876

Freeway

I-75 @ State Route 80

Freeway

I-75 @ State Route 780
(Sarasota)
I-75 @ State Route 574
(Tampa)

Freeway
Freeway

I-75 @ I-4 (Tampa)

Freeway

State Route 821 @ Airport

Freeway

State Route 821 @ SR 994
(Miami)

Freeway

State Route 826 @ 836
(Miami)

Freeway

Number of
Lanes
2 lane
divided
6 lane
divided
6 lane
divided
6 lane
divided
6 lane
divided with
auxiliary
lanes
6 lane
divided
6 lane
divided
6 lane
divided with
auxiliary
lanes
4 lane
divided
6 lane
divided
10 lane
divided with
auxiliary
lanes

2013
AADT

LOS

7,000

C

28,500

B

37,160

B

68,500

C

72,000

B

123,500

F

132,500

F

146,500

E

72,000

D

138,000

F

244,000

F

Source: CMT, 2014.

The Level 1 preliminary screening of public use airports located in South Florida is summarized in
Table 3.3-2. Based on the Level 1 screening evaluation, the only airport that met all of the criteria was
the Sebring Regional Airport. This airport was carried forward for Level 2 evaluation.
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TABLE 3.3-2
USE OF EXISTING AIRPORTS IN SOUTH FLORIDA – PRELIMINARY SCREENING AND LEVEL 1 EVALUATION

County/Airport Name
Broward County
Ft. Lauderdale Executive
Airport
Ft. Lauderdale/Hollywood Int’l
Airport
North Perry Airport
Pompano Beach Airpark
Charlotte County
Punta Gorda Airport
Collier County
Everglades Airpark
Immokalee Airport
Marco Island Airport
Naples Municipal Airport
DeSoto County
Arcadia Municipal Airport
Hardee County
Wauchula Municipal Airport
Hendry County
LaBelle Municipal Airport
Airglades Airport
(Sponsor’s Proposed
Project)
Highlands County
Avon Park Executive Airport
Sebring Regional Airport

Minimum 10,000’ Runway
Is A Future 10,000+
Does The
Foot Runway
Airport Have A
Depicted On The
10,000+ Foot
Current Airport
Runway?
Layout Plan?
No – 6,002 ft

No

No – 9,000 ft

No

No – 3,350 ft
No – 4,918 ft

No
No

No – 7,193 ft

No

No – 2,400 ft
(turf)
No – 5,000 ft
No – 5,000 ft
No – 6,600 ft

Yes
No
No

No – 3,700 ft

No

No – 4,005 ft

No

No – 5,254 ft

No

No – 5,902 ft
No – 5,374 ft
No – 5,234 ft

Direct Access To Uncongested Highway
Are The Highways
Is Sufficient
Does The Airport
Relatively
Contiguous
Have Direct Access Uncongested (Have
Undeveloped Land
To A 4-Lane
An Acceptable Level
Available?
Highway?
Of Service)?

No
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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TABLE 3.3-2 (continued)
USE OF EXISTING AIRPORTS IN SOUTH FLORIDA – PRELIMINARY SCREENING AND LEVEL 1 EVALUATION

County/Airport Name
Lee County
Page Field
Southwest Florida Int’l Airport
Martin County
Witham Field
Miami-Dade County
Dade-Collier Trng. & Trans.
Airport
Homestead GA Airport
Homestead Air Reserve Base
Kendall-Tamiami Executive
Airport
Miami International Airport
Opa-Locka Executive Airport
Okeechobee County
Okeechobee County Airport
Palm Beach County
Belle Glade State Airport
Boca Raton Airport
North Palm Beach County
Airport
Palm Beach County Glades
Airport
Palm Beach County Park
Airport
Palm Beach International
Airport

Minimum 10,000’ Runway
Is A Future 10,000+
Does The
Foot Runway
Airport Have A
Depicted On The
10,000+ Foot
Current Airport
Runway?
Layout Plan?
No – 6,406 ft
Yes – 12,000 ft

No
Yes

No 5,826 ft

No

Yes – 10,499 ft

Direct Access To Uncongested Highway
Are The Highways
Is Sufficient
Does The Airport
Relatively
Contiguous
Have Direct Access Uncongested (Have
Undeveloped Land
To A 4-Lane
An Acceptable Level
Available?
Highway?
Of Service)?
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No – 4,000 ft
Yes – 11,201 ft

No
Yes

Yes

Yes

No – 5,999 ft

No

Yes – 13,016 ft
No – 8,002 ft

Yes
No

No – 5,000 ft

No

No – 3,750 ft
No – 6,276 ft

No
No

No – 4,300 ft

No

No – 4,116 ft

No

No – 3,489 ft

No

Yes – 10,000 ft

Yes

No

No

No

No
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TABLE 3.3-2 (continued)
USE OF EXISTING AIRPORTS IN SOUTH FLORIDA – PRELIMINARY SCREENING AND LEVEL 1 EVALUATION

County/Airport Name
St. Lucie County
St. Lucie County International
Airport
Sarasota County
Buchan Airport
Sarasota-Bradenton Int’l Airport
Venice Municipal Airport

Minimum 10,000’ Runway
Is A Future 10,000+
Does The
Foot Runway
Airport Have A
Depicted On The
10,000+ Foot
Current Airport
Runway?
Layout Plan?
No – 6,492 ft
No – 2,480 ft
(turf)
No – 9,500 ft
No – 5,000 ft

Direct Access To Uncongested Highway
Are The Highways
Is Sufficient
Does The Airport
Relatively
Contiguous
Have Direct Access Uncongested (Have
Undeveloped Land
To A 4-Lane
An Acceptable Level
Available?
Highway?
Of Service)?

No
No
No
No

Sources: 2014 Florida Airport Directory; Aviation and Spaceports Office; FDOT; and CMT, 2014.
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3.3.1.2

Level 2 Evaluation (Alternative Airport Sites)

Sebring Regional Airport – The Sebring Regional Airport is located in Highlands County, approximately
six miles southeast of the City of Sebring, one mile north of US 98, and four miles east of US 27, which
gives the airport relatively quick access to a four-lane highway. The Sebring Regional Airport ALP depicts
a future parallel 10,000-foot runway with adjacent undeveloped areas that appear to be suitable for
development of a PAC complex. The Level 2 evaluation of this airport is summarized below. Figure 3.33 depicts the Sebring Regional Airport, the areas in which the proposed runway and cargo facilities would
be developed, and the location and extent of select environmental resources.
Land Acquisition and Relocations – Based on a review of the airport’s ALP, approximately 2,230 acres of
land would be acquired from numerous different property owners for the development of the 10,000-foot
parallel runway. This includes a mid-field area noted for aviation-related and industrial / commercial
development and a large undeveloped area west of the proposed runway that contains a substantial
amount of wetlands. The midfield area appears to provide a suitable location for the development and
operation of a perishable cargo complex and related facilities. The amount of land needed to implement
the proposed runway also includes land necessary to relocate a section of CSX railroad track
(approximately 2,500 to 3,000 feet) around the northwest end of the proposed runway.
The acquisition of land will displace approximately twenty-seven residences, the Bobcat Run Golf Course
(a nine-hole Executive course) and its clubhouse, and three holes on the adjacent Cougar Trail Golf
Course at the Spring Lake Golf Resort would also be affected.
Aircraft Noise – Although the Sebring Regional Airport is located in a relatively rural setting, a relatively
large subdivision and golf community is located within one-quarter mile of the extended runway
centerline, approximately 1.5 miles from the end of the proposed 10,000-foot runway. Residences would
be located under and near the approach to the southeast end of the proposed runway.
Wetlands and Other Sensitive Water Resources – Based on an analysis of the National Wetland
Inventory (NWI) maps, wetlands would be impacted within the development limits associated with this
alternative, but mitigation could offset impacts. A review of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) databases also indicated the site is within the Biscayne Sole Source Aquifer and Recharge Zones.
Critical Habitat – No critical habitat associated with a threatened or endangered species was identified
within the area that would be developed for the runway and a PAC complex.
Floodplains – The project limits for this alternative would result in floodplain and floodway encroachment.
Historic Resources – No resources listed in the NRHP would be directly affected by this alternative.
DOT Act Section 4(f) Resources – The project would not have any direct impact or use of resources
protected under Section 4(f) of the DOT Act. The two golf courses that would be affected are privatelyowned.

3-15

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

L

32

R

14
Path: K:\AirgladesFl\1347501 EA - URS\GIS\Maps\ReportMaps\2IS_Exhibit 3.3-3 Sebring Planned 10k' Runway.mxd, Date Saved: 6/30/2014 4:19:59 PM

Bobcat Run
Golf Course
Sebring
Regional
Airport

Cougar Trail
Golf Course

Spring Lake
Golf Resort

LEGEND
Planned Runway
Existing Railroad (CSXT)
Property Acquisition Area
Floodway
100-Year Floodplain

º

Wetland Areas
Air Cargo Facility
0

1,250

2,500
Feet
Service Layer Credits: Aerial; FDOT dated 2014 US Fish & Wildlife National Wetland Inventory (6/2012); Hendry County FEMA Q3

AIRGLADES AIRPORT
CLEWISTON, FL

Environmental Assessment for New Perishable
Air Cargo Complex and Related Development

SEBRING REGIONAL AIRPORT
PLANNED 10,000' RUNWAY

FIGURE
3.3-3

The development of a 10,000-foot runway and PAC complex at the Sebring Regional Airport would
require a substantial amount of land acquisition from numerous, different land owners. In addition, this
alternative would displace a substantial amount of residences. This alternative would close one golf
course and impact three holes on an adjacent golf course. This alternative would have a large
subdivision within 5,000 feet of the southeast end of the proposed runway, which indicates a potential for
significant noise impacts. A portion of a residential subdivision and golf community would be located
under and adjacent to the approach to the southeast end of the proposed runway. This alternative is also
located within the Biscayne Sole Source Aquifer and Recharge Zones. Based on the forgoing evaluation,
this alternative was eliminated from further consideration in the EA.
3.3.2

CONSTRUCT A NEW AIRPORT AND PAC COMPLEX AT A GREENFIELD SITE

The development of a new airport was considered as an alternative to the Sponsor’s Proposed Project.
This alternative consists of constructing and operating an entirely new airport facility on an undeveloped
or “greenfield” site. The new airport would require approximately 2,000 to 3,000 acres of land suitable to
accommodate a 10,000-foot runway and all of the airside and landside facilities currently provided by, and
proposed for, the Sponsor’s Proposed Project at Airglades Airport.
The Sponsor’s proposal to construct a 10,000-foot runway and a PAC complex at the Airglades Airport
results from a request to privatize the existing Airglades Airport under the FAA’s APPP. Neither Hendry
County (Airport Sponsor) nor AIA (Project Proponent) has expressed an interest in constructing a new
airport or developing a PAC complex at any location other than the Airglades Airport. Nor has any other
airport in South Florida sought to be included in the APPP.
The construction of a new airport is a major undertaking that requires numerous considerations including
the identification of a “willing airport sponsor” (owner and operator); the identification and availability of
suitable land; the time required to plan, design, permit, and construct an entirely new air cargo airport at a
greenfield site; airspace considerations; potential environmental impacts; and cost.
The decision to construct a new airport facility lies with an operating body, such as a state, county, city, or
airport authority. No other Airport Sponsor has come forward at this time and requested FAA approval for
construction and operation of a new airport capable of accommodating a PAC facility. Given that there is
no known “willing sponsor,” there is no evidence that the necessary airside and landside facilities could
be constructed to meet the growing demand for PAC facilities in south Florida.
In addition to the fact that there is no willing sponsor, the FAA does not have the authority to develop a
new airport on its own or to dictate that an Airport Sponsor construct a new airport. The Airport Sponsor
(Hendry County) has not submitted an ALP depicting a new airport to the FAA for environmental
consideration through the NEPA process. Further, FAA does not provide guidance and does not
authorize the construction of new airports as a part of its APPP, which is a critical component of the
Sponsor’s Proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative was not considered reasonable or feasible and,
therefore, was not retained for further consideration in the EA.
A comparison of existing airport sites that passed Level 1 screening, development of a potential new air
cargo airport, the Sponsor’s Proposed Project (Section 3.5), and the No-Action Alternative (Section 3.6)
is provided in Table 3.3-3.
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3.4

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE RUNWAY LOCATIONS AND LAYOUTS FOR THE
SPONSOR’S PROPOSED PROJECT AT THE AIRGLADES AIRPORT

This section discusses the following potential alternative runway locations and layouts at the Airglades
Airport:
•

Extend Runway 13/31

•

Construct New Runway 13/31

•

Construct Widely-Spaced Parallel Runway 13R/31L

The airside and landside facilities for each of these alternatives would require a runway and parallel
taxiway system with sufficient runway length, width, and strength to accommodate the international air
cargo aircraft operations. In addition the location and alignment of the runway would need to
accommodate Navigational Aids (NAVAIDs) supporting precision instrument approach procedures;
development and operation of PAC facilities and warehouses; MRO facilities, the ATCT, and
development and operations of other related support facilities as previously detailed in Section 1.5. To
accommodate the anticipated international air cargo operations and activity, the runway and taxiway
system at the Airglades Airport would need to meet airfield design standards based on the Boeing 747
17
family of aircraft. Accordingly, FAA airport design criteria for Airplane Design Group VI were used to
identify potential runway layouts and evaluate reasonable runway alternatives.
3.4.1

EXTEND RUNWAY 13/31

3.4.1.1

Level 1 Evaluation

Provide a Runway that Supports International Air Cargo Operations – This alternative consists of
expanding Runway 13/31 from its present dimensions of 5,902 feet long by 75 feet wide to 10,000 feet by
150 feet. This alternative would shift the runway along its existing centerline approximately 850 feet to
the southeast to avoid the need to realign a section of Flag Hole Road. A new full-length parallel taxiway
would be constructed on the northeast side of the runway, with a runway-to-taxiway centerline separation
distance of 600 feet. A conceptual layout of this alternative is depicted in Figure 3.4-1. This alternative
would provide a runway that supports international air cargo operations.
Proposed Air Cargo Runway and Facilities are Separated from and Do Not Affect Existing General
18
Aviation Facilities and Operations – The Taxiway Object Free Area associated with the proposed fulllength parallel taxiway would displace approximately 5,700 square yards of aircraft parking apron. This
includes a remote parking apron, a portion of the terminal building apron, aircraft fueling apron, and
circulation taxilanes. The depth of the access apron/taxilane in front of a large aircraft maintenance
hangar would be reduced from approximately 90 feet to 70 feet, which would substantially affect access
to and parking in front of the hangar. Two above-ground aviation fuel tanks and three 10-unit T-hangar
buildings would also be displaced. These facilities would need to be replaced elsewhere on the airport.

17
18

Airplane Design Group (ADG) groups aircraft by wingspan and tail height. The Boeing 747 family of aircraft includes several
models with wingspans of 224.4 feet and a tail height of 62.7 feet.
An Object Free Area is an “area on the ground centered on a runway, taxiway, or taxilane centerline provided to enhance the
safety of aircraft operations by having the area free of objects, except for objects that need to be located in the OFA for air
navigation or aircraft ground maneuvering purposes.” Buildings, structures, trees are usually removed from the OFA. There
are no fill or grade requirements for the OFA.
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TABLE 3.3-3
ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION SUMMARY –
CONSTRUCT A PERISHABLE AIR CARGO FACILITY AT AN ALTERNATIVE EXISTING AIRPORT
Alternative Airport Sites
Screening
Level

LEVEL 1
Purpose and Need

Screening Criteria
Would the airport site be located in south Florida?
Does the airport site have a 10,000-foot runway or a 10,000-foot
runway shown on a current ALP?
Does the airport site have approximately 300 contiguous acres of
suitable land for development?
Does the airport site have direct access to a 4-lane highway with an
acceptable LOS?
Would the alternative meet Purpose and Need?
Continue to Level 2 Evaluation?

New Airport/
“Greenfield” Site
Yes
N/A

Sponsor’s Proposed Project
Yes
Yes
Future 10,000-foot runway depicted on ALP

N/A

Yes

N/A

Yes

N/A

Yes

N/A

Yes

No
Yes

No
No

Yes
Yes
2,485 (Airglades Airport)
226 (Private Property)
0/0

Historic resources within development site?
DOT Section 4(f) resources within development site?

No
No

Other environmental impacts?

No

Continue to Level 3 Evaluation?
Impacts or conflicts with airfield infrastructure, regional airspace,
and ground handling of aircraft
Constructability issues and complexity
Project development costs
Retain for detailed analysis in EA?

Yes
None

--

--

None

None
$0
Yes

--No

--No

None
$472 million
Yes

Is dense urban and residential development (i.e., subdivisions)
located within 5,000 feet of the air cargo runway?
Wetlands impacts?
Other sensitive water resources within development site
Critical Habitat within development site?
Floodplains within development site?

LEVEL 3
Operational Issues
and Cost

N/A

Sebring Regional Airport
Yes
Yes
Future 10,000-foot runway depicted on ALP

Yes
Yes
2,230
27 / 2
Land required from two golf courses; land required
for railroad relocation
Yes
Large subdivision and golf community located
southeast of the proposed runway. Several homes
under and adjacent to approach.
Yes
Site is within the Biscayne Sole Source Aquifer and
Recharge Zones
No
Yes
(contains both floodplain and floodway)
No
No
Yes
Site is within the Biscayne Sole Source Aquifer and
Recharge Zones
No

Land Acquisition (acres)
Number of residences / businesses displaced

LEVEL 2
Environmental
Impacts

No-Action
Alternative
N/A

None

No

None
No
None

--

--

No
Three farm houses located approximately 4,800
feet northwest of end of the proposed runway. No
residences under inner portion of approaches.

--

20.4

--

No

--

77

---

No
No

--

Landfills at Airglades Airport not located within
development area

--

Yes

1

The No-Action Alternative was retained for detailed analysis for baseline comparative purposes and to meet FAA's NEPA and CEQ requirements.
Source: CMT, 2014.
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The loss of aircraft parking apron would be substantial and have potential to increase the complexity of
maintenance, skydiving, and terminal area ramp operations by having to park and move aircraft in a
smaller area. This may result in a reduced level of service provided to general aviation customers.
Based on the layout of the general aviation terminal area, relocating the apron, fuel tanks, and T-hangars
to a new area on the airfield would use areas designated on the ALP for future development of additional
general aviation facilities, thereby reducing the overall ability to provide additional general aviation
facilities at the airport without affecting planned industrial park and/or PAC development.
Because this alternative would have a substantial adverse impact on general aviation facilities;
businesses; and aircraft owners/operators, this alternative was determined not to be reasonable and did
not meet Level 1 screening evaluation criteria. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further
consideration in this EA.
3.4.2

CONSTRUCT NEW RUNWAY 13/31

3.4.2.1

Level 1 Evaluation

Provide a Runway that Supports International Air Cargo Operations – This alternative consists of the
construction of a new 10,000-foot Runway 13/31 southwest of the existing runway. A conceptual layout
of this alternative is depicted in Figure 3.4-2. The existing Runway 13/31 would be developed for use as
a full-length parallel taxiway, with a runway-to-taxiway centerline separation distance of 600 feet. This
alternative would provide a runway that supports international air cargo operations.
Proposed Air Cargo Runway and Facilities are Separated from and Do Not Affect Existing General
Aviation Facilities and Operations – This alternative does not directly impact the existing general aviation
hangars, aircraft parking apron, and fuel farm. However, this alternative would not provide one of the
critical elements of this criterion – maintaining separate general aviation facilities, with a separate general
aviation runway. This alternative would result in a single 10,000-foot runway at the Airglades Airport that
would be shared by large air cargo aircraft and small general aviation aircraft, which includes recreation
flights, flight instruction, transient flights, skydiving flights, and some ultralight aircraft activity. This
alternative would have an adverse impact on the continued general aviation use of the airport.
Because this alternative would not provide a new air cargo runway separate from the existing runway and
would have a substantial adverse effect on general aviation activity at the Airglades Airport, it was
determined not to be reasonable and did not meet Level 1 screening evaluation criteria. Therefore, this
alternative was eliminated from further consideration in this EA.
3.4.3

CONSTRUCT WIDELY-SPACED PARALLEL RUNWAY 13R/31L

3.4.3.1

Level 1 Evaluation

Provide a Runway that Supports International Air Cargo Operations – This alternative consists of the
19
construction of a new 10,000-foot parallel runway offset from the existing runway 4,300 feet . The new
runway would be designated as Runway 13R/31L and the existing general aviation runway would be
designated as Runway 13L/31R. This alternative also includes the construction of a full-length parallel

19

This runway separation distance would allow simultaneous instrument flight rule (IFR) approaches to both runways.
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taxiway for Runway 13R/31L and connecting taxiways. The PAC complex would be developed mid-field,
between the two parallel runways. The Runway 31 end was located to avoid relocation of a section of the
South Central Florida Express Railroad, which is located south of the airport. However, a section of Flag
20
Hole Road would need to be realigned around the new Runway 13R Protection Zone . Figure 3.4-3
depicts the conceptual layout of this alternative. This alternative would provide a runway that supports
international air cargo operations.
Proposed Air Cargo Runway and Facilities are Separated from and Do Not Affect Existing General
Aviation Facilities and Operations – This alternative would not directly impact or affect general aviation
facilities or activities at the airport.
Because this alternative satisfied Level 1 screening evaluation criteria, it was carried forward to Level 2.
3.4.3.2

Level 2 Evaluation

Land Acquisition and Relocations – Approximately 1,294 acres of private property to the southeast and
northwest of the airport would need to be acquired to implement this alternative. One residential property
with an outbuilding located northwest of the proposed runway would be displaced. In addition, relocation
of Flag Hole Road would be required to accommodate the proposed 10,000-foot primary runway.
Aircraft Noise – The Sponsor’s Proposed Project is located in a rural area. There is no adjoining urban or
dense residential development within 5,000 feet of the end of the proposed primary runway.
Wetlands and Other Sensitive Water Resources – Based on an analysis of the NWI maps wetlands would
be impacted within the development limits of this alternative, but are likely not high quality wetlands and
mitigation could offset impacts. No other sensitive water resources are located within the development
limits of this alternative.
Critical Habitat – No critical habitat or designated habitat management areas were identified within the
development limits of this alternative.
Floodplains – The project limits for this alternative would result in floodplain encroachments. However, no
buildings are anticipated to be constructed within the floodplain limits.
Historic Resources – No historic resources listed in the NRHP are located within the development limits of
this alternative.
DOT Act Section 4(f) Resources – This alternative would not have any direct impact on resources
protected under Section 4(f) of the DOT Act.
Because this alternative results in substantial land acquisition and one residential displacement, as well
as relocation of Flag Hole Road, this alternative was not considered to be reasonable and was eliminated
from further consideration.
A comparison of potential runway locations and alignments at the Airglades Airport, the Sponsor’s
Proposed Project (Section 3.5), and the No-Action Alternative (Section 3.6) is provided in Table 3.4-1.
20

The Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) is a two dimensional trapezoidal area at ground level prior to the threshold, or beyond the
runway end, to enhance the safety and protection of people and property on the ground. FAA airport design standards state
that RPZs should be controlled and be cleared of above-ground objects and incompatible land uses.
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3.5

SPONSOR’S PROPOSED PROJECT

3.5.1

LEVEL 1 EVALUATION

The Level 1 evaluation of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project addresses the criteria for both the
consideration of sites in South Florida and the consideration of alternative runway layouts compared to
the Sponsor’s Proposed Project at the Airglades Airport.
3.5.1.1

Level 1 Evaluation – Evaluation of Alternatives to Construct a PAC Facility and Related
Airfield Facilities in South Florida

Site Location – The Airglades Airport is located in South Florida.
Minimum 10,000-Foot Runway – The Airglades Airport presently has a 5,950-foot runway. The airport’s
ALP depicts a proposed 10,000-foot runway, with an ultimate runway length of 11,700 feet depicted on
the conditionally approved ALP. The proposed runway would be separated from the existing general
aviation runway and facilities.
Contiguous Land Area – The Airglades Airport property encompasses approximately four square miles of
land. The airport has more than 300 acres of land suitable for the development and operation of a PAC
complex and related facilities.
Direct Access to Uncongested Highway System – The Airglades Airport has direct access to US Highway
27 / State Route 80. U.S. Route 27 is one of the routes that trucks currently utilize to deliver goods from
the MIA to markets throughout the United States. The US Highway 27 and State Route 80 interchange is
located approximately 2 miles west of the airport. Interstate Highway 95 is located approximately 60 miles
east of the airport and Interstate Highway 75 is approximately 52 miles west of the airport.
Trucks that would leave the Airglades Airport to deliver perishable products are expected to primarily use
US Highway 27 for northbound travel. This route also provides access to Interstate Highway 4 and
Interstate Highway 75 (via the Florida Turnpike). Some trucks could head east to Interstate 95 and then
northbound for deliveries that may be on the East Coast of the United States. A relatively smaller number
of trucks could head west on State Route 80 to Interstate Highway 75 near Ft. Myers. Based on this
route structure, the Sponsor’s Proposed Project was evaluated to determine if the northbound highway
routes have any segments that are congested and/or have an unacceptable LOS. To accomplish this
analysis, the 2013 AADT volumes were compared to the theoretical maximum volumes that would be
considered acceptable by FDOT based on the type of highway facility and number of traffic lanes.
Table 3.5-1 summarizes the results of the preliminary analysis of LOS for these highways. Based on the
roadway capacity analysis, the highway system has acceptable levels of service.
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TABLE 3.4-1
THREE-LEVEL ALTERNATIVES SCREENING EVALUATION SUMMARY –
CONSTRUCT A 10,000-FOOT RUNWAY AT AIRGLADES AIRPORT
Screening
Level

LEVEL 1
Purpose and Need

Screening Criteria
Does the runway location and alignment provide a 10,000-foot runway that
would support international air cargo operations?
Would the runway allow existing facilities to remain open and operational for
general aviation (GA) activity and be separated from the proposed runway
and air cargo facilities?
Would the alternative meet Purpose and Need?
Continue to Level 2 Evaluation?
Land Acquisition (acres)

No-Action
1
Alternative

Extend Runway 13/31

Construct New
Runway 13/31

Construct Widely-Spaced
Parallel Runway 13R/13L

Sponsor’s
Proposed Project

N/A

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No
No
--

Yes
Yes
2,485 (Airglades Airport)
1,294 (Private Property)
1/0

Yes
Yes
2,485 (Airglades Airport)
226 (Private Property)
0/0

No
No
Would result in one runway to
Requires extended runway
serve both GA and air cargo
closure. Displaces several
aircraft. Likely to have an
GA hangars, apron, and
adverse effect on continued
fuel farm.
GA use of the airport.

N/A

No
Yes

No
No

None

--

N/A

--

--

No

No

None

--

--

Yes
No other sensitive water
resources

Yes
No other sensitive water
resources

Critical Habitat within development site?

N/A

--

--

No

No

Floodplains within development site?

N/A

--

--

Yes

Yes

Historic resources within development site?

N/A

--

--

No

No

DOT Section 4(f) resources within development site?

N/A

--

--

No

No

Yes
None
None
None
$0
Yes

No
----No

No
----No

No
----No

Yes
None
None
None
$472 million
Yes

Number of residences / businesses displaced
Is dense urban and residential development (i.e., subdivisions) located
within 5,000 of the air cargo runway?
LEVEL 2
Environmental
Impacts

LEVEL 3
Operational Issues
and Cost

Wetlands impacts?
Other sensitive water resources within development site?

Continue to Level 3 Evaluation?
Impacts or conflicts with regional airspace
Impacts to existing airport facilities and general aviation use of the airport
Constructability issues
Project development costs
Retain for detailed analysis in EA?

1
The No-Action Alternative was retained for detailed analysis for baseline comparative purposes and to meet FAA's NEPA and CEQ requirements.
Source: CMT, 2014.
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TABLE 3.5-1
ROADWAY CAPACITY ANALYSIS – SPONSOR’S PROPOSED PROJECT
Airport

Route
US Route 27 @ Airport

Airglades
Airport

US Route 27 @ US Route 98
US Route 27/98 @ Sebring
US Route 27 @ Interstate 4
Florida Turnpike (Toll Road)
Interstate 75 @ Ocala
Interstate 95 @ Florida Turnpike
Interstate 95 @ Daytona Beach
Interstate 95 @ Jacksonville

Facility Type
Uninterrupted
Flow Highway
Class I Arterial
Class I Arterial
Class I Arterial
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway

Number of
Lanes

2013
AADT

LOS

4-lane divided

13,575

B

6-lane divided
6-lane divided
6-lane divided
4-lanes
6-lanes
6-lanes
6-lanes
8-lanes

28,500
37,500
45,246
36,000
77,544
66,000
71,500
147,000

C
C
C
B
C
C
C
D

Source: CMT, 2014.

3.5.1.2

Level 1 Evaluation – Evaluation of Alternative Runway Locations and Layouts at the
Airglades Airport

Provide a Runway that Supports International Air Cargo Operations – This alternative (Sponsor’s
Proposed Project) consists of the construction of a new 10,000-foot runway on the east side of the airport.
The runway would be in a north/south orientation and would be designated as Runway 18/36. This
alternative also includes the construction of a full-length parallel taxiway and connecting taxiways.
Figure 3.5-1 depicts the conceptual layout of this alternative. This alternative would provide a runway
that supports international air cargo operations.
Proposed Air Cargo Runway and Facilities are Separated from and Do Not Affect Existing General
Aviation Facilities and Operations – This alternative would not directly impact or affect general aviation
facilities or activities at the airport.
Because the Sponsor’s Proposed Project satisfied the Level 1 evaluation criteria, this alternative was
retained for Level 2 evaluation.
3.5.2

LEVEL 2 EVALUATION

A detailed description and graphic depicting the location and layout of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project is
provided in Chapter 1.0 of this EA. Figure 3.5-1 depicts the anticipated development limits of the
Sponsor’s Proposed Project in proximity of various resources. The Level 2 evaluation criteria are the
same for both the consideration of alternative sites in South Florida and the consideration of alternative
runway layouts at the Airglades Airport.

3-29

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

Airport Rd

F la g h o le R d

18

Cargo Development
Approx.
300± Acres

LEGEND
Proposed Runway
Proposed Taxiway
Required Land Acquisition
Existing Property Line

36

Existing Railroad
Wetlands
100-Year Floodplain
F la g h o le R d

Path: S:\Projects\_GIS\Tertiary\Projects\Airports\Airglades Airport\New Perishable Air Cargo Complex and Related Development 2013\applications\mxd\figures\EA\Draft\Figure 3-5-1 Airglades Airport Proposed Project.mxd, Date Saved: 4/29/2015 4:42:23 PM

27

Proposed Cargo Development
Development Limits
0

Feet
2,000

SCFE Railroad
ESRI, 2013; URS, 2014; SWFWMD, 2009; Hendry County FEMA Q3 Data; Imagery 2014 FDOT

AIRGLADES AIRPORT
CLEWISTON, FL

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR NEW PERISHABLE
AIR CARGO COMPLEX AND RELATED DEVELOPMENT

AIRGLADES AIRPORT
PROPOSED PROJECT

FIGURE
3.5-1

Land Acquisition and Relocations – In addition to the transfer of ownership of the Airglades Airport from
Hendry County to AIA (2,485 acres), the Sponsor’s Proposed Project would require the acquisition of
approximately 226 acres of land from a single corporate property owner. No residences or businesses
would be displaced.
Aircraft Noise – The Sponsor’s Proposed Project is located in a rural area with a predominant agricultural
land use. There is no urban or dense residential development within 5,000 feet of the proposed air cargo
runway. Scattered farm houses are located north of the airport. Three farm houses are located
approximately 4,800 feet northwest of the north end of the proposed runway; however, no significant
noise impacts are anticipated at these locations.
Wetlands – Based on an analysis of NWI maps, wetlands are located within the proposed development
site, but are not high quality and mitigation could offset impacts. A large stormwater detention basin is
located within the development site footprint, but would not be filled or relocated by the Sponsor’s
Proposed Project. No other sensitive water resources are located within the development limits of this
alternative.
Critical Habitat – No critical habitat or designated habitat management areas were identified within the rea
that would be directly affected by the Sponsor’s Proposed Project.
Floodplains –The project limits for this alternative would result in floodplain encroachments. However, no
buildings are anticipated to be constructed within the floodplain limits.
Historic Resources – No historic resources listed in the NRHP would be directly affected by the Sponsor’s
Proposed Project. Further, based on initial coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) and initial field investigations, the Sponsor’s Proposed Project is expected to have no effect on
historic and archeological resources.
DOT Act Section 4(f) Resources – The project would not directly impact any resources protected under
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act.
The Sponsor’s Proposed Project satisfied Level 2 screening evaluation and was carried forward into the
Level 3 evaluation.
3.5.3

LEVEL 3 EVALUATION

The Level 3 evaluation of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project addresses the criteria for both the
consideration of alternative sites in South Florida and the consideration of alternative runway layouts at
the Airglades Airport.
3.5.3.1

Level 3 Evaluation – Evaluation of Alternatives to Construct a PAC Facility and Related
Facilities at an Alternative Site

Impacts or conflicts with airfield infrastructure, regional airspace, and ground handling of aircraft – The
Sponsor’s Proposed Project would not affect existing airfield infrastructure or create a conflict with airside
and landside facilities associated with the existing general aviation area of the airport.
Coordination with the FAA Air Traffic Organization (ATO) was undertaken to discuss airspace matters,
including “how” aircraft will arrive and depart from the Airglades Airport, if the Sponsor’s Proposed Project
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was implemented. During these meetings, discussions were held regarding “anticipated” arrival and
departure procedures. Key aspects of the potential arrival and departure procedures included the
utilization of existing airspace “fixes” in South Florida and the integration of air traffic operating to and
from the Airglades Airport with existing traffic flows in South Florida, such as arrival and departure flows at
the MIA. The meetings did not identify any regional airspace conflicts that could not be addressed during
the design of Instrument Approach Procedures for Airglades and through routine air traffic control and
management practices.
Because the proposed runway and PAC facilities will be separated from Runway 13/31, its taxiway
system, and the general aviation portions of the airfield, the Sponsor’s Proposed Project would not create
issues related to the ground movement or handling of aircraft.
Constructability issues and complexity – No issues affecting construction or that would increase the
complexity of construction of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project were identified.
Project Development Cost – The total development cost for the Sponsor’s Proposed Project was
estimated to be approximately $472 million.
3.5.3.2

Level 3 Evaluation – Evaluation of Alternative Runway Locations and Layouts at the
Airglades Airport

Ability to Accommodate Proposed Facilities with Minimal Impact on Existing Airfield Infrastructure – The
Sponsor’s Proposed Project would not affect the existing general aviation runway, terminal are buildings,
aircraft parking aprons, or fuel facility. The Airglades Airport would remain open to the public and
continue to serve general aviation aircraft and activities. The Sponsor’s Proposed Project would
introduce large air cargo aircraft to the airport, but these aircraft would exclusively use the proposed new
Runway 18/36. The existing general aviation facilities would be separated from the proposed cargorelated facilities. The number of annual operations at Airglades by air cargo aircraft is projected to be
12,539 by 2023. The total number of annual aircraft operations, including general aviation, military, air
cargo and MRO aircraft, is projected to be 37,855 in 2023. The ALP depicts a proposed ATCT at the
airport, which would be advantageous in ensuring that the Proposed Project operates safely within the
existing airspace and air traffic setting.
The general aviation support businesses and activities, including sky diving, would be able to continue to
operate at the Airglades Airport. Because the Sponsor’s Proposed Project construction limits are
separated from the general aviation facilities, the airport is anticipated to remain open for general aviation
activity during the approximate 18- to 24- month construction period.
Ability to Accommodate Proposed Facilities with Minimal Impact on Airspace – Based on coordination
with the FAA Air Traffic Division and FAA Miami Center, in which potential airspace considerations were
discussed, no impediments to future operations at Airglades Airport are anticipated.
Constructability – No issues affecting construction or that would increase the complexity of construction of
the Sponsor’s Proposed Project were identified.
Project Development Cost – The total development cost for the Sponsor’s Proposed Project was
estimated to be approximately $472 million.
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The Sponsor’s Proposed Project satisfied the multi-level screening evaluation for both the consideration
of alternative sites in South Florida and the consideration of alternative runway layouts at the Airglades
Airport. Therefore, the Sponsor’s Proposed Project was retained for detailed evaluation in the EA.
3.6

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

In accordance with the requirements of CEQ and NEPA, the No-Action Alternative was evaluated for a
basis of comparison with other alternatives. Under the No-Action Alternative, the following actions
associated with the Sponsor’s Proposed Project would not occur: 1) transfer ownership of the Airglades
Airport to a private entity under the FAA’s APPP; 2) construction of a new runway and related airfield
infrastructure at the Airglades Airport to support international air cargo aircraft; and, 3) construction and
operation of a PAC complex and related facilities at the Airglades Airport.
The No-Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose of and need for the Sponsor’s Proposed Project.
The No-Action Alternative would not involve the construction and operation of a PAC facility and a runway
capable of supporting international cargo flights. Therefore, there would be no environmental or
operational impacts associated with the No-Action Alternative beyond that related to the normal day-today operation of the airport in its present state and the maintenance of facilities.
Although the No-Action Alternative did not satisfy basic Purpose and Need criteria, it was retained for
detailed evaluation in the EA to meet the NEPA requirements and CEQ regulations.
3.7

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND RETAINED FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS

Alternatives that were retained for detailed study in this EA include the following:

3.8

•

Sponsor’s Proposed Project

•

No-Action Alternative
SPONSOR’S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Alternatives for accomplishing the objectives of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project have been evaluated as
part of this EA. After consideration of purpose and need, potential environmental impacts, and cost and
constructability issues, the Sponsor’s Proposed Project represents the preferred alternative of the Airport
Sponsor and the Project Proponent.
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CHAPTER 4.0
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
4.1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a description of the relevant baseline human, physical, and natural environment
that may be affected by the Proposed Project and its alternatives. The amount of information on each
resource is based on the extent of potential impact and is commensurate with the impact’s relevance to
the Proposed Project. The environmental impacts of the alternatives retained for detailed evaluation are
discussed in Chapter 5.0 of this EA.
4.1.1

STUDY AREAS

For the purposes of describing the existing conditions, several study areas were developed. These study
areas identify different geographic areas in which certain impacts would be expected to occur and define
boundaries for environmental studies undertaken for this EA. In general, the study areas’ boundaries
were developed to include those areas potentially affected by the Proposed Project and the No-Action
Alternative. A brief description of the study areas is provided below.
4.1.1.1

Generalized Study Area

For environmental considerations that deal with broad, indirect impacts and issues, a Generalized Study
Area (GSA) was established. The GSA includes a geographic area in which certain potential impacts
may affect the surrounding community (i.e., noise, air quality, and land use impacts). Because noise
often has the most far-reaching impacts of an airport development action, the size and configuration of
the GSA was designed to encompass the 65 Day-Night Level (DNL) noise exposure contour associated
with the Proposed Project. The GSA is shown in Figure 4.1-1.
4.1.1.2

Detailed Study Area (DSA) / Biological Study Area (BSA)

A DSA was established for environmental considerations that deal with specific and direct constructionrelated impacts such as wetlands, floodplains, protected species, and biotic communities. Specifically,
the DSA includes areas that would experience direct physical disturbance during the construction and
operation of the proposed runway, the PAC complex, and related facilities. The BSA, signifying areas
subject to direct construction-related biological impacts, represents this same geographic area.
The DSA and BSA are shown in Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, respectively.
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4.1.1.3

Area of Potential Effect (APE)

The APE is a specialized study area developed for the consideration of potential impacts to historic,
historic architectural and archaeological resources. The APE defines the areas within which the
Proposed Project could directly impact or indirectly cause changes in the character or use of historic
properties, cultural resources, and/or archaeological resources. The APE associated includes the limits
of physical disturbance associated with the Proposed Project plus the land area that would newly fall
within the 65 DNL noise contour as a result of the Proposed Project (when compared to the No-Action
Alternative). A discussion of the APE developed for this EA and a map depicting the location of the APE
is included in Section 4.10, Historic, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources.
4.1.1.4

Socioeconomic Study Area (SSA)

The SSA was developed for analyses involving population, employment, and economic impacts. The SSA
includes portions of Hendry, Glades, and Palm Beach Counties. A discussion of the SSA developed for
this EA and a map depicting the boundaries of the SSA are included in Section 4.12 of this EA.
4.1.2

EXISTING CONDITION STUDY YEAR

As discussed in Section 1.5.3, there has been a delay in the EA process based primarily on comments
that were provided by the FWS on the Draft BA in June 2015. These comments included a request that
the proposed air cargo aircraft forecast to operate at the Airglades Airport avoid overflights of the
endangered Snail Kite nesting area near Lake Okeechobee. After significant coordination between
Hendry County, AIA, FAA’s Airports District Office and FAA’s Air Traffic Division, it was determined that
flight patterns could be modified to avoid the Snail Kite nesting area.
Due to the amount of time required to resolve any issues relating to overflights of the Snail Kite nesting
area data contained in many of the environmental resource categories in the EA were updated to the
most current information available. However, because operational levels documented in the FAA
approved Forecast of Aviation Demand at Airglades Airport for the year 2013 are higher than the
operational levels forecast to occur for the same time period in FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast, the
resource categories that are dependent on the aircraft operational levels, specifically the air quality and
aircraft noise analysis, utilized a 2013 existing condition study year consistent with the FAA approved
forecast.
4.1.3

RESOURCE CATEGORIES NOT AFFECTED

All environmental impact categories in FAA Order 5050.4B: NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport
Actions, and FAA Order 1050.1F: Environmental Impacts – Policies and Procedures, Appendix A and
subcategories outlined in FAA’s Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions were considered for
applicability in defining/establishing the affected environment for the Proposed Project. The applicability
evaluation revealed that some resource areas are either not present or would not be measurably
impacted by the Proposed Project. Those resources that were determined not present or not measurably
impacted by the Proposed Project are listed below along with a brief explanation of the basis upon which
this determination was made.
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Wild and Scenic Rivers – There are no Wild and Scenic Rivers within the GSA. The Airglades Airport is
located more than 50 miles from the nearest river segment that is designated as a Wild and Scenic River.
4.2

AIR QUALITY

This section describes the existing air quality conditions in the vicinity of Airglades Airport in relation to
applicable state and federal regulations and programs. Airport-related emissions arising from existing
operations at Airglades Airport are also disclosed. As noted in Section 4.1.2, above, the baseline study
year for the description of affected environment in this EA is 2015. However, for the description of
baseline air quality Calendar Year (CY) 2013 is utilized for consistency with the FAA approved forecast.
4.2.1

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PROGRAMS

State and federal regulations and programs that guide the evaluation of air quality impacts related to the
Proposed Project at Airglades Airport are discussed in this section.
4.2.1.1

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

Pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and its amendments, the EPA identifies air pollutants that
cause or contribute to the endangerment of human health and or environmental welfare, and establishes
air quality “criteria” that guide the establishment of air quality standards to regulate these pollutants (42
U.S.C. §7408 - §7409). To date, EPA has established such criteria for six air pollutants: carbon monoxide
(CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), fine and respirable particulate matter (PM2.5 and
PM10), and sulfur dioxide (SO2), and has subsequently promulgated NAAQS meant to safeguard public
21
health (i.e., primary NAAQS) and environmental welfare (i.e., secondary NAAQS).
EPA shares authority to enforce the NAAQS with individual states. In the state of Florida, the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) is the state agency charged with demonstrating
compliance with the NAAQS. To do this, FDEP works with state and local government to establish
operate and maintain ambient (i.e., outdoor) air quality monitoring networks, as well as to establish any
necessary control programs. Notably, regional air quality conditions can prompt states to promulgate and
enforce air quality standards that are more stringent than the federal NAAQS. At this time, the state of
Florida has elected to retain the federal NAAQS and has not issued any state level air quality standards.
EPA evaluates ambient monitoring data on a geographic basis, delineated by Core Based Statistical
Areas (CBSA) or Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) established by the U.S. Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) and U.S. Census Bureau. From each ambient monitor within a CBSA/MSA, EPA derives
criteria pollutant design values, which are statistics that describe the air quality status of a given location
relative to the level of the NAAQS. Areas where monitored ambient air concentrations (i.e., design values)
are within an applicable NAAQS are considered in attainment of that NAAQS. If sufficient data are not
available to make a determination, the area is instead deemed attainment/unclassifiable. Areas where
monitored ambient air concentrations exceed the NAAQS are designated by EPA as nonattainment
areas. Lastly, areas that have historically violated the NAAQS, but have since instituted controls and
programs that have successfully remedied these violations are known as maintenance areas.

21

US EPA. National Ambient Air Quality Standards. http://epa.gov/air/criteria.html accessed January 2, 2015.
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The current NAAQS are summarized on Table 4.2-1. Of note, Hendry County is within the Clewiston, FL
CBSA, within which the EPA/FDEP have not established any ambient monitors. So, Hendry County is
22
currently considered attainment/unclassifiable of all NAAQS. However, with the exception of Glades
County, surrounding counties are contained within the following CBSAs/MSAs: the Cape Coral-Fort
Myers, FL MSA (Lee County); the Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL MSA (Palm Beach and
Broward Counties); and the Naples-Marco Island, FL MSA (Collier County). Current design values, where
available, that are reported for these counties are provided on Table 4.2-1 for each applicable NAAQS.
Available data indicate no current violations of the NAAQS for CO, NO2, PM2.5, PM10 and SO2.

TABLE 4.2-1
NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
Pollutant
Carbon Monoxide
(CO)
[76 FR 54294, Aug
31, 2011]
Lead (Pb)
[73 FR 66964, Nov
12, 2008]
Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO2)
[75 FR 6474, Feb
9, 2010]
[61 FR 52852, Oct
8, 1996]
Ozone (O3)
[80 FR 65292, Oct
26, 2015]Ozone
Particle
PM2.5
Pollution
Dec 14,
2012

PM10

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)
[75 FR 35520, Jun
22, 2010]
[38 FR 25678, Sept
14, 1973]

Averaging
Time
8-hour
1-hour

Level
9 ppm
35 ppm

Form
Not to be exceeded more
than once per year

Rolling 3
month
average
1-hour

0.15
3
μg/m

Not to be exceeded

100 ppb

Annual

53 ppb

8-hour

0.070
ppm

Annual
(primary)
Annual
(secondary)
24-hour

12 μg/m

24-hour

150
3
μg/m

1-hour

75 ppb

3-hour

0.5 ppm

3

3

15 μg/m

3

35 μg/m

2013 – 2015 Design Values
Palm
Broward Collier
Lee
Beach
1.1
---1.6
----

--

--

--

--

98th percentile of 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations,
averaged over 3 years
Annual mean

44.0

--

--

--

5.0

--

--

--

Annual fourth-highest daily
maximum 8-hr concentration,
averaged over 3 years
Annual mean, averaged over
3 years
Annual mean, averaged over
3 years
98th percentile, averaged
over 3 years
Not to be exceeded more
than once per year on
average over 3 years
99th percentile of 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations,
averaged over 3 years
Not to be exceeded more
than once per year

0.062

0.058

0.062

0.060

--

--

5.9

5.3

--

--

14.0

12.0

Zero exceedances

3.0

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

ppb = parts per billion; ppm= parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air
Source: US EPA. NAAQS. http://epa.gov/air/criteria.html accessed January 2, 2015.
US EPA. 2013 Design Value Reports. http://www.epa.gov/airtrends/values.html accessed January 2, 2015.

22

US EPA. Florida Whole or Part County Nonattainment Status by Year Since 1978 for all Criteria Pollutants as of July 2, 2014.
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/phistory_fl.html accessed January 2, 2015.
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4.2.1.2

CAA Conformity

States with nonattainment areas within their jurisdiction are charged with developing air quality control
plans, called State Implementation Plans (SIP), that include strategies and measures to bring the area
back into compliance with the NAAQS by an EPA-prescribed regulatory deadline, or maintain compliance
once attainment is achieved.
As previously stated, Hendry County is currently considered attainment/unclassifiable with respect to all
NAAQS, and accordingly the General Conformity regulations do not apply to the Proposed Project at 2IS.
Further, because the Proposed Project is not part of a transportation plan or subject to transportation plan
funding or approval under the Federal Transit Act, Transportation Conformity regulations similarly do not
apply.
4.2.2

BASELINE EMISSIONS

Under current conditions, sources of air emissions at Airglades Airport consist of local general aviation
and military aircraft conducting single engine piston, multi-engine piston, and small turbine and rotorcraft
operations. Limited airport GSE emissions occur to support aircraft refueling and servicing. Other ancillary
sources of emissions include fuel storage and transfer devices, and motor vehicle travel, but these
sources are likely nominal based on current operations. According to available information, little to no
aircraft auxiliary power unit (APU) usage occurs as these devices are more commonly operated on larger
jets.
As discussed in Section 4.1.2, 2013 is the baseline year for air quality. Accordingly, baseline (i.e., CY
2013) criteria pollutant (and pollutant precursor) emissions have been inventoried for aircraft and GSE,
23
and are summarized on Table 4.2-2 . Refer to Appendix B for detailed emissions estimation
methodology.

TABLE 4.2-2
BASELINE EMISSIONS INVENTORY
Source
Aircraft
GSE
TOTAL:

CO
156.6
1.0
157.6

NOx
0.2
0.1
0.3

Emissions (tons)
PM2.5
PM10
0.4
0.4
<0.1
<0.1
0.4
0.4

SO2
0.2
<0.1
0.2

VOC
2.1
<0.1
2.1

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2015.

4.2.3

CLIMATE CHANGE

The climate of southern Florida can be described as humid subtropical, with the Gulf of Mexico and
Atlantic Ocean being the dominant influence on local weather. Prevailing breezes off the water provide a
humid, but generally mild, climate and winds are frequently strong and gusty year round.
As reported by the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Climatic Data
Center, the warmest month of the year in Hendry County is August, with a mean maximum temperature of
91.0 degrees Fahrenheit. The coldest month of the year is March, with a mean minimum temperature of
23

Pollutants NOx and VOC are considered precursors to ground level O3 formation.
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50.4 degrees Fahrenheit. The annual average precipitation is 42.5 inches. The wettest month of the year
is June, with an average rainfall of 12.1 inches, mainly from afternoon thunderstorms.
Research has shown there is a direct correlation between fuel combustion and greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. In terms of U.S. contributions, the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) reports that
"domestic aviation contributes about 3 percent of total carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, according to EPA
data," compared with other industrial sources, including the remainder of the transportation sector (20
24
percent) and power generation (41 percent) (GAO, 2009). The International Civil Aviation Organization
estimates that GHG emissions from aircraft account for roughly 3 percent of all anthropogenic GHG
25
emissions globally (Melrose, 2010). Climate change due to GHG emissions is a global phenomenon, so
26
the affected environment is the global climate.
The scientific community is continuing efforts to better understand the impact of aviation emissions on the
global atmosphere. The FAA is leading and participating in a number of initiatives intended to clarify the
role that commercial aviation plays in GHG emissions and climate. The FAA, with support from the U.S.
Global Change Research Program and its participating federal agencies (e.g., National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA), NOAA, EPA, and U.S. Department of Energy), has developed the Aviation
Climate Change Research Initiative in an effort to advance scientific understanding of regional and global
climate impacts of aircraft emissions. FAA also funds the Partnership for Air Transportation Noise &
Emissions Reduction Center of Excellence research initiative to quantify the effects of aircraft exhaust
and contrails on global and U.S. climate and atmospheric composition. Similar research topics are being
27
examined at the international level by the International Civil Aviation Organization (Maurice, 2007).
4.3

COASTAL RESOURCES

In 1972, the U.S. Congress passed the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) to address the challenge
of continued growth in the nation’s coastal zone. The legislation encouraged the nation’s coastal states,
including those bordering the Great Lakes, to develop and implement federally-approved coastal
management programs. In 1978, the Florida Legislature adopted the Florida Coastal Management Act
and the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP) was approved by the NOAA in 1981. The FCMP
consists of a network of agencies implementing twenty-four state statutes that protect and enhance
Florida’s natural, cultural, and economic coastal resources. The FDEP is responsible for directing the
implementation of the state-wide coastal management program. All 67 counties within the state are
28
subject to the FCMP .

24
25
26

27
28

Aviation and Climate Change. GAO Report to Congressional Committees, (2009). http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d09554.pdf
Alan MeIrose, "European ATM and Climate Adaptation: A Scoping Study," in ICAO Environmental Report. (2010).
As explained by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, "greenhouse gases, once emitted, become well mixed in the
atmosphere, meaning U.S. emissions can affect not only the U.S. population and environment but other regions of the world as
well; likewise, emissions in other countries can affect the United States." Climate Change Division, Office of Atmospheric
Programs, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Technical Support Document for Endangerment and Cause or Contribute
Findings for Greenhouse Gases under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act 2-3 (2009), available at
http://epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html.
Lourdes Q. Maurice and David S. Lee. Chapter 5: Aviation Impacts on Climate. Final Report of the International Civil Aviation
Organization (lCAO) Committee on Aviation and Environmental Protection (CAEP) Workshop. October 29th_ November 2nd
2007, Montreal. http://www.icao.int/icaonetlcnfrstlCAEP/CAEP SG_20082/docs/Caep8_SG2_ WPI0.pdf
The exceptions are lands the federal government owns, leases, holds in trust, or whose use is otherwise by law subject to the
sole discretion of the federal government, its officers or agents. Lands held by the Seminole and Miccosukee Indian Tribes are
also exempted (FDEP, 2012).
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Although the entire State of Florida is included within the “coastal zone,” interior counties are not normally
subject to FCMP consistency reviews (FDEP, 2014). However, FDEP’s May 6, 2013 letter for the
29
proposed privatization and development of a large aircraft, repair and maintenance facility at the
Airglades Airport provided a preliminary Consistency Determination on behalf of the State of Florida. The
FDEP noted that the State has “…no objections to the allocation of federal funds for the subject project
and, therefore, the funding award is consistent with the FCMP.” A Final Consistency Determination is
usually provided through the project’s permitting stage, which includes the State’s review of water
resource and wetland impact permit applications.
4.4

LAND USE

This section documents existing land use and describes future land use trends in the vicinity of Airglades
Airport. It also addresses Hendry County’s land use controls. The data described and illustrated in this
section are based on land use data developed for this study and the Hendry County Comprehensive Plan
(HCCP), as amended.
4.4.1

LAND USE WITHIN THE GSA AND DSA

The existing land use in the GSA for the Airglades Airport EA is illustrated in Figure 4.4-1. The southern
three quarters of the GSA lies within Hendry County, with the balance of the land area in Glades County.
Land use within the GSA is predominantly agricultural with 87.5 percent of the area used in that capacity.
Land area classified as governmental, which includes the airport property, represents the next largest
land area within the GSA at 9.6 percent. The remaining 1.9 percent of the land area within the GSA is
divided between open water, residential uses, utility/right of way, commercial, and institutional land uses.
Table 4.4-1 provides a detailed breakdown of land uses within the GSA.
As shown on Figure 4.4-1, the largest concentration of residential land use within the GSA is located
approximately two miles south of the airport in the Seven K Estates subdivision. Other, small pockets of
residential land use exist to the east of the airport, along U.S. 27 and to the north of the airport in the
vicinity of the Glades County line.
As depicted in Figure 4.4-2 and quantified in Table 4-4-2, land use within the DSA is predominantly
governmental (83.4 percent) which represents the area associated with the airport property. The only
other land use within the DSA is categorized as agricultural, which makes up 16.6 percent of the land
area associated with the DSA. All of the agricultural land within the DSA is associated with an area
immediately adjacent to the south boundary of the airport property. This area would need to be acquired
for the implementation of the Proposed Project.
4.4.2

LOCAL PLANS AND LAND USE REGULATIONS

4.4.2.1

Hendry County Comprehensive Plan

The HCCP includes goals, objectives, and policies that address future land use and economic
development within the County. The HCCP, as amended June 26, 2012, contains a Future Land Use
29

The proposed Aircraft Conversion and Modification Center (ACMC) would have included the construction of taxiways, aircraft
parking apron, a large multi-aircraft hangar, an access road, and ancillary development to support the conversion of large
passenger transport aircraft to cargo aircraft. Although this ACMC project did not materialize, a similar development is included
within the overall development of the proposed Perishable Air Cargo Complex and associated improvements.
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Element that includes goals and objectives related to agricultural lands and an Economic Development
Element that includes goals and objectives related (directly or indirectly) to the support for and the
development of the airport.

TABLE 4.4-1
LAND USE WITHIN THE GSA
GSA (Hendry
County)
% Of
Acres
Total
16,535.2
84.0%

Land Use
Agricultural
Commercial
Governmental

GSA (Glades
County)
% Of
Acres
Total
6,773.5
97.5%

Total For GSA
% Of
Acres
Total
23,308.7
87.5%

12.8

0.1%

0.5

0%

13.3

~ 0.1%

2,534.4

12.9%

19

0.3%

2,553.4

9.6%

Institutional

13.5

0.1%

0

0.0%

13.5

0.1%

Mobile Home

176.3

0.9%

21.7

0.3%

198

0.7%

Multi-Family Residential

15.5

0.1%

0

0%

15.5

0.1%

Single Family Residential

136.3

0.7%

3.7

0.1%

140

0.5%

Utility/Right of Way

111.3

0.6%

38.6

0.6%

149.9

0.6%

Vacant Residential

20.9

0.1%

2.1

0.0%

23

0.1%

Water

138.3

0.7%

85.8

1.2%

224.1

0.8%

19,694.5

100.0%

6,944.9

100.0%

26,639.4

100.0%

TOTAL:

Sources: Hendry County, 2015; Glades County, 2015; AECOM, 2015.

TABLE 4.4-2
LAND USE WITHIN THE DSA
Land Use
Agricultural
Governmental (Airport)
TOTAL:

Acres
2,24.1
1,123.4
1,347.5

% Of Total
16.6%
83.4%
100.0%

Source: Hendry County, 2015; Glades County, 2015; AECOM, 2015.
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The Hendry County Future Land Use Map, dated October 30, 2013, identifies the land area occupied by
the airport as having an industrial land use (see Appendix C). It identifies the area surrounding the
airport, including the non-airport portion of the DSA as having an agricultural land use. Under the
agricultural Future Land Use Category, Policy 1.1.1 of the HCCP, the Description/Use section describes
two levels of use for lands designated as having a future land use of agricultural. Level one uses are
reserved for restoration and resource protection activities as well as for agricultural uses. Level two uses,
which include non-agricultural uses, “require the rezoning of the property to a planned unit development
at which time the appropriateness of the use on the particular parcel may be determined.”
While not directly related to land use policy or regulation, a number of objectives and policies in the
Economic Development Element of the HCCP lend support for responsible and sustainable economic
growth. The primary goal of this part of the Comprehensive Plan states:
“Hendry County will strive to achieve and maintain a diversified and stable economy by providing a
positive business climate that assures maximum employment opportunities while maintaining a high
quality of life.”
More directly, Objective 12.1, Policy 12.1.4 states: “Hendry County will continue to support locating viable
industry to the existing industrial areas surrounding the airport in LaBelle and Airglades in Clewiston.”
4.4.2.2

Hendry County Zoning Ordinance

The Hendry County’s Code of Ordinances, Chapter 1-53 establishes a zoning map for the county that
subdivides the county into zoning districts. Individual zoning districts are defined to include the specific
uses that may occur within each district. For lands within the agricultural zoning districts (A-1, A-2),
airport use is permitted by special exception. Subsection 1-53-3.2 of the Code of Ordinances states:
“Unless allowed only by planned unit development zoning, the location of any non-agricultural use
allowed by the county comprehensive plan, on a parcel of 40 acres or more, in the general agriculture (A2) district or a solid waste management facility in the general agricultural district shall be allowed only by
special exception granted pursuant to chapter 1-51…”
The subsection goes on to specify that the location must meet six criteria that include the site’s suitability,
minimum setbacks, height restrictions, adequate buffering from adjacent properties, permit approvals,
and protection of health, environment and the general welfare.
4.4.3

FUTURE LAND USE TRENDS

Land currently occupied by the airport is zoned industrial and is identified as industrial on the Future Land
Use Map (see Appendix C). Future plans for the airport property include the Airglades Airport Industrial
Park, an approximately 257-acre development that would include both industrial and commercial uses.
Development related to the Industrial Park is not included as part of the Proposed Project which is the
focus of this EA.
The property outside the airport is classified as agricultural on the Future Land Use Map.
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4.5

DOT SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (re-codified and renumbered as Section
303(c) of 49 USC) provides protection for publicly-owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife, and waterfowl
refuges; and significant historic sites (properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register.
The term “Section 4(f) resource” refers to any specific site or property meeting DOT Act criteria.
A review of available information from a variety of sources including Hendry County, Glades County, local
municipalities, and state databases, documented the location of publicly-owned parks, recreational areas,
wildlife, and waterfowl refuges; and significant historic sites within the GSA and in the vicinity of the
Airglades Airport. The Section 4(f) resources are described below and the location of these resources is
depicted in Figure 4.5-1.
SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES WITHIN THE GENERALIZED STUDY AREA

4.5.1

There are no Section 4(f) resources located within the GSA. As discussed in Section 4.4.1, land within
the GSA is predominantly agricultural.
SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES IN THE VICINITY OF THE AIRGLADES AIRPORT

4.5.2

Several Section 4(f) resources are located outside of, and adjacent to, the GSA defined for this EA. Direct
impacts to these resources are not anticipated; however, they are included in the discussion of Section
4(f) resources to assess indirect effects and provide an overall picture of recreational and conservationrelated Section 4(f) resources in the vicinity of the project. Each potential 4(f) resource listed below is
numbered and keyed to the map shown on Figure 4.5-1.
•

Lake Okeechobee Sanctuaries (Map ID R-1) – The Lake Okeechobee Sanctuaries
occupy two areas of shoal and submerge lands located along the northern and western
edges of Lake Okeechobee. The sanctuaries total approximately 26,293 acres. Owned
by the State of Florida and managed by the Audubon Society of Florida, the sanctuaries
are dedicated to conservation, and are intended to support habitat used by Everglade
Snail Kites, wading birds, waterfowl, Purple Gallinules, and supporting ecosystems. No
management plans or other literature were identified during the course of this EA that
would indicate that this resource is currently managed for natural quiet.

•

Florida National Scenic Trail (Map ID R-2) – One of 11 National Scenic Trails in the
United States, The Florida National Scenic Trail, is a federally-designated, nonmotorized, publically accessible recreation trail that extends approximately 1,400 miles
within the State of Florida. The segment of the trail that passes along the northern,
western and southern edges of Lake Okeechobee, and just north of the GSA, exists as a
paved trail that runs along the top of the Herbert Hoover Dike. The National Forest
Service through a series of interagency agreements has, where the trail passes through
areas of publically owned land, designated the land manager as the trail’s managing
agency. In the area of the proposed project, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
serves as the managing agency. Neither the Florida National Scenic Trail
Comprehensive Plan nor the 5-year Strategic Plan make mention of this portion of the
trail being managed for quiet or for the maintenance of acceptable noise levels in
surrounding areas.
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•

Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail (Map ID R-3) – The Okeechobee Waterway Canoe
Trail, designated as part of the Florida Greenways and Trails System, extends along the
length of the Caloosahatchee River. The course of the trail serves to connect the Gulf of
Mexico with Lake Okeechobee. Within an area of the state dense with outdoor
recreational opportunities, the designated paddling trail connects resources, and provides
opportunity for public recreation. The Five Year Implementation Plan for the Florida
Greenways and Trails System (1998) includes Design Objective 2.12, which states that
“wherever possible, avoid locating trails in proximity to heavy traffic and/or active
industrial areas”; however, no mention is made of a requirement to manage already
established trails for noise.

•

Alvin Ward Park (Map ID R-4) – Alvin L. Ward Sr. Memorial Park is located on the
western shore of Lake Okeechobee at the intersection of the Caloosahatchee River and
Lake Okeechobee Rim Canal. The park occupies 12 acres of Federal land, but through a
formalized agreement is operated by Glades County. The park is open to the general
public and supports recreational activity. The park includes a playground, picnic areas,
fishing pier, restrooms, and boat ramp.

•

Moore Haven City Park (Map ID R-5) – Moore Haven City Park, approximately 2.34
acres in size, occupies a parcel that fronts Riverside Drive in Downtown Moore Haven.
Co-located with Moore Haven City Hall, the public park serves as a focal point for activity
in the community. The City owned and maintained park includes playground equipment,
four public shelters, a water park, racket ball court, tennis court, sand volleyball court,
and stage. In addition, the park supports recreational activity, as well as special public
events.

•

Moore Haven River Walk Park (Map ID R-6) – More Haven River Walk Park, originally
built in 1918, extends along approximately ½ mile of the city’s frontage of the
Caloosahatchee River. The park operated by the City of Moore Haven includes a
sidewalk, benches, picnic shelters, restrooms, and docks for small boats. The docks are
available for short-term or overnight moorings. The park, open to the general public
supports recreational activity.

•

Moore Haven Ball Field (Map ID R-7) – The Moore Haven Ball Field Complex,
approximately 16 acres in size, is located in the City of Moore Haven at 526 10th Street.
Owned by the school board, but operated in cooperation with the City of Moore Haven,
the three fields maintained as part of the complex, and may be used by the public. For a
fee, the city offers use of the fields in support of public leagues and tournaments. The
sport complex, available to the general public supports recreational activity.

•

Chalo Nitka Grounds (Map ID R-8) – Chalo Nitka Grounds, approximately 5.87 acres in
size, are located in the City of Moore Haven at 301 10th Street. Consisting of two parcels
one owned by the City of More Haven and the second by the school board, the facility
supports several small pavilions and a large stage. Use of the grounds is coordinated by
the City. The grounds may be rented by members of the public for special events. The
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grounds are used to support the annual Chalo Nitka Festival and other community
events.
•

Fisheating Creek Wildlife Management Area (WMA) (Map ID R-9) – Fisheating Creek
WMA incorporates areas along the last remaining free-flowing tributary to Lake
Okeechobee. The WMA supports a range of activities in a wilderness setting. Activity
accommodated within the WMA includes hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, hiking and
bicycling, camping, and paddling. The WMA is open to the general public year-round and
managed by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC). The area’s
management plan makes no reference to the maintenance of natural quiet or acceptable
noise levels within the preserve.

•

Pioneer Plantation Park (Map ID R-10) – Pioneer Plantation Park is collocated with the
Pioneer Plantation Community Center. The park includes a pavilion, basketball court, ball
field, and children’s playground. The park is host to Pioneer’s annual Summer Camp
which allows children to play while experiencing nature around them. The park is open to
the general public and residents of the Pioneer Community.

•

Ortona Locks & Recreation Area (Map ID R-11) – The Ortona Locks North Park and
Boat Ramp and Ortona South Recreation Area provide access to the Caloosahatchee
River. The facilities are managed by the USACE and open to the General Public. The
Ortona North includes a boat ramp and parking, separate canoe launch, as well as a mix
of large and small picnic pavilions. Ortona South offers 51 camp sites with electric and
water hook ups. Additional amenities include hot showers, public telephone, and fishing
piers. Both facilities are open year-round.

In addition to the recreation and conservation areas identified above, Section 4(f) also applies to historic
sites of national, state or local significance. Analysis conducted as part of the cultural resources
evaluation (Section 4.10) concludes that there are no historic or archaeological resources present within
the defined APE. However, an evaluation of listed or eligible historic resources as identified by the NRHP
was undertaken for an expanded disclosure area outside of the APE (i.e., 25-mile radius), in order to
identify and disclose historic resources that may be subject to Section 4(f) requirements, and whose use
has the potential to be impacted by, or construed as a constructive use resulting from, the Proposed
Project. Refer to Section 4.10 for additional information on these historic properties, including an
expanded location map depicting each location.
To evaluate the potential for noise impact upon, or constructive use of, these Section 4(f) resources and
historic features, a noise modeling analysis was conducted using a series of 45 grid point sites distributed
throughout the expanded disclosure area identified for this EA. These sites included a number of Section
4(f) and historic properties, as described further in Section 4.11.4 (for existing conditions) and Sections
5.14.3 and Section 5.14.4 (for proposed impacts). Because many of the Section 4(f) and historic
resources within the disclosure area are tightly clustered geographically, not every resource was
individually modeled. Where resources were clustered, the modeled grid point located closest to the
cluster was considered to be representative of the noise conditions within that cluster. Table 4.5-1
identifies the Section 4(f) resources described above, as well as all historic resources identified in this EA,
and identifies which grid point site was representative of these resources in the impact evaluation.
4-17

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

TABLE 4.5-1
SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES AND HISTORIC PROPERTIES INCLUDED IN THIS EA

Map
NRHP
ID
Name
Status
Section 4(f) Resources
R-1
Lake Okeechobee Sanctuaries
-R-2
Florida National Scenic Trail
-R-3
Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail
-R-4
Alvin Ward Park
-R-5
Moore Haven City Park
-R-6
Moore Haven River Walk Park
-R-7
Moore Haven Ball Field
-R-8
Chalo Nitka Grounds
-R-9
Fisheating Creek WMA
-R-10 Pioneer Plantation Park
-R-11 Ortona Locks & Recreation Area
-2
NRHP-Listed or –Eligible Historic Properties
H-1
Herbert Hoover Dike
Eligible
H-2
Red Barn
Listed
H-3
Palmdale Lookout Tower
Eligible
H-4
Old Hendry County Courthouse
Listed
H-5
Clewiston Inn
Listed
H-6
Forrey Building & Annex
Listed
H-7
1st Baptist Church Of Labelle
Eligible
H-8
Herbert Hoover Dike
Eligible
H-9
The Wade Hampton House
Eligible
H-10 Newcomb Bakery Building
Eligible
H-11 First Bank Of Labelle
Eligible
H-12 Poole Store
Eligible
H-13 Labelle High School
Eligible
H-14 Frierson Store
Listed
H-15 Duff, Capt. F. Deane House
Listed
H-16 Scharnberg House
Listed
H-17 Executive House
Listed
H-18 Clewiston Historic Schools
Listed
H-19 Clewiston Historic Schools
Listed
H-20 2150 North S. R. 29
Eligible
H-21 Dixie Crystal Theater
Listed
H-22 Herbert Hoover Dike
Eligible
H-23 Apostolic Assembly Building
Eligible
H-24 Rodriguez, F., Building
Eligible
H-25 Boe, O., House
Eligible
H-26 St. Mary's Catholic Church
Eligible
H-27 Prince Theatre
Eligible
H-28 Pahokee High School
Listed
Pahokee High School Campus
H-29
Eligible
(Bldg. D)
H-30 Pahokee High School Campus
Eligible

Description

Reference
Grid Point
ID¹

Distance to
Reference
Grid Point
(miles)

Bird Sanctuary
U.S. National Scenic Trail
Recreational Use Trail
Public Park
Public Park
Public Park
Recreational Fields
Multi-use Outdoor Venue
WMA
Public Park
Public Park /Campground

8
27
18
16
16
16
18
18
39
45
44

0.64
0.00
0.00
0.63
0.05
0.06
0.11
0.24
0.00
0.11
2.14

Use Unspecified
Barn
Tower
Courthouse
Hotel; Motel; Inn
Apartment
Meetinghouse (Religious)
Use Unspecified
Private Residence
Bakery Shop
Bank
Commercial
School; University; College
Post Office
Private Residence
Use Unspecified
Private Residence
Education Related
Education Related
Private Residence
Theater
Dam
Commercial
Commercial
Private Residence
House Of Worship
Warehouse
Education Related

10
15
23
12
20
12
12
8
12
12
12
12
12
12
14
14
14
14
17
12
20
22
13
13
13
13
13
13

School; University; College

13

1.35
0.11
0.59
0.03
0.53
0.31
0.34
1.32
0.41
0.41
0.42
0.39
0.37
0.41
0.08
0.22
0.13
0.41
0.36
2.21
0.48
0.56
0.16
0.13
1.05
0.60
0.10
0.00
0.07

School; University; College

13
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TABLE 4.5-1 (continued)
SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES AND HISTORIC PROPERTIES INCLUDED IN THIS EA

Map
ID

Name

NRHP
Status

Description

Reference
Grid Point
ID¹

Eligible

Fitness Center Or Spa

13

H-46

(Bldg. E)
Pahokee High School Campus
(Bldg. F)
Pahokee High School Campus
(Bldg. H)
Frigidaire Bldg. #1
Frigidaire Bldg. #2
Boe's Farm #2
Boe's Farm Residence
Boe Property
South Bay Railroad Workers
Cottage
Glades Gas And Electric Corp
Property
137 E Main Street
169 E Main Street
990 E Main Street
2124 E Main St.
Belle Glade Bridge
CR-721A/Harney Pond Canal
Bridge
Lake Okeechobee Dike

H-47

Goodno/Ford (Barron) Park

Eligible

H-48
H-49
H-50

Downtown Labelle Historic District
Herbert Hoover Dike
Bolles Canal
Moore Haven Residential Historic
Dist.
Lake Okeechobee Dike
Caloosahatchee Canal
Atlantic Coastline Railroad
Boe's Farm Complex
Main Street Historic District
Pahokee High School

Listed
Eligible
Eligible

Linear Resource
Designed Historic
Landscape
Historical District
Linear Resource
Linear Resource

Listed

Historical District

16

Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible

Linear Resource
Linear Resource
Linear Resource
FMSF Building Complex
FMSF Building Complex
FMSF Building Complex

8
16
23
13
13
13

H-31
H-32
H-33
H-34
H-35
H-36
H-37
H-38
H-39
H-40
H-41
H-42
H-43
H-44
H-45

H-51
H-52
H-53
H-54
H-55
H-56
H-57

Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible

Dining Hall Or Cafeteria;
Not Retail
Commercial
Commercial
Use Unspecified
Private Residence
Private Residence
Museum/Art
Gallery/Planetarium
Commercial And
Apartments
Commercial
Commercial
Private Residence
Private Residence
Bridge

Eligible

Bridge

15

Eligible

14

Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible

13
13
13
13
13
13
21
21
13
13
13
13
21

12
12
22
21

Distance to
Reference
Grid Point
(miles)
0.05
0.05
1.15
1.17
1.15
1.17
1.17
3.72
0.60
0.18
0.04
0.47
1.23
3.25
0.09
0.30
0.43
0.32
0.05
4.33
0.06
0.00
0.00
0.06
1.15
0.10
0.00

Source: AECOM, 2015.
FMSF = Florida Master Site File; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places; NSS = Noise Sensitive Site
1
Each resource on this table was associated with a noise sensitive site identified for the purposes of impact analysis. The
association was based on the proximity of a grid point to the Section 4(f) or NRHP-historic resource. See Sections 4.11-4, 5.143 and 5.14-4 for additional details on the noise sensitive site evaluation.
2
See Section 4.10 for additional details on historic resources, and refer to Figure 4.10-2 for a detailed location map.

4.6

FARMLAND

In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), Federal agencies are directed to use
development criteria to identify and take into account the adverse effects of Federal programs on the

4-19

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

preservation of farmland and minimize the extent to which Federal activities contribute to the conversion
of agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. The majority of the area within the DSA is dedicated to airport
use and was purchased prior to 1984. Therefore, and in accordance with the FPPA, 7 USC 4202, Rules,
7 CFR Part 658, Sec. 403.4, Exempted Conversion and Farmland Exclusions, since the land was
purchased prior to 1984 and committed to use for airport development purposes, it is exempt from the
provisions of the FPPA. However, since a portion of the land in the DSA lies outside of the airport
boundary, is categorized as having agricultural land use, and is at present used for agricultural activities,
it is appropriate to evaluate this area for prime farmlands as specified in the FPPA.
4.6.1

METHODOLOGY

A review of the NRCS’ list of prime and unique farmlands soils was conducted. Together with the land
use/zoning delineations for the DSA, the farmland soils classification was used to determine the areas
that would be considered farmlands for the purposes of the FPPA.
4.6.2

SOILS WITHIN THE DSA

According to the USDA’s Soil Survey of Hendry County, Florida (NRCS, 2014), the soils in the DSA are
divided between three different soil associations: Margate, Hallandale-Riviera-Holopaw and OldsmarWabasso. The general characteristic for all three soils associations is that they are nearly level and
poorly drained.
Hallandale-Riviera-Holopaw and Oldsmar-Wabasso soils associations are both
considered to be in the flatwoods soils group, whereas the Margate soils association is in the Soils of the
Everglades group.
4.6.2.1

Farmland Soils

Although most of the soils within the DSA have the characteristic of Farmland of Unique Importance, only
those areas that are outside of the airport property are potentially subject to the FPPA. Approximately
226 acres of the DSA lie outside of the existing airport boundary and this entire area include soils with the
characteristic of Farmland of Unique Importance. Table 4.6-1 lists the farmland soils information for
those areas within the DSA that are outside of the existing airport boundary and therefore subject to the
FPPA. Figure 4.6-1 depicts the extent of the soils that have the characteristic of Farmland of Unique
Importance for the DSA.

TABLE 4.6-1
FARMLAND CHARACTERISTICS FOR SOILS WITHIN THE DSA THAT ARE
OUTSIDE THE AIRPORT BOUNDARY
Soil ID
19
45
1
23
66

Soil Description
Gator muck
Pahokee muck, drained, 0 to 1 percent slopes
Boca sand
Hallandale sand
Margate sand
TOTAL

Acres
2.3
1.9
8.3
118
95.6
226.1

Farmland Characteristic
Farmland of unique importance
Farmland of unique importance
Farmland of unique importance
Farmland of unique importance
Farmland of unique importance

Source: NRCS, 2014
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4.7

FISH, WILDLIFE AND PLANTS

A biotic community is an assemblage of plants, animals, and their habitats. In describing biotic
communities, this EA focuses on descriptions of land use/vegetative cover and wildlife within the BSA.
The BSA encompasses all area within the Proposed Project boundary, much of which could be directly
affected by the project.
4.7.1

STUDY METHODS

4.7.1.1

Agency Coordination and Data Collection

As part of the NEPA process, an Advance Notification of the Proposed Project was sent to state and
federal entities, including the FDEP, the FWC, the FWS, the USACE, and the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) requesting comments on potential effects of the Proposed Project on listed species and
potential permit requirements. A copy of the Agency notification is provided in Appendix D. Additional
information was sent to FWC and Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) requesting information on
reported occurrences of listed species on or near the Airport property. In addition to this coordination,
current state and federal listings of documented occurrences near the airport were also reviewed. The
potential presence of state and federally-listed species within the BSA was assessed by review of the
following:
•

Species accounts;

•

FWS and FWC listings of species known to occur or potentially occurring in Hendry
County;

•

Online database sources from the FWS, FWC, and FNAI; and

•

Field observations of habitats and wildlife species.

A Biological Assessment (BA) was required in support of this EA due to the potential for listed species to
occur within the BSA as described in Section 4.1.1.2 and the potential impacts of the Proposed Project
on these species. A copy of the BA for the Proposed Project is contained in Appendix E. The BA
describes the habitats and listed species potentially present within the BSA and the effects that
implementation of the Proposed Project could have on listed species and critical habitat. The FWC and
FWS received a copy of the BA on November 10, 2014 for review. Comments were received from FWC
on December 8, 2014. Comments were received from FWS on June 25, 2015 requesting additional
information. A response to the FWS information request was submitted to the FWS by FAA on April 4,
2016. FAA received a final response letter from the FWS on June 15, 2016 stating that for the species
addressed in the BA, and subsequently in this EA, the requirements of Section 7 Consultation for the
Proposed Project have been fulfilled and further action is not required. Agency Coordination letters are
provided in Appendix D.
Documented occurrences of rare species likely to occur within Hendry County were obtained from FNAI’s
Searchable Tracking List website (FNAI, 2014a), an FNAI-provided Data Element Occurrence Report
(FNAI, 2014b), an FWC-provided Technical Assistance letter (FWC, 2014a), and observations recorded
during the August 2013 and March 2014 field inspections by AECOM scientists. Correspondence
received from FWS, USACE, FWC, and FNAI is provided in Appendix D.
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Prior to field investigations, the following documents were reviewed to identify general habitats and land
use features in the vicinity of the Airport:
•

U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Clewiston South Quadrangle Map (United States
Geological Society (USGS), 1984);

•

USDA, Natural Resource Conservation Service, Soil Survey of Hendry County, Florida
(NRCS, 1990);

•

Hydric Soils of Florida Handbook (Hurt, 2007);

•

Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS), 3 edition
(FDOT, 1999);

•

SFWMD FLUCFCS Geographic Information System (GIS) Database (SFWMD, 2004);
and

•

FWS Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin
et al., 1979).

rd

After the November 10, 2014 submittal of the BA, revisions were made to the proposed stormwater pond
layout. However, there were no significant changes to the habitat impacts and the BA was not revised to
reflect these changes.
Land use refers to the predominant use of a piece of land (e.g., agriculture, transportation, or residential).
Land may be developed for use or remain undeveloped (e.g., a national park or conservation area) but
still retain a land use classification. Vegetative cover refers to the predominant vegetative form of a
developed or undeveloped piece of land (e.g., upland hardwood forest, bottomland swamp, or citrus
grove). Together, land use and vegetative cover classifications describe landscapes within a particular
area. In Florida, land use and vegetative cover types are commonly classified using the FLUCFCS
(FDOT, 1999). FLUCFCS is a uniform land classification system developed by the FDOT and is widely
used by local, state, and federal agencies within Florida.
4.7.1.2

Field Reviews

Field reviews were conducted within an area defined as the BSA. The BSA encompasses all area within
the Proposed Project boundary, much of which could be directly affected by the project.
Land use and vegetative cover within the BSA were assessed during site visits on August 13-14, 2013.
All areas within the BSA were assigned a FLUCFCS code reflecting their land use or vegetative cover.
The location and acreage of FLUCFCS polygons in the BSA were determined by: (1) marking fieldobserved FLUCFCS boundaries on an aerial photograph; (2) digitizing the field FLUCFCS map into a GIS
database; and (3) overlaying the BSA boundaries on the digitized FLUCFCS map. The resulting
information was used to describe existing land use, vegetative cover, and land forms in the BSA.
To assess the potential presence of state and federally-listed species, qualitative surveys of each habitat
type present within the BSA were made by visual inspection during field reviews on August 12-13, 2013
and on March 14, 2014.
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4.7.2

LAND USE/VEGETATIVE COVER

Upland and wetland habitats within the BSA were classified using FLUCFCS (FDOT, 1999). Wetland
habitats within the BSA were further described using the Cowardin (Cowardin et. al, 1979) hierarchical
classification system. The upland and wetland communities present within the BSA are described below
and depicted on Figure 4.7-1. The area dominated by each vegetative community/land use type is listed
in Table 4.7-1.
4.7.2.1

Upland Habitats

Six upland vegetative community/land use types totaling 1,087.6 acres occur within the BSA. These
vegetative community/land use types include Open Land (FLUCFCS 190), Field Crops (FLUCFCS 215),
Spoil Areas (FLUCFCS 743), Airports (FLUCFCS 811), Roads and Highways (FLUCFCS 814), and
Sewage Treatment (FLUCFCS 834). Descriptions of each upland habitat within the BSA are provided
below.
FLUCFCS 190 – Open Land
Open land includes undeveloped land within urban areas that normally does not exhibit any structures or
indication of intended use. Open land consisting of routinely mowed areas is located along the west side
of the BSA. Dominant vegetation within these areas consists of bahia grass (Paspalum notatum). The
total area of open land within the BSA is approximately 28.7 acres.
FLUCFCS 215 – Field Crops
Field crops consist of various types of crops, including wheat, oats, hay and grasses. The Airport leases
much of its open fields for the production of sugar cane which are seasonally rotated with bean, corn, and
watermelon crops or allowed to remain fallow before conversion back to sugar cane. Approximately 71
percent of the BSA (938.7 acres) consists of field crops.
FLUCFCS 743 – Spoil Areas
Spoil areas are part of the disturbed lands classification which includes areas that have been changed
due primarily to human activities other than mining. A spoil area occurs within the west portion of the
BSA. This area consists of a 27.3-acre bermed site that lies between an excavated wet detention pond
and wet swale. The berm is dominated by bahia grass.
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TABLE 4.7-1
BIOTIC COMMUNITIES WITHIN THE BIOLOGICAL STUDY AREA
Vegetative
Community/Land Use
Uplands
Open Land
Field Crops
Spoil Areas
Airports
Roads and Highways
Sewage Treatment

FLUCFCS
(1)
Code

FWS Classification

190
215
743
811
814
834

(2)

Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable
Sub-total Uplands

Acres in
BSA
28.7
938.7
27.3
83.7
0.5
9.3
1,088.2

Wetlands
Exotic Wetland
Hardwoods

619

Freshwater Marsh

641

Wet Prairie

643

Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Broad-Leaved Evergreen,
Seasonally Flooded (PSS3C); Palustrine, ScrubShrub, Broad-Leaved Evergreen, Seasonally
Flooded, Partially Drained/Ditched (PSS3Cd)
Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, SemiPermanently Flooded (PEM1F); Palustrine,
Emergent, Persistent, Seasonally Flooded, Partially
Drained/Ditched (PEM1Cd)
Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Intermittently
Flooded (PEM1J)
Sub-total Wetlands

9.2

23.7

16.4
49.3

Other Surface Waters
Streams and
Waterways

510

Reservoir >10 acres
(wet detention pond)

533

Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom, Sand/Organic,
Seasonally Flooded/Artificially Flooded, Excavated
(PUB2/4C/Kx); Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent,
Intermittently Flooded, Excavated (PEM1Jx)
Palustrine, Open Water, Permanently Flooded,
Excavated (POWHx)
Sub-total Surface Waters
TOTAL:

143.6

47.4
191.0
1,328.5

Notes: AECOM, 2015.
1. FDOT, 1999.
2. Cowardin et al., 1979

FLUCFCS 811 – Airports
The airport classification includes all areas associated with the operations and maintenance of an airport,
including runways, taxiways, terminals, hangars, service buildings, NAVAIDs, fuel storage, parking lots
and infields. Within the BSA, this area includes the infield areas and grass runway. Approximately 83.7
acres of the BSA are classified as airports.
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FLUCFCS 814 – Roads and Highways
This land use type includes transportation facilities used for the movement of people and goods. Roads
and highways include grassy right-of-ways, guardrails, and shoulders. Within the project area, this land
use consists of a portion of US 27/State Road (SR) 80 and comprises 0.5 acre of the project study area.
FLUCFCS 834 – Sewage Treatment
Sewage treatment is composed of all related facilities such as aeration field, treatment plants, and lift
stations. This area is located near the airport infield areas in the western center of the BSA.
Approximately 9.3 acres of the BSA are classified as sewage treatment.
4.7.2.2

Wetland Habitats

Three wetland community types totaling 49.3 acres are located within the BSA. These include Exotic
Wetland Hardwoods (FLUCFCS 619), Freshwater Marshes (FLUCFCS 641), and Wet Prairie (FLUCFCS
643). General descriptions of each wetland type found within the BSA are provided below.
FLUCFCS 619 – Exotic Wetland Hardwoods
FWS – Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Broad-Leaved Evergreen, Seasonally Flooded (PSS3C);
Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Broad-Leaved Evergreen, Seasonally Flooded, Partially Drained/Ditched
(PSS3Cd)
This community is a wetland with a dominant exotic species such as Brazilian pepper (Schinus
terebinthifolius), melaleuca (Melaleuca quinquenervia), or other exotic species. Two exotic wetland
hardwoods areas are located in the north portion of the BSA, and one area is located in the center portion
of the BSA. These areas are highly disturbed and dominant vegetation consists of Brazilian pepper,
primrose willow (Ludwigia peruviana), and cattail (Typha spp.). Approximately 9.2 acres of the BSA are
classified as exotic wetland hardwoods.
FLUCFCS 641 – Freshwater Marsh
FWS – Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Semi-Permanently Flooded (PEM1F); Palustrine,
Emergent, Persistent, Seasonally Flooded, Partially Drained/Ditched (PEM1Cd)
Freshwater marshes are usually confined to relatively level, low-lying areas and typically do not include
tree cover which meets the crown closure threshold for the forested categories. Several freshwater
marsh areas are located within the southern portion of the BSA. One freshwater marsh is located within a
wet detention pond in the northern portion of the BSA and is permitted as a mitigation site. Dominant
vegetation within the freshwater marsh areas consist of arrowhead (Sagittaria lancifolia), maidencane
(Panicum hemitomon), white-top sedge (Dichromena colorata), soft rush (Juncus effusus), and
pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata). Approximately 23.7 acres of the BSA are classified as freshwater
marsh.
FLUCFCS 643 – Wet Prairie
FWS – Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Intermittently Flooded (PEM1J)
This classification is composed predominately of grassy vegetation on hydric soils and is usually
distinguished from marshes by having less water and shorter herbage. Wet prairies are located within the
northern portion of the BSA. Dominant vegetation within these areas consists of torpedo grass (Panicum
repens), spikerush (Eleocharis spp.), white-top sedge, and bristle grass (Setaria geniculata).
Approximately 16.4 acres of the BSA are classified as wet prairie.
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4.7.2.3

Other Surface Waters

Other surface waters include watercourses and waterbodies not otherwise classified as wetlands and
include the open water portions of bays, sounds, natural and artificial lakes, impoundments, rivers,
streams, canals, and ditches. Two Other Surface Water classifications occur within the BSA as described
below. A total of 191.0 acres of the BSA are classified as other surface waters.
FLUCFCS 510 – Streams and Waterways
FWS – Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom, Sand/Organic, Seasonally Flooded/Artificially Flooded,
Excavated (PUB2/4C/Kx); Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Intermittently Flooded, Excavated
(PEM1Jx)
Several deep ditches and open water canals occur throughout the BSA and are mostly part of the field
crop areas. A majority of the canals contain control structures to regulate water levels in the sugar cane
fields. Several swales also occur within the BSA adjacent to access roads. Vegetation within the ditches
and canals consist predominantly of water lettuce (Pistia stratiotes), cattail, and primrose willow. The
swales are mostly saturated with little to no standing water and predominantly consist of white-top sedge,
torpedo grass, water hyssop (Bacopa spp.), and water pennywort (Hydrocotyle spp.). Approximately
143.6 acres of the BSA are classified as streams and waterways.
FLUCFCS 533 – Reservoir greater than 10 acres (wet detention pond)
FWS – Palustrine, Open Water, Permanently Flooded, Excavated (POWHx)
A 47.4-acre man-made, wet detention pond is located in the western portion of the BSA. The littoral edge
of this pond is concentrated in the north portion of the pond near the adjacent freshwater marsh located
within the pond. Dominant vegetation within the littoral edge of the pond consists of arrowhead, torpedo
grass, pickerelweed, and soft rush.
4.7.3

WILDLIFE

The wetland and upland areas within the BSA provide marginally suitable habitat for multiple mammal
and bird species and their prey, including various species of snakes, raptors, song birds, small mammals
(mice, raccoons) and large mammals (white tailed deer, bobcat). Most upland areas within the BSA
provide little habitat for wildlife due to the frequency of mowing and airport operations. Section 4.7.4,
Threatened and Endangered Species, provides additional information and listings of potential state and
federally listed species in the BSA.
4.7.3.1

Mammals

The BSA provides suitable habitat for several terrestrial mammal species. Larger mammal species
expected to occur sporadically within the BSA are white-tailed deer (Odecoileus virginianus) and feral hog
(Sus scrofa). Smaller mammals with the potential to occur within the BSA include various mice, bats,
rabbits (Sylvilagus spp.), armadillo (Dasypus novemcinctus), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis),
river otter (Lutra canadensis), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), raccoon (Procyon lotor), gray fox
(Urocyon cinereoargenteus), and bobcat (Lynx rufus). These species are typical of those found in similar
areas of central Florida. During the August 2013 and March 2014 field reviews, observations within the
BSA included a white-tailed deer, raccoon tracks, and pig rooting.
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4.7.3.2

Migratory Birds

A variety of habitats are available in the BSA for numerous migratory bird species. Common wading birds
expected to occur within the BSA include the great blue heron (Ardea herodias), white egret (Ardea alba),
and white ibis (Eudocimus alba). During the field reviews of the BSA, white egret, great blue heron,
anhinga, yellow-crowned night heron, glossy ibis, and white pelicans were observed foraging throughout
the BSA. The BSA provides suitable nesting and foraging opportunities for a number of other bird species
such as the northern mocking-bird (Mimus polyglottos), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), blue jay
(Cyanocitta cristata), and other various warbler and sparrow species. During the August 2013 and March
2014 field reviews, other birds observed within the BSA included a loggerhead shrike, mourning doves,
killdeer, and a nighthawk. In addition, numerous species of migratory birds are expected to pass through
the BSA seasonally.
Several raptor species were either observed during field reviews of the BSA or have the potential to use
marginally suitable foraging and nesting habitats exotic wetland hardwoods within the BSA. The raptor
species observed and/or anticipated to occur within the BSA include the black vulture (Coragyps atratus),
turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo
jamaicensis), and southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus).
4.7.3.3

Reptiles and Amphibians

Several species of reptiles and amphibians expected to occur within the wetlands and other surface
waters within the BSA include the American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis), black racer (Coluber
constrictor), corn snakes (Pantherophis guttatus), water moccasin (Agkistrodon piscivorus), chicken turtle
(Deirochelys reticularia), common cooter (Pseudemys spp.), softshell turtle (Apalone ferox), brown anole
(Anolis sagrei), common toad (Bufo terrestris), and green tree frog (Hyla cinerea). During the August
2013 field reviews, a slider and an American alligator were observed within the wet detention pond within
the BSA.
4.7.3.4

Fish

Some of the common fish species expected to occur within the canals and reservoir within the BSA
include tilapia (Tilapia spp.), black crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus),
sunfish (Lepomis microlophus), mosquito fish (Gambusia holbrooki), and various species of catfish.
During the August 2013 field reviews, tilapia, mosquito fish, perch (Perca spp.), bass (Micropterus
salmoides), bream (Abramis spp.), gar (Lepisosteus platyrhincus), and suckerfish were observed within
the canals throughout the BSA.
4.7.3.5

Invasive Plants

Pedestrian surveys revealed several invasive plant species within the BSA with Brazilian pepper being
the most common. Brazilian pepper is present in most of the upland and wetland transitional habitats.
Other invasive species common in the BSA include primrose willow, water lettuce, and alligator weed
(Alternanthera philoxeroides).
4.7.4

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (87 Stat. 884; 16 USC 1531 et seq.), requires
that all federal agencies undertake programs for the conservation of endangered and threatened species
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and prohibits federal agencies from authorizing, funding, or carrying out any action that would jeopardize
a listed species or destroy or modify its critical habitat as designated in 50 CFR 17 and 226. Projects that
would otherwise jeopardize a federally listed species or impact its critical habitat must contain
conservation measures or habitat mitigation that removes the jeopardy. State listed species are those
animal and plant species protected by the State of Florida pursuant to Chapter 68A-27 Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.) and Chapter 5B-40, F.A.C., respectively.
Animal species may be classified as “endangered” when it is in danger of extinction within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A “threatened” classification is
provided to those species likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a
significant part of their ranges. The State of Florida also maintains a state list of endangered and
threatened species and “species of special concern.” A species of special concern is a species that,
although possibly relatively abundant and widespread in the state, is especially vulnerable to certain
types of exploitation or environmental changes and have experienced long-term population declines.
Plant species are listed by the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) as
endangered, threatened and commercially exploited. As defined by Chapter 581.185(2), Florida Statutes,
“endangered plants" refer to species of plants native to the state that are in imminent danger of extinction
within the state, and the survival of which is unlikely if the causes of a decline in the number of plants
continue. “Threatened plants" refer to species native to the state that are in rapid decline in the number
of plants within the state, but which have not so decreased in such number as to cause them to be
endangered. "Commercially exploited plants" refer to species native to the state which are subject to
being removed in significant numbers from native habitats in the state and sold or transported for sale.
4.7.5

LISTED SPECIES POTENTIAL OCCURRENCE WITHIN THE BSA

Based on a review of available literature, online data sources, and agency correspondence, a total of five
state- and federally-listed plant species and 20 state and/or federally-listed animal species have been
documented, or are known to occur, within Hendry County. Other species of concern that are not state or
federally listed but are protected by state and/or federal law include the Florida black bear and the bald
eagle. The bald eagle has the potential to occur within the project study area. Appendix E provides a
table of the 27 listed and protected plant and animal species that have been documented or historically
occurred within Hendry County. The table in Appendix E also includes each species’ federal and state
status, their habitat preferences, and their potential for occurrence in the BSA.
As shown in Appendix E, 17 of the 27 listed and protected species known to occur or that have
historically been documented in Hendry County have the potential to occur within the BSA. These
include one reptile, one mammal, and five bird species that are federally-listed at varying status levels.
An additional one reptile, seven birds, and one vascular plant species are state-listed at varying status
levels. Table 4.7-2 provides a summary of the listed and protected species with potential to occur within
the BSA. Each of these species is discussed in the following sections.
4.7.5.1

Flora

As shown in Appendix E, five state-listed plant species are known to occur or have historically occurred
in Hendry County. No federally-listed plant species are reported within Hendry County and no state-listed
plants were reported by FNAI databases as occurring within one mile of the BSA. In addition, no state- or
federally-listed plant species were observed within the BSA during the August 2013 field reviews. Of the
five listed plant species known to occur within Hendry County, only one species has the potential to be
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found in the BSA based on the presence of suitable habitat. Cutthroat grass (Panicum abscissum) is
state-listed as endangered and inhabits cutthroat seeps, depression marshes, and wet flatwoods.
Suitable habitat for this species is available within the BSA within the wet prairies and freshwater
marshes; however, cutthroat grass was not observed during the field reviews.
4.7.5.2

Reptiles

Two species of state- and/or federally-listed reptiles have the potential to occur in the BSA. These include
the eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) and the gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus).
Eastern Indigo Snake – The eastern indigo snake is federally listed as threatened and occurs statewide
in a wide range of natural forested, scrub, herbaceous, and wetland habitats. The forested and
herbaceous uplands and wetlands within the BSA are considered appropriate habitat for this species.
Although suitable habitat exists within the BSA, no eastern indigo snakes were observed onsite during
field reviews and there are no documented occurrences within one mile of the BSA.

TABLE 4.7-2
STATE- AND FEDERALLY-LISTED SPECIES1 WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR
WITHIN THE BIOLOGICAL STUDY AREA
Species
PLANTS

Common Name

Habitat

Panicum abscissum

Cutthroat grass

Cutthroat seeps, depression marshes,
wet flatwoods

REPTILES
Drymarchon corais
couperi
Gopherus polyphemus
BIRDS

Eastern indigo
snake
Gopher tortoise

Various habitats, including mangrove
swamps
Sand pine scrub and open grasslands

Ammodramus
savannarum floridanus

Florida
grasshopper
sparrow

Aramus guarauna

Limpkin

Athene cunicularia
floridana

Florida burrowing
owl

Caracara cheriway

Crested caracara

Egretta caerulea

Little blue heron

Egretta thula

Snowy egret

Egretta tricolor

Tricolored heron

Requires large areas of frequently
burned dry prairie habitat, with patchy
open areas sufficient for foraging.
Hardwood swamps, cypress swamps,
wet prairies, and marshes
High, sparsely vegetated, sandy
ground. Natural habitats include dry
prairie and sandhill. Makes extensive
use of ruderal areas such as pastures,
airports, road right-of-ways, and vacant
spaces in residential areas.
Open country with cabbage palm,
cabbage palm/live oak hammocks, and
shallow ponds and sloughs.
Coastal marshes, freshwater marshes,
wet prairies, mangrove swamps, open
water, and sand and mud flats
Coastal marshes, freshwater marshes,
wet prairies, mangrove swamps, open
water, and sand and mud flats
Coastal marshes, freshwater marshes,
wet prairies, mangrove swamps, open
water, and sand and mud flats
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NL

E
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TABLE 4.7-2 (continued)
1
STATE- AND FEDERALLY-LISTED SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR WITHIN THE
BIOLOGICAL STUDY AREA

Species

Common Name

Eudocimus albus

White ibis

Falco sparverius
paulus
Grus canadensis
pratensis

Southeastern
American kestrel
Florida sandhill
crane

Mycteria americana

Wood stork

Rostrhamus sociabilis
plumbeus

Everglades snail
kite

Habitat
Coastal marshes, freshwater marshes,
wet prairies, mangrove swamps, open
water, and sand and mud flats
Open areas w/ long-leaf pine and sand
pine or small turkey and live oaks
Prairies, freshwater marshes, and
pasture lands.
Woody vegetation over standing water
or on island surrounded by ocean
water. Forages in shallow water in
freshwater marshes, swamps, and
ditches.
Large open freshwater marshes and
lakes with shallow water. Feeds
exclusively on apple snails found in
shallow ponds and swamps

Federal
2
Status

State
3
Status

NL

SSC

T

FT

NL

T

T

FT

E

FE

E

FE

MAMMALS
Puma concolor coryi

Florida panther

OTHER SPECIES OF CONCERN
Haliaeetus
Bald eagle
leucocephalus

Extensive areas of mostly forested
communities. Will tolerate improved
areas in a mosaic of natural
communities.
Pine flatwoods, coastal wetlands, lakes,
rivers

NL

(4)

NL

(4)

NL = Not Listed; E = Endangered; T = Threatened; F = Federal; SSC = Species of Special Concern; C = Candidate
Source: See footnotes below:
1
As reported by the FNAI “FNAI Tracking List, Hendry County” http://www.fnai.org. (FNAI, 2014a).
2
As listed by the FWS in 50 CFR 17 (http://www.fws.gov/endangered/), updated July 8, 2014 (FWS, 2014).
3
Plant species listed by the FDACS pursuant to Chapter 5B-40, F.A.C., updated 2007 (FDACS, 2010). Animal species listed
by the FWC pursuant to Rules 68A-27.003 through 68A-27.005, F.A.C. (http://myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/imperiled/), updated
January 2013 (FWC, 2013a).
4
The bald eagle is neither state- nor federally-listed; however, this species is federally-protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The bald eagle is also managed in Florida by the FWC’s bald eagle
rule (68A-16.002, F.A.C.).

Gopher Tortoise – The gopher tortoise is state-listed as threatened and found in a variety of dry upland
habitats throughout Florida, including sandhills, scrub, flatwoods, xeric hammocks, pastures, fields, and
roadsides. Marginally suitable habitat for the gopher tortoise exists within the BSA within the spoil areas
and upland areas of the BSA. Pedestrian surveys for gopher tortoise burrows were performed through all
upland habitats within the BSA during site reviews on August 13-14, 2013. No gopher tortoise burrows
were observed during these surveys.
4.7.5.3

Birds

Based on FNAI databases, 12 listed species of birds have the potential to occur within the BSA based on
suitable habitat and observations; these include the Florida grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus
savannarum floridanus), Florida burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia floridana), crested caracara (Caracara
cheriway), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), tri-colored heron (Egretta
tricolor), white ibis (Eudocimus albus), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), southeastern American kestrel (Falco
sparverius paulus), Florida sandhill crane (Grus canadensis pratensis), wood stork (Mycteria americana),
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and the Everglades snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus). The state- and federally-listed status and
potential occurrence of each of these species within the BSA is described below.
Florida Grasshopper Sparrow – The Florida grasshopper sparrow is federally-listed as endangered.
The BSA is within the FWS Consultation area for the Florida grasshopper sparrow. This species requires
large areas of frequently burned dry prairie habitat, with patchy open areas sufficient for foraging. While
the BSA contains open prairie habitats in the infield and surrounding areas, the fields are relatively small,
are routinely maintained by mowing (removing grass clumps), and are not subjected to burning. No
individuals were observed during the field reviews.
Florida Burrowing Owl – The Florida burrowing owl is state-listed as a species of special concern and
prefers high, sparsely vegetated, sandy ground including dry prairie, pastures, airports, and road right-ofways for nesting. No individuals or burrows have been documented by FNAI within one mile of the airport.
While no individuals were observed, suitable habitat for the burrowing owl is present within the BSA within
the airport infield areas and open land.
Crested Caracara – The crested caracara is federally-listed as threatened and prefers open country with
cabbage palm, cabbage palm/live oak hammocks, and shallow ponds and sloughs. The BSA is located
within the FWS Consultation Area for this species. During the August 2013 field review, multiple
individuals were observed flying and perched within the BSA. In addition, an adult pair with a fledgling
was observed on the water tank west of the Airglades Airport entrance road. During the March 2014 field
review, two adult caracaras were observed foraging within the BSA and nesting on top of a billboard
located on the south side of US 27 directly west of the Airport entrance road. See Figure 4.7-2 for the last
documented location of the caracara nest.
On September 1, 2015, the FAA initiated coordination with the FWS under Section 7 of the ESA for the
planned replacement of the potable water tank at the Airglades Airport and the potential effects of the
project to the crested caracara. In correspondence dated September 17, 2015, FWS responded with
concurrence that the proposed tank replacement is not likely to adversely affect the crested caracara (see
Appendix D for a copy of the FWS correspondence).
In accordance with the monitoring commitment made by the County, caracara monitoring activities were
initiated on September 25, 2015 which confirmed the absence of the caracara nest previously located on
the south side of US 27 approximately 367 feet north of the tank replacement project action area. On
October 6, 2015, FAA initiated follow-on coordination with the FWS because the biologist observed a pair
of adult caracara perching on a billboard structure 1,017 feet east of the original nest location. Further
inspection revealed a nest within the eastern billboard structure; the nest was in good condition and
droppings beneath the nest indicated that the nest location was currently occupied. It was also noted that
on-going road construction on US 27 immediately north of the nest location did not appear to disturb the
pair.
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FWS reviewed the information regarding the new caracara nest location and based on: 1) the location of
the nest, 2) the considerable disturbance already resulting from motor vehicle traffic on U.S. Highway 27
near the nest site, 3) the commitment of Hendry County to monitor the nest during construction, and 4)
the fact that the tank replacement project would not result in the loss of nesting or foraging habitat for the
caracara. In a December 1, 2015 transmittal to FAA, FWS verified that the “Service continues to find that
the project "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" the caracara”. As such, the concurrence
sticker (dated September 17, 2015) sent to the FAA was still considered valid and further coordination
with the Service was not necessary. FAA then issued a CatEx for the water tank replacement project on
December 2, 2015 (see Appendix D).
Little Blue Heron, Snowy Egret, Tri-Colored Heron, White Ibis, Limpkin – The little blue heron, snowy
egret, tri-colored heron, white ibis, and limpkin are all state-listed as a species of special concern. All five
species occur statewide where they forage in a variety of coastal and inland wetlands including swamps,
marshes and the edges of water bodies. Nesting occurs in a variety of forested or shrub wetlands.
Suitable foraging habitat for these species is present within the BSA and individuals of each species were
observed in the BSA feeding in freshwater marshes, wet prairies, canals and ditches throughout the BSA
during the August 2013 and March 2014 field reviews.
Large populations of nesting and foraging wading birds occur along the western margin of Lake
Okeechobee which is located approximately five miles north of the BSA. The western portion of Lake
Okeechobee includes the Lake Okeechobee Audubon Sanctuary (Section 4.7.5.6) and federallydesignated critical habitat for the Everglades snail kite (Figure 4.7-3). Multiple wading bird rookeries are
documented within these managed areas. Lake Okeechobee also supports nesting and foraging for nonlisted wading and shore bird species such as anhingas (Anhinga anhinga), great egrets (Ardea alba), and
great blue herons (Ardea herodias) (Cook et al., 2006).
Wetland areas in Florida serve as important migration and winter habitat for avian species transiting the
Atlantic Flyway, part of which includes Lake Okeechobee. An average of 170,000 ducks, including scaup
(Aythya spp.), ring-necked ducks (Aythya collaris), and blue-winged teal (Anas discors), are known to
winter in Lake Okeechobee and the Everglades region (Ducks Unlimited, 2014).
Southeastern American Kestrel – The southeastern American kestrel is state-listed as threatened. This
species prefers open woodlands, sandhill, and fire maintained savannah pine habitats. However, it will
also use pastures and open fields. Within these habitats, kestrels will nest in cavities excavated in large
dead trees by woodpeckers. Marginally suitable foraging habitat is available for this species within the
BSA within the open land and airport infield areas. No individuals were observed during field reviews.
Florida Sandhill Crane – The Florida sandhill crane is state-listed as threatened and prefers prairies,
freshwater marshes, and pasturelands for foraging and nesting. This subspecies is a year-round Florida
resident, whereas the northern subspecies occurs in Florida as a winter migrant. Suitable habitat for this
species is available within the BSA within the prairies, airport infield areas, and freshwater marshes;
however, no individuals were observed during the field reviews.
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Wood Stork – The wood stork is federally-listed as threatened and uses both freshwater and saltwater
habitats, such as freshwater and saltwater marshes, tidal flats, wet prairies, cypress swamps, and
agricultural environments. The FWS has defined the core foraging area (CFA) in Hendry County for the
wood stork as an 18.6-mile radius from breeding colonies. No active wood stork nesting colonies are
reported within 18.6 miles of the BSA; however, wood storks were observed foraging within the canals
within the BSA during the August 2013 field reviews.
Everglades Snail Kite – The Everglades snail kite is federally-listed as endangered. This species
prefers large open freshwater marshes and lakes with shallow water. The snail kite feeds exclusively on
apple snails found in shallow ponds, swamps, ditches and canals. The BSA is within the FWS
consultation area for the snail kite and suitable foraging habitat exists for this species in the BSA within
the freshwater marshes and agricultural ditches. Though designated critical habitat for the snail kite does
not occur within the BSA, the south boundary of the snail kite critical habitat within Lake Okeechobee is
located approximately five miles north of the BSA (Figure 4.7-3). During the March 2014 field review, a
snail kite was observed foraging over the agricultural ditches within the BSA.
4.7.5.4

Mammals

The Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi) is the only listed mammal with the potential to occur in the
BSA.
Florida Panther – The Florida panther is federally listed as endangered and prefers large forested
communities and wetlands that are generally inaccessible to humans for diurnal refuge. The Florida
panther has been known to tolerate improved areas in a mosaic of natural communities. Marginally
suitable habitat exists for this species within the wetlands and field crop areas of the BSA; however, no
individuals were observed during the field reviews. The BSA is located outside of the FWS’s Panther
Focus Area. In 1990, a panther was documented by FNAI within two miles of the BSA.
4.7.5.5

Other Species of Concern

Bald Eagle – The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is neither state- nor federally-listed; however,
this species is federally-protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the MBTA. The bald
eagle is also managed in Florida by the FWC’s bald eagle rule (68A-16.002, F.A.C.). This species utilizes
upland and wetland forested areas, marsh wetlands, lakes, and rivers for nesting and foraging. One
individual was observed during the August 2013 field review flying over the northern portion of the BSA.
According to the FWC’s online eagle nest locator, three nests are known to occur within 10 miles of the
BSA, with the closest nest (HE004) located 5.01 miles to the east of the BSA, south of US 27 near
Clewiston. This nest was last reported to be active in 2007 and was last surveyed in 2011.
4.7.5.6

Lake Okeechobee Audubon Sanctuaries

The Lake Okeechobee Audubon Sanctuaries was established in 1938 and is owned by the State of
Florida. The National Audubon Society, Inc. manages the sanctuaries. One area of the Lake
Okeechobee Audubon Sanctuaries, Observation Shoal, is located approximately 10 miles north-northeast
of the Airglades Airport and is designated by FWS as Critical Habitat for the Everglades snail kite
(Figure 4.7-3). This area consists of marsh habitat within the lake and is utilized by a wide variety of
wildlife including the Everglades snail kite, wading birds, waterfowl, fish, frogs, snakes, and turtles
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(National Audubon Society, Inc., 2006). As previously stated, this area also supports wading bird
rookeries and wintering habitat for ducks and other shorebirds.
4.7.6

DESIGNATED CRITICAL HABITAT

The BSA was evaluated for the occurrence of federally-listed species Critical Habitat designated in 17
CFR 35.1532 and critical habitat proposed by the FWS. No designated or proposed critical habitat for
any federally-listed species occurs within the BSA.
4.8

FLOODPLAINS

FAA regulations define floodplains or base floodplains as “lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining
inland and coastal waters, including flood prone areas of offshore islands, at a minimum, that are prone to
the 100-year flood.” The 100-year flood is defined as the flood having a one-percent chance of occurring
in any given year. Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, directs Federal agencies to take
action to reduce the risk of flood loss; minimize the impacts of floods on human safety, health, and
welfare; and restore and preserve the natural beneficial values of floodplains.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) manages the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP) based on maps showing floodplains and related hazard areas. The 100-year flood (one-percent
annual chance) has been adopted by FEMA as the base flood for floodplain management purposes. As
part of the agreement for making flood insurance available in Hendry County, local jurisdictions adopt
floodplain management ordinances containing certain minimum requirements intended to reduce future
flood losses. The local jurisdictions (i.e. Hendry County) are also responsible for submitting data to FEMA
reflecting revised flood hazard information so that the NFIP maps can be revised as appropriate.
Pursuant to Hendry County Code of Ordinance Section 1-55-77, all development, including man-made
changes to improved or unimproved real estate for which specific provisions are not specified in this
article or the Florida Building Code, shall 1) be located and constructed to minimize flood damage; 2)
meet the limitations in Section 1-55-61 for regulated floodways; 3) be anchored to prevent flotation,
collapse or lateral movement resulting from hydrostatic loads, including the effects of buoyancy, during
conditions of the design flood; 4) be constructed of flood damage-resistant materials; and 5) have
mechanical, plumbing, and electrical systems above the design flood elevation, except that minimum
electric service required to address life safety and electric code requirements is permitted below the
design flood elevation provided it conforms to the provisions of the electrical part of building code for wet
locations.
DOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection, and FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B
contain policies and procedures for implementing the Executive Order and evaluating potential floodplain
impacts. These orders require the FAA to review potential floodplain impacts and where encroachment
would occur, to take steps to minimize potential harm to or within the base floodplain. In case of
significant encroachment, a Federal finding is required to confirm there is no practical alternative and all
measures to minimize harm are included in the project.
4.8.1

METHODOLOGY

A review of the GIS-based FEMA Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) was completed in order to
assess the location and extent of the 100-year floodplains within the DSA. The 100-year floodplain
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corresponds to the boundary of the special flood hazard area (SFHA). For the area surrounding
Airglades Airport, FEMA designates the SFHA on the previously specified DFIRM as Zones A. Zones A
represents areas of 100-year flooding not determined through detailed analyses; as a result, no base
flood elevations or flood hazard factors have been determined for these areas.
FLOODPLAINS WITHIN DETAILED STUDY AREA

4.8.2

Figure 4.8-1 shows the limits of the 100-year floodplain on the airport and within the DSA. A portion of
the DSA lies within an area designated as Zone A, indicating it is in a 100-year floodplain in which base
flood elevations and flood hazard factors have not been determined. The balance of the area in the DSA
is outside of the SFHA and is designated a Zone X, which indicates that the area is subject to minimal
flooding risks. Table 4.8-1 shows the acreage of the various FEMA-assigned zones within the DSA.

TABLE 4.8-1
SUMMARY OF FLOOD ZONES WITHIN THE DSA
FEMA Flood
Zone
X
A

FEMA DFIRM Designation
Areas of minimal flooding.
Areas of 100-year flood; base flood elevations and flood hazard
factors have not been determined.
TOTAL:

Area within
DSA (ac.)
1251.7
77.0
1,328.7

Sources: FEMA, Hendry County DFIRM, 2015.
Calculations by AECOM, 2015.

4.9

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, POLLUTION PREVENTION, AND SOLID WASTE

Information presented in this section summarizes what is known about facilities and sites reported (or
have the potential) to contain hazardous materials (including hazardous wastes and hazardous
substances), other regulated substances (i.e., fuel), and environmental contamination within and adjacent
to the Proposed Project site. For the purpose of this analysis, the information on existing conditions was
further evaluated in light of the area that would be disturbed by the Proposed Project’s land clearing and
grading activities.
4.9.1

METHODS

In addition to a thorough review of on-line federal and state databases relating to the handling, storage, or
disposal of hazardous materials at Airglades Airport, a soil and groundwater sampling program was
conducted to determine the potential for hazardous material or environmental contaminant involvement
during construction or operation of the Proposed Project. All field sampling and laboratory analysis
performed as part of this data collection effort were performed in accordance with FDEP Standard
Operating Procedures. All laboratory analyses were performed by a State of Florida certified analytical
laboratory. Results of this sampling indicated no soil or groundwater contamination within the DSA (see
Section 4.9.6 and Appendix F of this EA).
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For the purposes of this report, the term hazardous materials includes the regulatory-defined terms of
hazardous wastes, hazardous substances, and dangerous goods; environmental contamination to soil,
surface waters, and groundwater; as well the range of similarly regulated substances such as fuel and
other petroleum-based products commonly associated with airports. Because the presence of hazardous
materials or the disruption of sites and facilities containing environmental contamination can potentially
have an impact on human health and the environment, Sections 4.9.2 through 4.9.5 of this EA provide
an overview of what is known about these materials and occurrences located within both the existing
airport footprint and the DSA for the Proposed Project.
The identification of facilities that utilize hazardous and other regulated materials, as well as sites that are
known to have or have the potential to contain environmental contamination was accomplished with a
variety of investigative methods and materials. These include the following:
Electronic Review of Regulatory Agency Records – Select on-line federal and state databases were
reviewed to identify sites and facilities on or adjacent to the airport that are:
a)

Listed on the EPA’s National Priority List (NPL),

b)

Registered generators of hazardous wastes,

c)

Owners of fuel storage tanks, and/or

d)

Locations of reported fuel spills or discharges of other regulated substances.

Aerial Photographs – A review of aerial photographs and imagery was conducted to identify activities or
features at the site that may involve hazardous materials and/or other regulated substances, either
currently or in the recent past.
Consultation with Airport Sponsor – Discussions were conducted with the Airport Sponsor and airport
management that are knowledgeable of past and present land-uses, waste storage/disposal activities,
and other airport operations that entail regulated materials or practices.
The principal aim of this effort was to identify those sites and facilities at the airport or in the immediate
vicinity of the stormwater management pond that are known to, or have the potential to, involve significant
amounts of hazardous materials and/or widespread contamination.
4.9.2

HAZARDOUS M ATERIALS ASSOCIATED WITH AIRPORT OPERATIONS

The utilization and storage of hazardous materials and other regulated substances at the Airglades
Airport are typical of most small general aviation airports. Activities that involve the use of these materials
include the fueling, servicing, and repair of aircraft; airfield maintenance, and the operation and
maintenance of the terminal building and hangars. Other facilities located on airport property include an
industrial park and a wastewater treatment plant (WWTP).
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The general types of hazardous and/or regulated materials stored and used at the Airglades Airport are
discussed below. The activities with highest involvement with hazardous and/or regulated materials
include fuel storage and maintenance of aircraft, equipment, and buildings.
4.9.2.1

Fuel Storage

The predominant types and overall largest quantities of materials and substances used at the Airglades
Airport that are classifiable as hazardous, are regulated, or have the potential to cause environmental
contamination include aircraft and motor vehicle fuels. The aircraft fuel types stored and used at
Airglades include Jet-A fuel and aviation gasoline (AVGAS). Aircraft fuel storage is regulated under state
petroleum storage and handling regulations and are discussed here as potential environmental
contaminants.
30, 31

shows three registered storage tanks at Airglades.
A review of FDEP registered storage tank listings
Figure 4.9-1 displays the locations of these tanks. Table 4.9-1 summarizes the registered storage tank
32
information (both active and closed). A review of site discharge information listings show no reported
petroleum product discharges on the airport. The active and closed registered fuel storage tanks
identified in Table 4.9-1 are not located within or immediately adjacent to the project site.
The storage and use of aviation fuels at the Airglades Airport have not resulted in substantial discharges
to soils and groundwater requiring remediation. No substantial releases, spills, or incidents involving fuel
within or immediately adjacent to the project site were noted. One site with a reported petroleum
discharge history (Map ID #4 on Figure 4.9-1) is located approximately 0.25 mile from the project site and
is separated from the project site by drainage canals and a large stormwater pond. Further, the FDEP
issued a Site Rehabilitation Completion Order in 2009 indicating that the site meets No Further Action
remediation criteria. Therefore, the potential for encountering substantial petroleum-related soil and/or
groundwater contamination at the project site (related to fuel) appears to be low.
It should be noted that Airglades Airport was military training facility during WWII. The location of aircraft
fueling operations was not revealed during this investigative effort. However, a 1949 aerial photograph
suggests two probable locations for aircraft fueling; the first is located in the vicinity of the existing fueling
ASTs and the second between the existing hangers and Airport Road northwest of the control tower. In
addition, a fueling system may have been available for military personnel vehicles. The 1949 aerial
photograph suggests two probable locations within the Airport Road loop; the first is located in the vicinity
of the western loop corner, and the second in the vicinity of the eastern loop corner.
Other non-regulated fueling ASTs for water control pumps (4) and farming equipment (1) were observed
within the airport acquisition area in aerial photographs dated between 1994 and 2014. Each of these
fueling ASTs were located along the eastern boundary of the proposed airport acquisition area.

30
31
32

FDEP. Tank Facility – Regulated Sites and Owner Information (by County). Accessed on October 23, 2013.
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/quick_topics/database_reports/pages/stcm/storagetank/ stcm_rsoi.htm.
FDEP. Tank Facility – Tank Facility – All Locations & Tank Information (by County). Accessed on October 23, 2013.
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/quick_topics/database_reports/pages/stcm/ storagetank_stcm.htm.
FDEP. Tank Facility Discharge information (by County). Accessed on October 23, 2013.
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/quick_topics/database_reports/pages/stcm/storagetank/stcm_di.htm.
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TABLE 4.9-1
SUMMARY OF REGISTERED TANKS AT AIRGLADES AIRPORT
Map
ID
1

2
3

Owner
Hendry County

Tank
Size
(gallons)
10,000

Placement
Aboveground

Facility
ID
8508677

Substance
Jet-A

Hendry County

10,000

Aboveground

8508677

AVGAS

Hendry County
Hilliard Leasing
US Sugar Corp Aviation
US Sugar Corp Aviation
US Sugar Corp Aviation

10,000
12,000
8,000
4,000
5,000

Underground
Aboveground
Aboveground
Aboveground
Aboveground

8508677
9809759
9805385
9805385
9805385

AVGAS
Jet-A
Jet-A
Jet-A
Jet-A

Status
Active – In
Service
Active – In
Service
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

MAP ID’s correspond to Figure 4.9-1.
Source: FDEP, 2013.

4.9.2.2

Maintenance and Repair Activities

The maintenance and repair of aircraft, vehicles, and equipment occurs at the airport. On-site
maintenance and repair activities are performed on aircraft, vehicles, and maintenance equipment,
including tractor mowers. Regular maintenance and repair is also performed on airfield facilities (e.g.,
lighting systems), the terminal building, utility systems, access roads, and hangar structures. Therefore,
Hendry County staff, the Fixed Base Operator, and tenants routinely store and utilize various forms and
quantities of new and waste oil; hydraulic and transmission fluids; new and used antifreeze; paint and
paint-related products; degreasers and other cleaners; and herbicides, insecticides, and fertilizers.
Reviews conducted for this study did not find any indications that any of these type materials were
handled, stored, or improperly disposed of in or adjacent to the project site.
4.9.2.3

Airfield Run-Off

Because the stormwater management ponds receive discharges from airfield pavements, there is the
possibility that the stormwater entering the ponds contains oil, grease, tire rubber, and exhaust particles
associated with aircraft and vehicles. Based on the findings of the FDOT’s Florida Airports Stormwater
33
Best Management Practices (BMP) Manual , it is expected that the overland flow from the edge of
airfield pavements to stormwater inlets provides a substantial amount of water quality treatment and,
thereby, reduces the amount of any potential contaminants entering the stormwater management ponds.
4.9.3

ENVIRONMENTAL DATABASE REVIEW

A review of on-line environmental databases was conducted to identify sites and facilities that may be of
environmental concern for the stormwater management pond, from both a site contamination and a
34, 35
and the FDEP.
NEPA perspective. The review included on-line databases maintained by the EPA
National Priorities List – NPL sites (also referred to as “Superfund” sites) are considered by EPA to
have the most significant public health and environmental risks to neighboring areas. A review of EPA
33
34
35

Florida Airports Stormwater BMP Manual. Statewide Airport Stormwater Study. FDOT, June 2005.
EPA. EPA NEPAssist web site. Accessed on September 24, 2013. http://134.67.99.123/NEPAssist/
nepamap.aspx?action=searchloc&wherestr=pns.
EPA. EPA My Environment web site. Accessed on September 24, 2013. http://www.epa.gov/myenv/.
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on-line databases did not reveal any sites or facilities on or adjacent to the Airglades Airport that are
included on the NPL.
Resource Recovery and Conservation Act (RCRA) Sites – The RCRA on-line database lists facilities
that store, generate, transport, treat, and dispose of hazardous wastes. This database records facilities
that generate large or small quantities of hazardous wastes or are conditionally exempt generators. It
should be noted that sites included in this database do not necessarily involve contamination. No RCRA
sites were found on the airport or adjacent to airport property.
4.9.4

WASTE HANDLING AND DISPOSAL

A review of on-line environmental databases and other sources identified four solid waste handling and/or
disposal areas on or in the in the vicinity of the Airglades Airport which are discussed below and
presented on Figure 4.9-1.
Hendry County ESA – Airglades Airport Diamond Area - Facility ID 98161– The inner loop area of
Airport Road (Map ID #5) has been a Disaster Debris Management Sites (DDMS) with Pre-Authorization
Permits approved by FDEP for 2010, 2011, and 2012. A DDMS permit allows for temporarily staging of
36
storm-generated debris which may include Construction & Demolition materials and yard trash. The site
has not been used for temporarily staging storm-generated debris since 2006, rather storm debris has
historically been hauled to the site of the former Clewiston Airport. However, the Diamond Area has been
utilized for staging of construction-related projects at the Airglades Airport (e.g., placement of construction
trailers and temporary storage of equipment, asphalt millings and soil during runway rehabilitations, all of
which were removed after completion of each construction project).
Airglades Landfill - Facility ID 74770 – The Airglades Landfill is located adjacent and north of the airport
acquisition area (Map ID #6). The facility is report as a closed Class II Landfill with no ongoing
groundwater monitoring. Some documents also describe the facility as a Class I Landfill. The facility
appears active in aerial photographs dated 1968 and 1974. Documents indicated the facility was closed
in 1979 which is verified by a 1979 aerial photograph. A Class I landfill is defined as receiving municipal
not hazardous solid waste and a Class II landfill is defined as receiving Class I wastes, averaged less
37
than 20 tons per day (Rule 62-701.340(3), F.A.C.).
Northwest Landfill - Facility ID none found – The Northwest Landfill (Map ID #7) is located adjacent
and northwest of the airport acquisition area. The facility is reported as a borrow pit which may have
received Construction & Demolition materials and or municipal solid waste. The site appears as a borrow
pit in the 1979 and 1982 aerial photographs. The overall pit dimensions appear to decrease in the 1992
aerial photograph. The pit dimensions are obscured with vegetative growth in the 1994 and later aerial
photographs.
Suspect Military Landfill - Facility ID none found –The Suspect Military Landfill is a former military
38
airfield clear zone area located to the southwest of the control tower (Map ID #8 is suspected
36

37
38

http://depedms.dep.state.fl.us/Oculus/servlet/shell?command=hitlist&[freeText=]&[profile=Administrative%2BAuthorization
_Source%2BCleanup%2BDiscovery_Compliance%2BEnforcement_Legal%2BFiscal%2BGreen+Yards%2BPermitting_Authori
zation]&[creator=]&[entityType=any]&[createdDateTo=]&[catalog=8]%20&[searchBy=profile]&[sortBy=Document+Date]&[create
dDate=]&{Facility-Site+ID=_EQ_98161}
http://appprod.dep.state.fl.us/www_wacs/reports/sw_facility_docs.asp?wacsid=74770
A Clear Zone is defined by Department of Defense Instruction 4165.57 as “a surface on the ground or water beginning at the
runway end and symmetrical about the runway centerline extended”.
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approximate location). The site is suspected to have received solid waste derived from on base activities
during the military occupation of the Airglades Airport. The site appears as pastureland in aerial
photographs dated between 1938 and 1990. No unusual surface anomalies were observed in these
photographs in the vicinity of the clear zone. The clear zone and surrounding cane fields appear in the
1994 and later aerial photographs.
4.9.5

SOLID WASTE

In a cooperative agreement with adjoining Lee County, all municipal solid waste (MSW) generated in
Hendry County is taken to one of two transfer stations in Hendry County (one in Clewiston and one in
LaBelle). MSW is then transferred to the Lee County resource recovery (waste-to-energy (WTE)) facility
for processing (located 45 miles southwest of Airglades Airport). Construction debris is sorted for
recyclable materials at the WTE facility. At the Lee County facility waste is combusted using a mass burn
combustion system. Post combustion, only inert ash residue is left which accounts for approximately 10
percent of the original waste volume. The remaining ash is disposed of at the Lee/Hendry Landfill located
in Hendry County (31 miles southwest of Airglades Airport). The Lee/Hendry Landfill accepts inert ash
residue generated at the WTE facility as well as bypass refuse from the solid waste transfer station and
residuals from the construction and demolition debris recycling facility. The landfill consists of a 30 acre
Class I (MSW) disposal area, 16 acre ash monofill and a 25 acre Class III (construction and demolition
debris) area. The Lee/Hendry County waste management facilities are capable of treating 500 tons per
day (TPD) of vegetative waste and an additional 650 TPD of waste in the waste to energy facility.
Recycling capacity exceeds 550 TPD. Each area has additional capacity which can be developed. The
total acreage available for development for each area is 90 acres Class I, 35 acres ash monofill, and 128
acres of Class III material.
4.9.6

SOIL AND GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

The environmental records review conducted for this EA identified potential for a suspect military landfill
to exist underneath or adjacent to Proposed Project development areas, although the exact location and
extent of any related contamination is not documented. In order to determine the potential for hazardous
material or environmental contaminant involvement during construction or operation of the Proposed
Project, soil and groundwater sampling was undertaken at locations depicted on Figure 4.9-2 during
March and April 2016.
Soil sampling was conducted in representative locations overlying the proposed runway, within the areas
of the proposed aircraft parking aprons and hangar facilities, along the proposed access roadway in the
northwest quadrant of the airport property, and in the west and southwest portions of the airport property
surrounding the likely area of the suspect military landfill (see Section 4.9.4). Groundwater sampling sites
were directly collocated with the soil sampling locations where possible, although it was necessary to
slightly offset the groundwater monitoring wells in some locations in order to minimize impacts to planted
crops at the site and improve accessibility for drilling rigs used to construct the monitoring wells.
Groundwater monitoring focused on the areas of the proposed runway endpoints, and in the expected
vicinity of the suspect military landfill in the southwest quadrant of airport property.
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Soil samples were collected at depth intervals of 0.0 – 0.5, 2.0 – 2.5, and 4.0 – 4.5 feet below land
surface (bls). Groundwater wells were bored to a depth of approximately 13 feet bls, and one
groundwater sample was collected from each boring location after a stabilization period of 72 hours.
Collected samples were tested for the following suite of compounds: organochlorine and
organophosphorus pesticides, chlorinated herbicides, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) and
priority pollutant metals, and arsenic. Analytical laboratory results were compared to applicable Soil
Cleanup Target Levels (SCTLs) and Groundwater Cleanup Target Levels (GCTLs) for
commercial/industrial sites, as promulgated at Chapter 62-777 F.A.C.
Laboratory testing of collected soil samples indicated that only alpha-hexachlorocyclohexane (i.e., AlphaBHC) concentrations were above the applicable SCTL for groundwater leachability at locations AG-11S
and AG-12S (Table 4.9-2). However, the measured Alpha-BHC concentrations at these locations did not
exceed SCTLs established for either direct commercial/industrial or direct residential exposure. Also
shown on Table 4.9-2, total arsenic levels at multiple soil sample locations were above the SCTL for
direct residential exposure but were beneath the SCTL for direct commercial/industrial exposure. The
commercial/industrial SCTL is most applicable based on the existing intended use of the Proposed
Project site. All other contaminants of concern were either below detection limits or registered beneath
applicable SCTLs.

TABLE 4.9-2
SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS

Compound

AlphaBHC
Arsenic
(total)

Soil/GW
Sampling
Station
Number

Sample ID (depth
bls)

Value
(mg/kg)

11
12
11
12
1
8
9

AG-11S (4.0 – 4.5’)
AG-12S (0.0 – 0.5’)
AG-11S (4.0 – 4.5’)
AG-12S (0.0 – 0.5’)
AG-1S (2.0 – 2.5’)
AG-8S (2.0 – 2.5’)
AG-9S (2.0 – 2.5’)

0.00057
0.00037
6.6
3.4
2.5
8.6
3.9

Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) (mg/kg)
Direct
Exposure –
Direct
Groundwater
Commercial/
Exposure –
Leachability
Industrial
Residential

0.0003

0.60

0.10

None

12.00

2.10

mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram of soil; bls = feet below level surface
Sample ID’s correspond to Figure 4.9-2.
Source: Johnson Engineering, 2016.

Groundwater sampling results revealed no contaminants of concern above applicable GCTLs as listed at
Chapter 62-777 F.A.C. See Appendix F for further details on the sampling methods and results.
4.10

HISTORIC, ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

The purpose of the cultural resource evaluation is to ensure that an undertaking is in compliance with
Federal, state, and local regulations that protect historic and archaeological resources and that the
appropriate affected environment is identified and assessed. It includes inventories of any historic and
archaeological resources located in the vicinity of the airport.
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4.10. 1

HISTORIC RESOURCES

4.10.1.1 APE for Historic Resources
NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the potential effect of their actions on the human
environment, which includes cultural as well as natural aspects of the environment. NEPA regulations
(40 CFR 1502.25) encourage integration of the NEPA review process with other environmental laws,
including Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as implemented by 36
CFR 800. Section 106 requires that an APE for an undertaking be established. Within that APE, it
requires that the effect of the undertaking on historic resources that are listed in or eligible for listing in the
NRHP be taken into account.
An APE for historic architectural resources is defined as the area or areas within which an undertaking
may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of any existing NRHP-listed or –eligible
historic properties. Such changes may include: a) the destruction of all or part of a resource; b) the
isolation of the resource or changes in its setting; c) the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric
elements that affect those characteristics that make the resource eligible for listing in the NRHP; and, d)
the transfer, lease, or sale of the historic resource. Based on these factors, the APE for historic
architectural resources for this EA includes the limits of physical disturbance associated with the
Proposed Project and those locations that would newly fall within the DNL 65 decibel (dB) noise contour
as a result of the proposed improvements.
In correspondence dated February 20, 2015 FAA provided detailed information to SHPO with regard to
the APE for historic architectural and archaeological resources, and provided details pertaining to the
review of site records and the project impact area for archaeological and historic cultural resources. In
this correspondence the FAA documented their determination that the Proposed Project would not affect
any historic resources listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP. In correspondence dated May 13, 2015
the SHPO concurred with the information presented in FAA’s February 20, 2015 correspondence and
FAA’s determination of no effect to historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the NRHP (SHPO
correspondence is provided in Appendix D).
The boundaries of the APE were based upon the scale and nature of the undertaking, as required by
Section 106, and upon the area where the Proposed Project compared to the No-Action Alternative would
cause noise sensitive areas located at or above DNL 65 dB to experience a noise increase of at least
DNL 1.5 dB (FAA Order 1050.1F). Most land uses outside of the DNL 65 noise contour, including
residences, schools, churches, hospitals, and outdoor recreational areas, are considered compatible land
uses. Thus, the use of the DNL 65 noise contour to define an APE for historic architectural resources is
based on accepted FAA Part 150 land-use compatibility guidelines. The APE for historic resources is
shown in Figure 4.10-1.
4.10.1.2 Historic Resources Located within the APE
There are no standing resources located within the APEs of the Proposed Project. The Florida
SHPO/Florida Division of Historic Resources (DHR) files indicate that one resource outside of but near
the APE, located within Airglades Airport, was previously recorded: Riddle McKay Airfield WWII Hangar
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(HN109). It was a steel and wood frame building erected in 1941 as part of a complex of buildings
constructed and utilized prior to and during WWII to train British airmen. The hangar was partially
demolished by a hurricane in 2005 and torn down and replaced that year. It was the last surviving historic
resource at and near Airglades Airport associated with Riddle McKay Airfield and WWII. A field survey
and research conducted in August 2013 indicate that all of the airport’s current standing resources were
constructed within the past 25 years. There are no National Register-listed or –eligible historic properties
located within or near the APE.
4.10.1.3 Historic Resources Located in the Vicinity of but Outside of the APE
The Proposed Project has the potential to result in proposed flight paths and cargo aircraft overflights
where none currently exist. Therefore, due to the nature of the Proposed Project this EA includes an
inventory of historic architectural resources that are listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP and that are
located within a 25-mile radius of the established APE for historic architecture. The 25-mile distance was
chosen in order to capture all resources that have the potential to experience overflights due to the new
flight paths associated with implementation of the Proposed Project. These resources are shown in
Figure 4.10-2 and listed in Table 4.10-1. A total of 57 historic resources are located within this expanded
disclosure area. Noise modeling was used to predict noise levels at 45 grid point locations in order to
assess potential noise impacts to historic resources within this disclosure area. Because many historic
resources within the disclosure area are tightly clustered geographically, not every resource was
individually modeled. Where resources were clustered, the modeled grid point located closest to the
cluster was considered to be representative of the noise conditions within that group. Therefore, the full
list of 57 resources was used to develop representative point locations of the historic resources that are
included in the analysis of noise sensitive sites. Table 4.10-1 lists each of the historic resources in the
expanded disclosure area and identifies the nearest INM modeled grid point to the resource.
The noise sensitive site analysis can be found in the Environmental Consequences chapter of this EA
(see Section 5.14).
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TABLE 4.10-1
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCE SITES LOCATED WITHIN
TWENTY-FIVE MILES OF THE APE
Map
ID
H-1
H-2
H-3

Name

NRHP
Status

Description

Nearest
Grid Point
1
ID
10
15
23

Distance to
Grid Point
(miles)
1.35
0.11
0.59

Eligible
Listed
Eligible

Use Unspecified
Barn
Tower

Listed

Courthouse

12

0.03

H-5
H-6
H-7
H-8
H-9
H-10
H-11
H-12

Herbert Hoover Dike
Red Barn
Palmdale Lookout Tower
Old Hendry County
Courthouse
Clewiston Inn
Forrey Building & Annex
1st Baptist Church of LaBelle
Herbert Hoover Dike
The Wade Hampton House
Newcomb Bakery Building
First Bank of LaBelle
Poole Store

Listed
Listed
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible

20
12
12
8
12
12
12
12

0.53
0.31
0.34
1.32
0.41
0.41
0.42
0.39

H-13

Labelle High School

Eligible

12

0.37

H-14
H-15
H-16
H-17
H-18
H-19
H-20
H-21
H-22
H-23
H-24
H-25
H-26
H-27
H-28

Frierson Store
Duff, Capt. F. Deane House
Scharnberg House
Executive House
Clewiston Historic Schools
Clewiston Historic Schools
2150 North S. R. 29
Dixie Crystal Theater
Herbert Hoover Dike
Apostolic Assembly Building
Rodriguez, F., Building
Boe, O., House
St. Mary's Catholic Church
Prince Theatre
Pahokee High School
Pahokee High School
Campus (Bldg. D)
Pahokee High School
Campus (Bldg. E)
Pahokee High School
Campus (Bldg. F)
Pahokee High School
Campus (Bldg. H)
Frigidaire Bldg. #1
Frigidaire Bldg. #2
Boe's Farm #2
Boe's Farm Residence
Boe Property
South Bay Railroad Workers
Cottage

Listed
Listed
Listed
Listed
Listed
Listed
Eligible
Listed
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Listed

Hotel; Motel; Inn
Apartment
Meetinghouse (Religious)
Use Unspecified
Private Residence
Bakery Shop
Bank
Commercial
School; University;
College
Post Office
Private Residence
Use Unspecified
Private Residence
Education Related
Education Related
Private Residence
Theater
Dam
Commercial
Commercial
Private Residence
House of Worship
Warehouse
Education Related
School; University;
College
School; University;
College

12
14
14
14
14
17
12
20
22
13
13
13
13
13
13

0.41
0.08
0.22
0.13
0.41
0.36
2.21
0.48
0.56
0.16
0.13
1.05
0.60
0.10
0.00

13

0.07

13

0.06

Fitness Center or Spa

13

0.05

13

0.05

13
13
13
13
13

1.15
1.17
1.15
1.17
1.17

21

3.72

H-4

H-29
H-30
H-31
H-32
H-33
H-34
H-35
H-36
H-37
H-38

Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible

Dining Hall or Cafeteria;
not retail
Commercial
Commercial
Use Unspecified
Private Residence
Private Residence
Museum/Art
Gallery/Planetarium
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TABLE 4.10-1 (continued)
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCE SITES LOCATED WITHIN TWENTY-FIVE MILES
OF THE APE
Map
ID

Name

H-46

Glades Gas and Electric Corp
Property
137 E Main Street
169 E Main Street
990 E Main Street
2124 E Main St.
Belle Glade Bridge
Cr-721A/Harney Pond Canal
Bridge
Lake Okeechobee Dike

H-47

Goodno/Ford (Barron) Park

H-39
H-40
H-41
H-42
H-43
H-44
H-45

H-48
H-49
H-50
H-51
H-52
H-53
H-54
H-55
H-56
H-57

Downtown LaBelle Historic
District
Herbert Hoover Dike
Bolles Canal
Moore Haven Residential
Historic Dist.
Lake Okeechobee Dike
Caloosahatchee Canal
Atlantic Coastline Railroad
Boe's Farm Complex
Main Street Historic District
Pahokee High School

NRHP
Status

Description

Nearest
Grid Point
1
ID

Distance to
Grid Point
(miles)

21

0.60

13
13
13
13
21

0.18
0.04
0.47
1.23
3.25

Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible

Commercial and
Apartments
Commercial
Commercial
Private Residence
Private Residence
Bridge

Eligible

Bridge

15

0.09

Eligible

Linear Resource
Designed Historic
Landscape

14

0.30

12

0.43

Listed

Historical District

12

0.32

Eligible
Eligible

Linear Resource
Linear Resource

22
21

0.05
4.33

Listed

Historical District

16

0.06

Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible

Linear Resource
Linear Resource
Linear Resource
FMSF Building Complex
FMSF Building Complex
FMSF Building Complex

8
16
23
13
13
13

0.00
0.00
0.06
1.15
0.10
0.00

Eligible

Eligible

Source: Florida Master Site File, 2015: National Register of Historic Places, 2015; AECOM, 2015.
FMSF = Florida Master Site File; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places
1
Each resource on this table was associated with a grid point identified for the purposes of impact analysis. The association was
based on geographic proximity from a grid point location to the historic resource. See Sections 4.11-4, 5.14-3 and 5.14-4 for
additional details on the noise sensitive site evaluation.

4.10. 2

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.10.2.1 APE for Archaeological Resources
As with historic resources, Section 106 requires that an archaeological APE for an undertaking be
established and that, within that APE, the effect of the undertaking on archaeological resources that are
listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP be taken into account. Unlike historic resources, visual, audible,
and atmospheric elements do not affect the characteristics that make archaeological resources eligible for
listing in the NRHP. The APE for archaeological resources is therefore the limits of physical disturbance
associated with the undertaking’s proposed improvements. The APE for archaeological resources is
shown in Figure 4.10-1.
4.10.2.2 Archaeological Resources located within the APE
The DHR Florida Master Site File (FMSF) indicates that 11 previously recorded archaeological sites have
been reported within five miles of the Proposed Project area (Table 4.10-2). None of these sites are
located on the airport property and none are located within the Archaeological APE.
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TABLE 4.10-2
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES LOCATED WITHIN
FIVE MILES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AREA
FMSF #
GL00439
HN00005
HN00011
HN00012
HN00013
HN00014
HN00029
HN00032
HN00033
HN00101
HN00120

Site Name
Hicpochee Burial
Maple Mound
Stitt Site
Stitt Mound 1
Stitt Mound 2
Stitt Mound 3
Lake Hicpochee Earthworks
Hendry Circle
South Lake Mounds
Pond
Double Guava

Site Type
Historic Burial, Unknown
Belle Glade Mound
19th Century Historic
Glades Midden
Belle Glade Midden
Prehistoric Unknown Mounds
Prehistoric Unknown Mounds
Glades Earthwork
Belle Glade Mounds
Late Archaic Habitation
Belle Glade I Campsite

National Register Evaluation
Not Evaluated
Eligible
Not Evaluated
Not Evaluated
Not Evaluated
Not Evaluated
Eligible
Not Evaluated
Eligible
Eligible
Eligible

Source: Florida Master Site File, 2015: National Register of Historic Places, 2015; AECOM, 2015.

An archaeological reconnaissance survey was conducted within the APE for archaeological resources
area that consisted of a pedestrian survey, windshield survey, and limited shovel testing adjacent to
identified landscape features. No in-situ cultural deposits were discovered within that area during the
course of this reconnaissance survey. There are no National Register-listed or –eligible archaeological
properties located within the APE for archaeological resources. A copy of the archaeological
reconnaissance survey is provided in Appendix G.
4.11

AIRCRAFT NOISE AND LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

The compatibility of existing and planned land uses in the vicinity of an airport is usually associated with
the extent of the airport’s noise impacts. Airport development actions to accommodate fleet mix changes,
the number of aircraft operations, or air traffic changes are examples of activities that can alter aviationrelated noise impacts and affected land uses subjected to those impacts.
This section describes the baseline noise environment and the associated land use compatibility.
4.11.1

REGULATORY SETTING

4.11.1.1 Federal Guidelines
The evaluation of the Airglades Airport noise environment, and land use compatibility associated with
airport noise, was conducted using methodologies developed by the FAA and published in FAA Order
5050.4B, FAA Order 1050.1F, and title 14 CFR Part 150.
For aviation noise analysis, the FAA has determined that the cumulative noise energy exposure of
individuals to noise resulting from aviation activities must be established in terms of yearly DNL which is
used as FAA’s primary metric. Title 14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1, provides Federal compatible
land use guidelines for several land uses as a function of DNL values. The ranges of DNL values in Table
1 reflect the statistical variability for the responses of large groups of people to noise. Compatible or noncompatible land use is determined by comparing the predicted or measured DNL values at a site to the
values listed in Table 1 of title 14 CFR Part 150. Land use compatibility with yearly DNL is shown in
Table 4.11-1.
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4.11.2

STUDY METHODS

4.11.2.1 Aircraft Noise Descriptors and Effects
The terms and metrics associated with aircraft noise relative to this analysis are discussed in detail in
Appendix H along with potential effects of aircraft noise. In this document noise or sound levels are
expressed in terms of A-weighted decibels (dBA).
DNL is a 24-hour time-weighted-average noise metric expressed in dBA which accounts for the noise
levels of all individual aircraft events, the number of times those events occur, and the time of day which
they occur. DNL has two time periods: daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m.). In order to represent the added intrusiveness of sounds occurring during nighttime hours, DNL
penalizes or weights events occurring during the nighttime periods by 10 dBA.

TABLE 4.11-1
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY WITH YEARLY DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND LEVELS
Below
65 dB
Residential
Residential (Other than mobile homes &
transient lodges)
Mobile Home Parks
Transient Lodging
Public Use
Schools
Hospitals, Nursing Homes
Churches, Auditoriums, Concert Halls
Governmental Services
Transportation
Parking
Commercial Use
Offices, Business & Professional
Wholesale & Retail Building Materials,
Hardware & Farm Equipment
Retail Trade - General
Utilities
Communications
Manufacturing & Production
Manufacturing, General
Photographic and Optical
Agriculture (Except Livestock) &
Forestry
Livestock Farming & Breeding
Mining & Fishing, Resource Production
& Extraction
Recreational
Outdoor Sports Arenas, Spectator
Sports
Outdoor Music Shells, Amphitheaters

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL)
65-70
70-75
75-80
80-85
Over 85
dB
dB
dB
dB
dB
1

N

N

N

N
1
N

N
1
N

N
1
N

N
N

N
N

N
25
25
Y
Y
Y

1

N
30
30
25
2
Y
2
Y

1

N
N
N
30
3
Y
3
Y

N
N
N
N
4
Y
4
Y

N
N
N
N
4
Y
N

Y

25

30

N

N

Y

Y

2

Y

3

Y

4

Y

N

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

25
2
Y
25

30
3
Y
30

N
4
Y
N

N
N
N

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
25

2

Y
30

3

Y
N

4

N
N

Y

Y

7

Y

8

Y

8

Y

Y

Y

N

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

1

N

6

Y

Y

6

Y

7

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

5

Y

5

N

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N
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TABLE 4.11-1 (continued)
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY WITH YEARLY DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND LEVELS

Nature Exhibits & Zoos
Amusement, Parks, Resorts, Camps
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water
Recreation

Below
65 dB
Y
Y

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL)
65-70
70-75
75-80
80-85
Over 85
dB
dB
dB
dB
dB
Y
N
N
N
N
Y
Y
N
N
N

Y

Y

25

30

N

N

NOTE:
The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific properties
remains with the local authorities. FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute Federally determined land use
for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally determined needs and values in achieving noisecompatible land uses.
KEY TO TABLE:
SLUCM
Standard Land Use Coding Manual.
Y (Yes)
Land Use and related structures are compatible without restrictions.
N (No)
Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.
NLR
Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) are to be achieved through incorporation of noise attenuation into the
design and construction of structure.
25,30, or 35 Land use and related structures are generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30, or 35 dB ...... must be
incorporated in design and construction of structure.
1
Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor to indoor NLR of
at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual approvals. Normal
residential construction can be expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction requirements are often stated as 5, 10 or
15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and closed windows year round. However, the
use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems
2
Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the
public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.
3
Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the
public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.
4
Measures to achieve NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the
public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.
5
Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed.
6
Residential buildings require an NLR of 25 dB.
7
Residential buildings require an NLR of 30 dB.
8
Residential buildings not permitted.
Noncompatible land use.
Source: Title 14 CFR part 150, Appendix A, Table 1, January 1998.

4.11.2.2 Noise and Compatible Land Use Prediction Methodology
The Integrated Noise Model (INM) has been FAA's standard tool since 1978 for determining the predicted
noise impact in the vicinity of airports. Statutory requirements for INM use are defined in FAA Order
1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures; Order 5050.4B, NEPA Implementing
Instructions for Airport Actions; and title 14 CFR part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. INM
Version 7.0d service update 1, released September 24, 2013, was the version used for this document
(http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/aep/models/ inm_model/).
The INM incorporates the number of annual average daily daytime and nighttime flight and run-up
operations, flight paths, run-up locations, and flight profiles of the aircraft along with its extensive internal
database of aircraft noise and performance information, to calculate the DNL at many points on the
ground around an airport. From a grid of points, the INM contouring program draws contours of equal
DNL to be superimposed onto land use maps. For this document, DNL contours of 65, 70, and 75 dBA
were developed. DNL contours are a graphical representation of how the noise from the airport’s average
annual daily aircraft operations is distributed over the surrounding area. The INM can calculate sound
levels at any specified point so that noise exposure at representative locations around an airport can be
obtained.
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The results of the INM analysis provide a relative measure of noise levels around airfield facilities. When
the calculations are made in a consistent manner, the INM is most accurate for comparing before and
after noise effects resulting from forecast changes or alternative noise control actions. It allows noise
levels to be predicted for such Proposed Projects without the actual implementation and noise monitoring
of those actions.
Title 14 CFR part 150, Appendix A, provides Federal compatible land use guidelines for several land uses
as a function of DNL values. Compatible or non-compatible land use is determined by comparing the
predicted or measured DNL values at a site to the established thresholds.
EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

4.11.3

Airglades Airport serves Hendry County, Florida located in southwest Florida. Hendry County owns and
operates the airport, which currently serves only general aviation aircraft.
4.11.3.1 Data Sources
Data was collected from multiple sources, examined, and utilized to ensure that this aircraft noise
analysis provides an accurate depiction of the existing aircraft noise environment at Airglades Airport.
The data sources utilized for this analysis included:
•

FAA Airglades Airport Terminal Area Forecast (2014);

•

FDOT, Florida Aviation System Plan (2014);

•

FAA General Aviation Forecasts (2012 - 2031);

•

Airglades Airport Management; and

4.11.3.2 Modeled Aircraft Operations
This section describes the sources and derivation of the INM input data for the 2013 conditions including
airport layout, weather, flight operations, runway use, flight tracks, and track use. As noted in Section
4.1.2, 2013 was used for the characterization of baseline noise conditions at the Airport. Operations at
Airglades Airport during 2013 totaled 12,063 which were greater than the 11,527 operations listed in the
FAA 2016 TAF, and therefore, the 2013 baseline values from the FAA approved Forecast of Aviation
Demand used for the noise analysis are conservative when compared to the FAA TAF, and appropriate
for use in this EA.
The detailed description of flight operations can be found in Appendix H.
Weather and Climate – The INM default for pressure, temperature, humidity, and headwind was not
changed in the model. INM uses temperature, pressure, and headwind when computing procedural
profiles. Humidity is only used in calculating atmospheric absorption. The INM default airport pressure is
29.92 inches of mercury because it is the average atmospheric pressure at sea level. The default
temperature is 59° (F), humidity is 70 percent and the default average headwind is 8 knots.
Flight Operations – INM-modeled annual operations for the 2013 existing conditions totaled 12,063
operations, which is approximately 33 daily operations. Jet operations accounted for approximately 5.1
percent of the total operations. Nighttime operations accounted for 5 percent of the total operations.
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Runway Use – A wind rose was completed in order to determine the wind coverage, since actual runway
utilization data was unavailable. Runway utilization is approximately 52/48 percent on Runway 13 and 31,
respectively. Discussions with airport management and the wind analysis confirmed this utilization was a
reasonable calculation and assumption.
Flight Tracks and Utilization – Flight tracks are the aircraft’s actual path through the air projected
vertically onto the ground. A detailed discussion of flight track, flight track utilization, and graphical
representation of the flight tracks can be found in Appendix H.
4.11.4

BASELINE NOISE CONDITIONS

4.11.4.1 Baseline Aircraft Noise Exposure and Land Use Compatibility
DNL Contours – Noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations in 2013 at Airglades Airport is
depicted as DNL 65, 70, and 75 dBA contours, superimposed over the local land use map of Hendry
County, on Figure 4.11-1. The estimated land area within each DNL contour interval is shown in
Table 4.11-2.
Land Use Compatibility – It should be noted that title 14 CFR part 150 land use compatibility guidelines
shown in Table 4.11-1 do not constitute a Federal determination that a specific land use is acceptable or
unacceptable under Federal, state, or local laws. The responsibility for determining acceptable land uses
rests with the local authorities through its zoning laws and ordinances.
The noise exposure is quantified as acreage of on- and off-airport land exposed to various levels of
aircraft noise. The DNL 65+ dB contour for the Baseline condition, shown in Table 4.11-2, encompasses
approximately 18.5 acres. As shown in Figure 4.11-1, the entire contour is contained within the airport
boundary.

TABLE 4.11-2
2013 EXISTING CONDITION NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES
Land Use Type (Acres)
Airport
Off Airport
TOTAL ACREAGE:

DNL 65 to 70
dBA
12.7
0.0
12.7

DNL 70 to 75
dBA
4.1
0.0
4.1

DNL 75+
dBA
1.7
0.0
1.7

Total Over DNL
65 dBA
18.5
0.0
18.5

Sources: CMT, 2014.

Affected Population – FAA defines DNL 65 as the threshold of noise compatibility for residential land
uses. The DNL 65+ contour does not leave the airport property, therefore there are no residential land
uses within the boundary of the noise contours.
Noise Sensitive Sites - In order to characterize the baseline affected environment with regard to noisesensitive resources (schools, churches, parks, recreational areas, and historic resources), 45 noise
receptor grid points were selected and modeled using INM. The sites selected were distributed
throughout the expanded 25-mile radius disclosure area identified for this EA as shown in Figure 4.10-2.
A portion of the 45 sites selected directly correspond to Section 4(f) or historic resources, whereas others
were selected because they represent geographic locations where there may be potential for future noise
impacts due to aircraft operations associated with the Proposed Project. Each of the 45 sites (grid points)
are listed in Table 4.11-3 and shown on Figure 4.11-2. INM-modeled noise levels at each of the grid
point locations are also shown in Table 4.11-3.
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As previously discussed in Sections 4.5 and 4.10, there are numerous Section 4(f) and historic
resources located throughout the expanded disclosure area established for this EA. Because many of
the Section 4(f) and historic resources within the disclosure area are tightly clustered geographically, not
every resource was individually modeled. Instead, where resources were clustered, the modeled grid
point located closest to the cluster was chosen as being representative of the noise conditions within that
cluster. Table 4.11-3 lists the modeled grid point number and the noise sensitive sites which are most
closely related geographically to that grid point.

TABLE 4.11-3
2013 EXISTING CONDITION NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES AT NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Grid
Point
/Site
ID

Type

Name

Existing
Condition
DNL

Nearest Section
4(f)/Historical
1
Resource(s)

5611 W US Hwy 27, Clewiston

23.6

--

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Single family
home
Church
Church
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point

Clewiston Gospel Ministries
Turning Point Church Of God
Big Cyprus Reservation
Immokalee Reservation
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Brighton Reservation
Seminole Indian Property

20.8
22.2
8.2
-8.9
20.3
-0.4
23.7
18.3
23.5
7.3

12

NRHP

Old Hendry County Courthouse

17.3

13

NRHP

Pahokee High School

12.8

14

NRHP

Executive House

17.4

15

NRHP

Brighton Reservation

15.8

16

NRHP

Moore Haven Downtown Hist. Dist.

23.7

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

School
School
School
School
School
Park
Park
Park

Nova Southeastern University
Moore Haven Junior/Senior High
Eastside Elementary School
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial Park
Sportsman’s Village Boat Ramp
Montura Outdoor Playground

16.4
20.3
17.9
17.6
13.5
19.4
14
23.2

------H-8, H-52, R-1
-H-1
-H-4, H-6, H-7, H-9, H10, H-11, H-12, H-13,
H-14, H-20, H-47, H-48
H-23, H-24, H-25, H-26,
H-27, H-28, H-29, H-30,
H-31, H-32, H-33, H-34,
H-35, H-36, H-37, H-40,
H-41, H-42, H-43, H-55,
H-56, H57
H-15, H-16, H-17, H-18,
H-46
H-2, H-45
H-51, H-53, R-4, R-5,
R-6
H-19
R-3, R-7, R-8
-H-5, H-21
H-38, H-39, H-44, H-50
H-22, H-49
H-3, H-54
--

1
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TABLE 4.11-3 (continued)
2013 EXISTING CONDITION NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES AT NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Grid
Point
/Site
ID
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Type

Name

Flight Track Pt.
Church
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park

34

Park

35
36

Park
Park

37

Park

38

Flight Track Pt.

39

Flight Track Pt.

40

Flight Track Pt.

41

Park

42

Park

43
44
45

Park
Park
Park

Arrival Flight Track Point
Hi-Haven Baptist Church
Harlem Sports Complex
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Big Cypress National Reserve
Big Cypress Reservation
Alligator Alley Reservation
Florida Panther National Wildlife
Refuge
Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail
Florida National Scenic Trail
Fish Eating Creek and Curry Island
Trailheads
Fish Eating Creek-Future Instrument
Arrival Tracks
Fish Eating Creek-Future Visual
Arrival Tracks
Fish Eating Creek WMA Trailhead
Cyprus Museum / Palmdale Lookout
Tower
Northern Extent of Fish Eating
Creek WMA
Alvin Ward Park in Moore Haven
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

Existing
Condition
DNL

Nearest Section
4(f)/Historical
1
Resource(s)

17.8
27.9
21
2.2
14
5.3
-10.9
-7.8
-14.2

--R-2
--------

-16.4
28.9
21.8

-----

14.1

--

13.1

R-9

21.1
15.3

---

16.9

--

2.9
14.4
11.2
8.7

-R-11
R-10

1

See Sections 4.5 and 4.10 for further discussion of these resources
Sources: Florida Master Site File, 2015: National Register of Historic Places, 2015; AECOM, 2015; CMT, 2016.

Predicted noise levels at each of the 45 receptor grid points shown on Table 4.11-3 are below DNL 30 dB
under existing conditions. Importantly, the INM predicts negative noise levels at some of these locations.
In these instances, the grid point location extends beyond the linear distance for which Noise-PowerDistance (NPD) data exist in the INM. The cutoff distance for most NPD curves corresponds to 25,000
feet (or 4.1 nm) in most cases. If a receptor grid point is beyond the NPD cutoff distance of 25,000 feet,
INM performs a logarithmic extrapolation of the available data for that point, which may not produce an
accurate prediction. INM does not stop this extrapolation when a predicted noise level reaches zero. For
instance, if NPD data in the INM shows a noise level of 40 dB at 25,000 feet cutoff distance, and a
receptor grid point is placed at a distance of 100,000 feet, the INM would then extrapolate a sound level
continuously quieter than 40 dB, even if the distance beyond the NPD data is so great that the
extrapolated sound level would be less than zero.
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4.12

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

4.12.1

METHODOLOGY

A SSA was established to support the analysis of social and economic conditions in the area of the
project. The SSA encompasses an area surrounding Airglades Airport that falls within a typical commute
shed. Average commute times listed in the American Community Survey (ACS) for the region were used
to estimate an average regional commute distance of approximately 20 miles. The 20-mile commute shed
applied to the Airglades Airport is assumed to encompass the area of the State from which most workers
would be drawn, and the area in which most related social and economic impacts would accrue. The SSA
serves as the focus of the evaluation of direct, indirect, and secondary and cumulative socioeconomic
effects. Figure 4.12-1 depicts the 60 US Census Block Groups in Hendry, Glades, and Palm Beach
Counties that combine to form the SSA.
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Information pertaining to the existing social and economic characteristics of the SSA was gathered from
data presented by the U.S. Census Bureau, Florida Department of Economic Opportunity (FDEO) and the
Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR). Data from the 2010-2014 ACS was used to
identify the income/poverty and racial/ethnic characteristics of the population within the SSA. The
Census, FDEO, and BEBR datasets served as the basis for the assessment of economic activity and
employment.
4.12.2

POPULATION

Table 4.12-1 describes the population present within the SSA, the affected Counties, and the State of
Florida. In 2014, the population of Glades County was estimated at 13,190 residents, Hendry County at
38,360, and Palm Beach County at 1,359,074. The SSA which incorporates portions of the above noted
counties was estimated to contain 89,784 residents. Analysis shows that the population density within the
SSA (30 people per square-mile) is considerably lower than that generally seen in the State (349 people
39
per square-mile) .
Additionally, ACS Estimates show that approximately 67 percent of the adult population within the SSA
attained a high school diploma or higher level of education compared to 65.7 percent in Hendry County,
76 percent in Glades County, and 87.7 percent in Palm Beach County. Approximately 11 percent of the
40
population within the SSA holds a bachelor’s - or higher degree .
4.12.3

AGE, RACE AND ETHNICITY

4.12.3.1 Race and Ethnicity
The racial and ethnic composition of the population present within the SSA, affected Counties, and State
is shown in Table 4.12-1; a detailed summary by US Census Block is provided in Appendix I. Data from
the ACS reveals that the White population comprises approximately 58.9 percent of the SSA’s total.
4.12.4

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

A total of 33,535 homes are located within the SSA of which 25,435 are occupied. Approximately 38
41
percent of the occupied homes serve as rentals and 62 percent are owner occupied . The Cities of
LaBelle, Moore Haven, Clewiston, South Bay, Belle Glade, and Pahokee are found within the SSA, and
serve as focal points for residential use. Rural/agricultural lands with very low residential densities occupy
much of the area most proximate to the Airglades Airport. See Table 4.12-2 for additional housing data.

39
40
41

AECOM, Population Density Estimate based on analysis of 2010-2014 ACS Data, Completed 2016
US Census Bureau. 2010-2014 ACS 5-YR Estimates, DP02.
US Census Bureau. 2010-2014 ACS 5-YR Estimates, DP03
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TABLE 4.12-1
COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
Subject
Total Population
Age
< 5 years
5 to 17 years
18 to 29 years
30 to 39 years
40 to 49 years
50 to 64 years
+65 years
Median Age
Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Island
Some Other Race
Two or More Races
Ethnicity
Hispanic
Households
Average Household Size

SSA
Number
Percent
89,784
100

Hendry County
Number
Percent
38,360
100

Glades County
Number
Percent
13,190
100

Palm Beach
Number
Percent
1,359,074
100

Florida
Number
Percent
19,361,792
100

6,417
16,716
15,630
12,365
12,137
15,484
11,035
35.5

7.1
18.6
17.4
13.8
13.5
17.2
12.3
n/a

3,030
7,682
6,709
5,238
4,934
6183
4,584
33.3

7.9
20.0
17.5
13.7
12.9
16.1
11.9
n/a

700
1,723
2,078
1,644
1,406
2601
3,038
43.1

5.3
13.1
15.8
12.5
10.7
19.7
23.0
n/a

70,776
200,622
188,320
152,969
180,123
265,554
300,710
43.9

5.2
14.8
13.9
11.3
13.3
19.5
22.1
n/a

1,076,836
2,944,141
3,011,600
2,331,640
2,618,583
3,860,432
3,518,560
41.2

5.6
15.2
15.6
12.0
13.5
19.9
18.2
n/a

52,965
27,666
1,289
581

59.0
30.8
1.4
0.6

27,230
4,713
711
323

71.0
12.3
1.9
0.8

10,324
1,732
568
65

78.3
13.1
4.3
0.5

1,025,542
241,136
2,506
33,688

75.5
17.7
0.2
2.5

14,747,196
3,114,841
59,121
490,833

76.2
16.1
0.3
2.5

54

0.1

39

0.1

0

0.0

702

0.1

12,128

0.1

5,584
1,645

6.2
1.8

4,514
830

11.8
2.2

419
82

3.2
0.6

28,167
27,333

2.1
2.0

484,274
453,399

2.5
2.3

33,184

37.0

19,167

50.0

2,817

21.4

271,524

20.0

4,517,191

23.3

3.20

n/a

3.20

n/a

3.08

n/a

2.53

n/a

2.62

n/a

n/a = not applicable.
Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 ACS, DP05 and DP04
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TABLE 4.12-2
HOUSING UNITS IN HENDRY, GLADES, AND PALM BEACH COUNTIES
Hendry County
Total
Percentage

Unit Status and Type

Total housing units
Vacant housing units
Occupied housing units
Owner-occupied housing units
Renter-occupied housing units

14,449
3,293
11,156
7,832
3,324

100
22.8
77.2
70.2
29.8

Glades County
Total
Percentage

6,900
3,054
3,846
2,844
1,002

100
44.3
55.7
73.9
26.1

Palm Beach County
Total
Percentage

668,464
138,735
529,729
371,761
150,748

100
20.8
79.2
71.1
28.9

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 ACS, DP04 42.

Within the SSA, there are approximately 21,000 residential parcels on 19,550 acres of land. Residential
areas make up <1 percent of the SSA and are generally clustered in the municipalities identified above.
Of the residential parcels present, approximately 60 percent support single family homes, 33 percent
43
support mobile homes, and 6 percent support multi-family homes (see Table 4.12-3) .

TABLE 4.12-3
RESIDENTIAL PARCEL TYPES WITHIN THE SSA
Residential Type
Single-Family Parcels
Mobile Home Parcels
Multi-Family Parcels
Other Types of Residential Parcels
TOTAL:

Number
12,619
6,925
1,250
192
20,986

Percent Total
60.1
33.0
6.0
.09
100

Sources: Hendry, Glades, and Palm Beach County Property Appraiser, Tax Roll 2013. AECOM Corporation, 2013

4.12.5

SOCIOECONOMICS

4.12.5.1 Economy and Employment
Hendry County, Glades County, and the western portion of Palm Beach County that falls within the SSA
have economies based primarily in agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting; manufacturing; and health
care and social assistance. Analysis of tax assessor records shows that approximately 61.5 percent
(1,354,435 acres) of the SSA area (2,202,108 acres) is dedicated to agricultural use. Land designated for
industrial and commercial uses combine to make up approximately 10,190 acres, or less than one-half of
one percent of the land area within the SSA. Estimates from the Census Bureau identify 26,472 jobs
within the area of the SSA. Table 4.12-4 provides a summary of jobs within the SSA by NAICS Industry
Sector. As of October 2014, Hendry County’s unemployment rate was 10.5 percent, Glades’ 7.4 percent,
and Palm Beach’s 5.6 percent. Unemployment rates in Hendry and Glades Counties are well above the
6.0 percent rate for the State of Florida overall.

42
43

US Census Bureau. 2010-2014 ACS 5-YR Estimates, DP04.
Hendry County and Glades County Property Appraiser’s Data. 2013 Tax Rolls. Accessed December 2013.

4-69

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

TABLE 4.12-4
EMPLOYMENT WITHIN THE SSA BY NAICS SECTOR
Sector
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction
Utilities
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Transportation and Warehousing
Information
Finance and Insurance
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Management of Companies and Enterprises
Administration & Support, Waste Management and Remediation
Educational Services
Health Care and Social Assistance
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Accommodation and Food Services
Other Services (excluding Public Administration)
Public Administration
Source:

Count
9,647
42
104
1,046
2,265
841
2,023
440
204
232
194
579
464
1,071
1,771
2,063
247
1,134
417
1,688

Share
36.4%
0.2%
0.4%
4.0%
8.6%
3.2%
7.6%
1.7%
0.8%
0.9%
0.7%
2.2%
1.8%
4.0%
6.7%
7.8%
0.9%
4.3%
1.6%
6.4%

US Census Bureau, 2014 LEHD Data

The most common industries in Hendry County are based in the agricultural and the services sectors.
Here, the agriculture sector focuses primarily on crop production though the sector does support limited
animal production and aquiculture. Service industries present include education, healthcare, and
transportation. The largest employer in the agricultural sector is US Sugar Corp (1,800 employees),
followed by other agricultural producers such as Southern Gardens (261 employees), and A. Duda &
44
Sons Growers (250 employees) .
The most common industries in Glades County are also based in the agriculture and the service sectors.
However, the agriculture sector in Glades County is focused primarily on animal production. The major
service industries present in the County include education, healthcare, and transportation. The largest
employers in the County’s agricultural sector are Lykes Brothers (100 employees) and A. Duda
(25 employees). However, the Moore Haven Correctional Facility, with 219 employees, is the largest
single private sector employer in the County.
The evaluation of employment in Palm Beach County focused on the western portion of the county that
falls within the SSA. The economic activity in this rural area of the County differs dramatically from the
economy present in the County’s urbanized areas to the east. The most common industries in western
Palm Beach County are focused in agriculture and manufacturing sectors. Transportation and
warehousing jobs also support a large segment of the economy. The County’s largest agricultural
employers are Florida Crystals (1,900 employees), US Sugar (1,700 employees), and Duda & Sons
Growers (1,100 employees). The largest public sector employer within the Palm Beach portion of the SSA
is Palm Beach County Public Schools with 252 employees in the area of the SSA.
44

Enterprise Florida. County Profiles.
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Notably, Glades County, Hendry County, and portions of Palm Beach County are contained within the
South Central Rural Area of Critical Economic Concern (RACEC). The RACEC program is focused in
areas of the State that based on population, per capita income, low per capital taxable values, and
employment/unemployment rates are shown to be economically disadvantaged. The area’s RACEC
status allows it to be designated as a South Central Rural Area of Opportunity (RAO), defined by the
FDEO as a rural community (or region composed of rural communities) that has been adversely affected
by economic events or natural disasters. RAOs receive priority considerations with respect to Rural and
Economic Development Initiatives (REDI) and can potentially receive waivers from many qualifying
criteria for economic development incentives.
4.12.5.2 Household Income and Poverty
The 2014 the ACS reported the median household income in Hendry County at $36,504, in Glades
$33,609, and $52,878 in Palm Beach County. Table 4.12-5 provides a summary of household income.
Also in 2014, the per capita income was estimated at $16,381 in Hendry, $16,799 in Glades County, and
$33,072 in Palm Beach County. Based on the ACS income estimates, approximately 26.8 percent of
Hendry, 24.3 percent of Glades, and 14.4 percent of Palm Beach County residents fell below the poverty
45
level in 2014. The State’s poverty rate in 2014 was 16.7 percent .

TABLE 4.12-5
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY COUNTY WITHIN THE SOCIOECONOMIC STUDY AREA
Households in
Hendry County

Households in
Glades County

Less than $10,000

851

547

Households in
Palm Beach
County
34,021

$10,000 to $14,999

882

283

27,469

$15,000 to $24,999

2,219

605

58,443

$25,000 to $34,999

1,395

557

56,755

$35,000 to $49,999

1,602

695

74,889

$50,000 to $74,999

2,005

72761

91,492

$75,000 to $99,999

916

155

60,504

$100,000 to $149,999

779

208

66,224

$150,000 to $199,999

335

33

26,179

$200,000 or more

172

36

33,753

Income Range

Source:

45

US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 ACS, DP03.

US Census Bureau. 2010-2014 ACS 5-YR Estimates, DP03.
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4.13

WATER RESOURCES

4.13.1

REGULATORY AGENCY REQUIREMENTS

Stormwater management at the Airglades Airport is regulated by Federal, State, Regional and local
governmental agencies. The following agencies will have jurisdiction over all or part of the stormwater
management systems:
•

USACE

•

FDEP

•

SFWMD

•

Flag Hole Drainage District (FHDD)

These agencies have jurisdiction over the water quality, water quantity, compensating storage, wetland
impacts from a quantity and quality standpoint and levels of protection against flooding for various land
use categories.
4.13.1.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USACE has jurisdiction over all Waters of the United States. On projects, which require dredge and fill
permits from the USACE, no limits are placed on stormwater pollutants but the State agency responsible
for water quality must certify the project meets State Water Quality Standards before they will issue a
permit. The USACE has no requirement or control on stormwater volumes or peak runoff rates. However,
the USACE does have jurisdiction of all wetlands and surface waters within the DSA.
4.13.1.2 Florida Department of Environmental Protection
The EPA has delegated the responsibility of regulating and granting permits through the NPDES to the
FDEP. The FDEP issues coverage under the NPDES program for stormwater discharges for construction
activity, municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), industrial activities and wastewater discharges.
The NPDES stormwater program for construction activity regulates "large" and "small" construction
activity. The program regulates stormwater discharges that are associated with construction activities
and that discharge to surface waters of the State or into MS4s. Large construction activity is defined as
activity that disturbs five acres or greater of land, or disturbs less than five acres of land that is part of a
larger common plan of development or sale that will ultimately disturb five acres or greater. Small
construction activity is defined as activity that disturbs equal to or greater than one and less than five
acres of land, or disturbs less than one acre of land that is part of a larger common plan of development
or sale that will ultimately disturb between one and five acres. The Airglades Airport is part of the Florida
Association of Counties (FAC) Stormwater Group Permit for Airport Facilities. Their facility identification
code is APF-2.
A municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) is a publicly-owned conveyance or system of
conveyances (i.e., ditches, curbs, catch basins, underground pipes, etc.) that is designed or used for
collecting or conveying stormwater and that discharges to surface waters of the State. An MS4 can be
operated by municipalities, counties, drainage districts, colleges, military bases, or prisons, to name a few
examples. The FDEP categorizes MS4s into two programs identified as Phase 1 and Phase II. Phase I
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addresses discharges of stormwater runoff from "medium" and "large" MS4s (i.e., those MS4s located in
areas with populations of 100,000 or greater). Under Phase II, the program regulates discharges from
certain MS4s not regulated under Phase I, and that meet designation criteria set forth in Chapter 62-624,
F.A.C. Regulated MS4 operators must obtain an NPDES stormwater permit and implement a
comprehensive stormwater management program to reduce the contamination of stormwater runoff and
prohibit illicit discharges to the MS4. The Airglades Airport is within the unincorporated area of Hendry
County. Hendry County submitted an NOI to the FDEP for coverage under the Phase II MS4 NPDES and
the FDEP issued coverage on 1/28/2012 with the Facility ID FLR05C415-003. Coverage under the
generic MS4 NPDES permit will expire on 1/27/2017.
Hendry County prepared a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in October 2012 for the
Airglades Airport and Industrial park and submitted an NOI to the FDEP to receive coverage under the
NPDES Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP) for Industrial Activities. The FDEP issued coverage for the
Airglades Airport and Industrial Park under the MSGP for Industrial Activity on 1/28/2012 with the Facility
ID FLR05C415. Coverage under the MSGP for Industrial Activity will expire on 1/27/2017 (see
Appendix J).
4.13.1.3 South Florida Water Management District
Under Florida law, the FDEP has the ultimate responsibility for regulating stormwater treatment and
attenuation management systems within the State. The FDEP has delegated this responsibility for some
activities, including land development, to the SFWMD in Chapter 17-20.090 of the F.A.C. Therefore, the
state requirements for water quality and attenuation of stormwater runoff are permitted through the
SFWMD.
The rules found in Chapters 40E-4 and 40E-40, F.A.C. establishes guidelines for obtaining individual and
general construction/operation permits, respectively, for stormwater management systems. The SFWMD
has established criteria which govern the issuance of construction and operation permits in the section
entitled “Basis of Review” found in Volume IV of the SFWMD Permit Information Manual.
The basis of review guidelines address stormwater quality, stating that “projects shall be designed so that
discharges will meet State water quality standards as set forth in Chapter 17-3, F.A.C.”. The basis of
review provides guidelines for a variety of recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) with
regards to stormwater quantity and stormwater quality.
4.13.1.4 Flag Hole Drainage District
The FHDD is a special taxing district in Hendry County and Glades County authorized by the State of
Florida to levy a special maintenance tax, collect non-ad valorem assessments, and operate existing
drainage facilities within the jurisdiction of the FHDD. The DSA is within the jurisdictional boundaries of
the FHDD and must abide by regulations set forth by the FHDD. Stormwater Discharges from
development projects into surface waters operated and maintained within the FHDD must meet the
discharge requirement. The FHDD discharge criteria is three-fourths of an inch in twenty-four hours (3/4
in. / 24 hrs.) over the affected (i.e., improved) areas for a 25-year, 72-hour storm event. This is equivalent
to approximately 20 cubic foot per second (cfs) per square mile (20 CSM). The existing stormwater
management system at the Airglades Airport and Industrial Park and the surrounding agricultural area
discharge into the FHDD’s “C-5 Canal” paralleling the south side of US 27 immediately north of the DSA.
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The C-5 Canal receives surface waters from all sources within the FHDD described above. The C-5
Canal drains westward.
The FHDD’s discharge criteria are more stringent than the discharge criteria mandated by the SFWMD.
Therefore, the FHDD’s discharge criteria controls and is the determining factor with regards to water
quantity for the design of stormwater management systems for development projects.
4.13.2

HYDROLOGY

For this EA, an area of approximately 2,498 acres within the East Caloosahatchee Drainage Basin was
evaluated, as indicated in Figure B-7 from the design guides contained in the SFWMD Environmental
Resource Permit (ERP) manual (see Appendix J).
The drainage area was divided into two areas for the purposes of describing the general drainage
patterns. These two areas are identified as the Project Drainage Area and the Agricultural Drainage Area
(see Figure 4.13-1). These two general areas were divided in this fashion because the drainage systems
within the Project Drainage Area are, for the most part, separate from the drainage systems associated
with the surrounding agricultural land uses. This separation occurs from an intricate network of ditches
within the sugarcane fields which are not connected to any of the stormwater management systems
associated with the stormwater management system located within the Project Drainage Area. The
following two sections discuss the existing drainage patterns and stormwater management systems within
the Project Drainage Area and Agricultural Drainage Area. In general, both drainage areas are poorly
drained flat open lands. The two drainage areas do not receive drainage flows from adjacent areas
outside of the study area because the study area is isolated with a ditch around the entire perimeter.
Project Drainage Area – The Project Drainage Area includes 65 sub-basins encompassing
approximately 551 acres of which approximately 49 acres, 413 acres and 89 acres are impervious,
pervious and water, respectively. The majority of the existing impervious area is associated with
runways, taxiways, aprons, buildings, hangars, sidewalks, parking lots and roadways. These 65 subbasins are within areas of existing Airport development, and the entrance and exit road identified as
Airglades Boulevard.
The General drainage pattern for the sub-basins within the Project Drainage is in a northerly direction.
Stormwater runoff is collected in a network of dry detention ponds and roadside ditches interconnected by
culverts which drain to two existing wet detention ponds identified as the East Pond and West Pond
located on the east and west sides of Airglades Boulevard, respectively.
The existing storm sewer system at the airfield area consists of a combination of ditches and closed storm
sewer pipe around the perimeter of Runway “13/31” and Taxiway “A”. This storm sewer system collects
and conveys stormwater runoff from the entire airfield area, which includes all runways, taxiways and the
apron north of Taxiway “A”. An existing 4,500 gpm pump station located near the intersection of Taxiway
“A” and Taxiway “S” and a 42-inch reinforced concrete pipe convey water from the airfield storm sewer
system into a ditch system that conveys water into a ditch that conveys water northward to the East Pond.
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The East and West Wet Detention Ponds were constructed under ERP 26-00532-S issued by the
SFWMD on January 11, 2006. The East and West Ponds were constructed as specified and are
currently in the operation and maintenance phase of the permit as authorized by SFWMD on February
14, 2011. A description of the East and West Ponds and the control structure as determined from the asbuilt survey is described as follows.
The East Pond on the east side of Airglades Boulevard has 20-foot-wide berm around the perimeter at
elevation 20.5 feet, National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) and 4:1 side slopes. The pond bottom
varies from –5.0 feet, NGVD at the south end, 11.0 feet, NGVD in the small entrance channel at the south
end and along the northwest portion and 17.0 feet, NGVD at the northeast end around an existing marsh
wetland. The East Pond encompasses approximately 58.4 acres at the top of bank elevation of 20.5 feet,
NGVD and has the capacity to store approximately 197.6 acre-feet from the normal water elevation of
17.0 feet, NGVD to 20.5 feet, NGVD.
The East Pond contains an existing marsh wetland mitigation site in a portion of the littoral zone at the
north end of the pond. The wetland mitigation site encompasses approximately 7.8 acres and provides
mitigation for filling a 2.0-acre marsh wetland at the west end of Runway 13/31.
The West Pond is located on the west side of Airglades Boulevard, south of and in proximity to U.S.
Route 27. The West Pond has a 20-foot wide berm around the perimeter at elevation 20.5 feet, NGVD
and 4:1 side slopes. The pond bottom varies from 9.0 feet, NGVD at the east end, 12.0 feet, NGVD at
the west end and 13.0 feet, NGVD in two entrance channels at the south end. The West Pond
encompasses approximately 29.7 acres at the top of bank elevation of 20.5 feet, NGVD and has the
capacity to store approximately 97.6 acre-feet from the normal water elevation of 17.0 feet, NGVD to 20.5
feet, NGVD.
Agricultural Drainage Area – The Agricultural Drainage Area encompasses approximately 1,947 acres
of sugarcane field with a man-made drainage system to manage water for agricultural operations. The
average existing ground elevation throughout the agricultural area is approximately 19.5 feet, NGVD.
The drainage system consists of rows of ditches between fields of planted sugarcane that discharge into
lateral irrigation ditches, which discharge into a perimeter ditch. The perimeter ditch is identified as the
“Rim Canal” which outfalls into the “C-5 Canal” to the north through flashboard riser structures. The top
elevation of the flashboard risers is raised during the dry season to hold water for irrigation purposes.
Water is pumped from the “C-5 Canal” into the agricultural drainage system to supply irrigation water
during the dry season. During the wet season pumping from the “C-5 Canal” ceases and the flashboard
riser structures are removed to allow for the sugarcane fields to drain by gravity into the FHDD system
and ultimately into the “C-5 Canal”.
4.13.2.1 Surface Water Quality
The quality of surface waters within the vicinity of the project is affected by a wide variety of human
activities and natural processes. Issues of concern at the Airglades Airport include pollution from the
following sources:
•

Stormwater runoff from sugarcane fields containing nutrients such as phosphorous and
nitrogen,
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•

Stormwater runoff from parking lots, roadways, aircraft aprons, runways, and taxiways
containing oils, greases, heavy metals and other pollutants associated with industrial
activity.

Polluted stormwater runoff can introduce oils, heavy metals, chemicals, sediments, and nutrients into
local waters. The results can generate a human health risk (i.e., fecal coliform) or change the structure
and processes of the aquatic ecosystems. Elevated levels of fecal coliform, or other pathogens, affects
the recreation use of receiving waters. Enrichment of nutrients in a water body can lead to
eutrophication, which includes excessive algal growth, turbidity, increased metabolism, and changes in
community structure (Day et al., 1989).
All discharge of stormwater from the Airglades Airport and industrial park is regulated by the FDEP in
accordance with the Airport’s NPDES Permit (MSGP for Industrial Activities). A copy of the NPDES
permit is provided in Appendix J. Discharges covered in the NPDES Permit address stormwater
discharges from the current airport operations, as well as additional stormwater discharge points that may
be created by further modification or expansion of airport operations.
As a condition to the Airport’s NPDES Permit, Hendry County has been required to develop a SWPPP.
The County has developed a SWPPP for the airport which provides guidelines and design criteria for
stormwater management associated with current and future development activities that may occur within
land owned by the County. The existing airport drainage system includes two large wet retention ponds
identified as the East Pond and West Pond as described in Section 4.13.2.1 and shown on Figure 4.13-1.
These two ponds collect stormwater runoff from the Airglades Airport and Industrial Park for the purposes
of treatment and attenuation. The stormwater retention ponds are constructed stormwater retention
basins that have a permanent pool of water throughout the year.
The stormwater retention ponds are designed to achieve at least an 80 percent removal of total
suspended solids, either alone or in combination with other BMPs.
4.13.2.2 Runoff Characteristics from Airside Pavements
The FDOT with assistance from the FDEP and three Water Management Districts recently completed a
program to evaluate water quality on airports, especially runoff from runways, taxiways, and aprons. The
study evaluated and quantified the chemical concentrations and loading characteristics of the storm water
runoff at different types of airports and airside usage areas. The study presented the following
conclusions:
•

Airport airside pavements introduce only a minimal number of elements in concentrations
that could be considered pollutants into surface water runoff. Chief among these are the
metals copper, lead, cadmium and zinc in declining order of frequency detected;

•

Nutrients are generally very low in airside stormwater runoff, approaching values of
natural systems;

•

Petroleum hydrocarbons are typically present at low concentrations in airside stormwater
runoff; and,

•

Overland flow is an effective method of concentration and load reduction for metals.
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4.13.3

GROUNDWATER

The surficial aquifer system within the study area is composed of two distinct water-yielding units, known
as the surficial aquifer and the lower Tamiami aquifer. Separating the surficial aquifer and the lower
Tamiami aquifer is a semi-confining unit that retards but does not prevent the flow of groundwater
between the units. The depth of the surficial aquifer system below the land surface is approximately 120
feet.
The top layer of the surficial aquifer is identified as the zone of saturation and is visible within the many
man-made drainage ditches interconnected to some wetlands located throughout the sugarcane fields
within the study area. These ditches and wetlands receive water directly from rainfall or water pumped
from the large drainage canals surrounding the sugarcane fields. The water collected within these ditches
and wetlands is controlled with flashboard riser drainage structures that control the flow of water back into
the larger drainage canals. Therefore, most of the water collected in these ditches flows off-site as
surface water rather than infiltrate and replenish the lower portions of the surficial aquifer and the
underlying semi-confining unit and Tamiami aquifer.
4.13.4

WATER SUPPLY

The County purchases potable water from the South Shore Water Association (SSWA) in order to serve
the terminal and industrial park customers. The SSWA has an agreement with the City of Clewiston and
receives their potable water directly from the City of Clewiston at their water plant.
4.13.5

SANITARY WASTEWATER AND TREATMENT

All wastewater generated at Airglades Airport is treated at the onsite WWTP and treated effluent is
dispersed onto the associated spray field. This WWTP receives flows from the terminal, some airport
hangars, USN, and Clewiston Tank Wash. The WWTP and spray field was originally developed with a
capacity of 16,400 GPD. However, FDOT provided funding for expansion of the WWTP and associated
spray field which increased its capacity to 30,000 GPD. Expansion of the WWTP and spray field was
completed in 2015. A NEPA Categorical Exclusion for this action was prepared and approved by FAA on
1 August, 2013 (see Appendix D). The spray field poses no environmental issues for Airglades Airport
and is permitted and inspected by the FDEP. Applying treated effluent on the spray field has the potential
to attract wildlife because water can pool and provide suitable foraging conditions for various species of
birds. Therefore, Hendry County does not allow standing water on the existing spray field to remain for
prolonged periods by mobilizing portable pumps to draw the water down. The storage ponds have steep
banks and are dry except at times during the rainy season. The ponds and spray field are mowed on a
regular basis. There have been no documented incidents relating to wildlife associated with either the
spray fields or storage ponds.
4.14

WETLANDS AND OTHER SURFACE WATERS

This section describes wetlands and other surface waters identified within the BSA. The USACE has
authority to regulate activities in waters of the United States, including certain wetlands, under three laws:
the Clean Water Act; the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899; and the Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended. The Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972,
also known as the Ocean Dumping Act, governs transport and dumping of dredged material at sea and is
not applicable to this project.
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The USACE’s regulations define wetlands as:
“Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands
generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.” (33 CFR 328.3(b))
The USACE uses three characteristics of wetlands when making wetland determinations; vegetation, soil,
and hydrology. Unless an area has been altered or is a rare natural situation, wetland indicators of all
three characteristics must be present during some portion of the growing season for an area to be a
wetland.
4.14.1

METHODOLOGY

The BSA was physically assessed for the presence of wetlands and other surface waters during field
reviews on August 13, 2013. During the field reviews, wetland and other surface water boundaries within
the BSA were delineated pursuant to the methodologies prescribed in Chapter 62-340, F.A.C.
“Delineation of the Landward Extent of Wetlands and Surface Waters” and the guidelines found within the
USACE Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf
Coastal Plain Region (USACE, 2010).
During the field reviews, each wetland and other surface water within the BSA was visually inspected and
attention given to identifying dominant plant species. The presence of nuisance/exotic vegetation and
other disturbances, such as channelization, clearing, etc. were also noted.
For NEPA purposes, the wetland and other surface water identification that was conducted in August
2013, and the associated research of aerial photographs, maps, databases and other informative material
is the basis for the identification of wetland resources in this EA. As a part of the state and federal
permitting process, a request will be made for a formal Jurisdictional Determination (JD) of regulated
waters that could be impacted by the Proposed Project.
4.14.2

WETLANDS WITHIN THE BSA

Based on collected field data, nine wetlands, covering a total of 49.3 acres occur within the BSA. Each of
these wetland types are depicted on Figure 4.7-1. Each individual wetland is depicted in Figure 4.14-1
and listed in Table 4.14-1. A description of each wetland is presented below.
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TABLE 4.14-1
WETLANDS WITHIN THE BIOLOGICAL STUDY AREA
WL
Wetlands
WL A
WL B
WL D
WL E
WL F
WL G
WL H
WL I
WL J

FLUCFCS Code and
(1)
Description
643 – Wet prairie
641 – Freshwater
marsh
619 – Exotic wetland
hardwoods
641 – Freshwater
marsh
641 – Freshwater
marsh
641 – Freshwater
marsh
641 – Freshwater
marsh
641 – Freshwater
marsh
641 – Freshwater
marsh

FWS Classification

(2)

PEM1J – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
intermittently flooded
PEM1F – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
semi-permanently, flooded
PSS3Cd – Palustrine, scrub-shrub, broadleaved evergreen, seasonally flooded, partially
drained/ditched
PEM1Cd – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
seasonally flooded, partially drained/ditched
PEM1Cd – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
seasonally flooded, partially drained/ditched
PEM1Cd – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
seasonally flooded, partially drained/ditched
PEM1Cd – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
seasonally flooded, partially drained/ditched
PEM1Cd – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
seasonally flooded, partially drained/ditched
PEM1Cd – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
seasonally flooded, partially drained/ditched
TOTAL WETLANDS:

Acres in
BSA
16.4
9.9
9.2
2.8
6.7
<0.1
1.7
0.9
1.7
49.3

Source:
1. FDOT, 1999.
2. Cowardin et al., 1979.

Wetland A (WL A)
FLUCFCS:
643 – Wet Prairie
FWS: PEM1J – Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Intermittently Flooded
Wetland A is located in the northwest corner of the BSA and was formally used as cropland. WL A
consists of wet prairie vegetated with torpedo grass, water pennywort, primrose willow, water primrose
(Ludwigia octovalvis), paragrass (Urochloa mutica), bristlegrass (Setaria geniculata), water hyssop, whitetop sedge, spikerush, and frogfruit (Phyla nodiflora). Deer tracks were observed throughout the east end
of the prairie during the August 2013 field review. There have been no documented incidents at the
airport involving deer that may be utilizing this wetland. WL A comprises 16.4 acres of the BSA.
Wetland B (WL B)
FLUCFCS:
641 – Freshwater Marsh
FWS: PEM1F – Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Semi-Permanently Flooded
Wetland B is located in the northwest corner of the BSA and consists of a freshwater marsh within a manmade permitted stormwater pond that serves as a permitted mitigation area. This mitigation area is
covered by a conservation easement per the SFWMD permit for Airglades Airport. The easement
requires the airport to maintain this wetland area in a natural vegetative and hydrologic condition and to
retain such area as suitable habitat for fish, plants, or wildlife. Dominant vegetation within WL B consists
of fire flag (Thalia geniculata), arrowhead, pickerelweed, and soft rush. During the August 2013 field
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review, a tricolored heron, white ibis, little blue heron, and a great egret were observed foraging within WL
B. WL B comprises 9.9 acres of the BSA.
Wetland D (WL D)
FLUCFCS:
619 – Exotic Wetland Hardwoods
FWS: PSS3Cd – Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonally Flooded,
Partially Drained/Ditched
Wetland D is a disturbed wetland dominated by Brazilian pepper and located in the northeast portion of
the BSA and is surrounded by a deep, wet ditch that connects to the other linear ditches throughout the
sugar cane fields. Other vegetation present within WL D consists of cabbage palm and primrose willow.
WL D comprises 9.2 acres of the BSA.
Wetlands E, F, G, H, I, and J (WL E – WL J)
FLUCFCS:
641 – Freshwater Marsh
FWS: PEM1Cd – Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Seasonally Flooded, Partially Drained/Ditched
Wetlands E, F, G, H, I, and J are disturbed freshwater marshes surrounded by deep drainage ditches and
are located in the southern portion of the BSA. All of these marshes appear to be isolated wetlands with
the exception of Wetlands H and I. Wetland H and I connect to the other linear ditches throughout the
sugar cane fields. Dominant vegetation within these wetlands consist of primrose willow, cattail,
bristlegrass, paragrass, arrowhead, soft rush, pickerelweed, white-top sedge, bushy broomsedge
(Andropogon glomeratus), Brazilian pepper, and torpedo grass. During the August 2013 field review, redwinged blackbirds were observed throughout all of these wetlands. WL E comprises 2.8 acres of the
BSA; WL F comprises 6.7 acres of the BSA; WL G comprises less than 0.1 acre of the BSA; WL H
comprises 1.7 acres of the BSA; WL I comprises 0.9 acre of the BSA; and WL J comprises 1.7 acres of
the BSA. There have been no reported or documented wildlife related incidents associated with these
wetlands which could potentially impact airport operations.
4.14.3

Other Surface Waters within the BSA

Other surface waters are not typically considered to be state or federally jurisdictional; however, the other
surface waters present within the BSA are described here for disclosure purposes only. As a part of the
state and federal permitting process, a request will be made for a formal JD of regulated waters that could
be impacted by the Proposed Project. Based on collected field data, one (1) pond and several ditches
and swales, covering a total of 191.0 acres occur within the BSA. Each of these other surface waters
types are depicted on Figure 4.7-1 and listed in Table 4.14-2. A description of each other surface water
type is presented below.

4-84

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

TABLE 4.14-2
OTHER SURFACE WATERS PRESENT WITHIN THE BIOLOGICAL STUDY AREA
FLUCFCS Code and
(1)
OSW ID
Description
Other Surface Waters
510 – Streams and
Ditches
waterways
Swales
Pond

510 – Streams and
water ways
533 - Reservoir > than
10 ac

FWS Classification

(2)

PUB2/4C/Kx –Palustrine, unconsolidated
bottom, sand/organic, seasonally
flooded/artificially flooded, excavated
PEM1Jx – Palustrine, emergent, persistent,
intermittently flooded, excavated
POWHx – Palustrine, open water, permanently
flooded, excavated
TOTAL OTHER SURFACE WATERS:

Acres in
BSA
139.1
4.5
47.4
191.0

Source: AECOM, 2014.
1. FDOT, 1999.
2. Cowardin et al., 1979.

Swales
FLUCFCS:
510 – Streams and Waterways
FWS: PEM1Jx – Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Intermittently Flooded, Excavated
The swales consist of shallow, vegetated drainage features that are perpendicular to both sides of
Airglades Boulevard in the northwest portion of the BSA. Dominant vegetation within these swales
consists of torpedo grass, white-top sedge, flat sedges, water hyssop, primrose willow, and water
pennywort. The swales comprise 4.5 acres of the BSA.
Ditches/Canals
FLUCFCS:
510 – Streams and Waterways
FWS: PUB2/4C/Kx – Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom, Sand/Organic, Seasonally Flooded/
Artificially Flooded, Excavated
Agricultural ditches and canals consist of deep drainage features that are located throughout the BSA and
are part of the field crop areas. A majority of the canals contain control structures to regulate water levels
in the sugar cane fields. Dominant vegetation within the ditches and canals consists of cattail, primrose
willow, water lettuce, torpedo grass, and alligatorweed. The banks of the ditches and canals
predominantly consist of Brazilian pepper, Carolina willow (Salix caroliniana), elderberry (Sambucus
Canadensis), cabbage palm, and leather fern (Acrostichum danaeifolium). Wildlife observed within the
ditches and canals during the field reviews include fish and several wading birds. The ditches and canals
comprise 139.1 acres of the BSA.
Pond
FLUCFCS:
533 – Reservoir Greater Than 10 Acres
FWS: POWHx – Palustrine, Open Water, Permanently Flooded, Excavated
An excavated and permitted stormwater pond is located within the northwest portion of the BSA and
comprises 47.4 acres of the BSA. The littoral edge of this pond predominantly consists of torpedo grass,
pickerelweed, and soft rush and borders Wetland B. During the August 2013 field reviews, wildlife
observed within this pond included an alligator, fish, and several wading birds.
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4.15

PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIONS

CEQ regulations define cumulative impact as “the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions. Cumulative impacts can be viewed as effects on the environment which are caused by the
combined results of past, current and future activities. Guidance from the CEQ notes that the focus of
NEPA analyses are forward-looking (they focus on the impact of a project) and that review of past actions
is “required to the extent that this review informs agency decision-making regarding the Proposed Project”
(CEQ, 2005).
This section describes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable major actions on, around, and in the
vicinity of the Airglades Airport for the purpose of considering potential cumulative impacts in this EA.
The projects described below have been, or could be, undertaken with or without implementation of the
Proposed Project.
4.15.1

AIRGLADES AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT ACTIONS

A review of several information sources (noted in the individual discussions below) was conducted to
determine past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development actions at the Airglades Airport. This
review identified potential major capital improvement projects (CIP), some of which may be FAA funded
and other long-range projects that are not funded. The information sources included the Airglades Airport
ALP drawing (approved by FAA in 2014) which depicts existing features and proposed development at
the airport. In addition to the Proposed Project, the ALP depicts additional airfield and terminal facilities
development. Note that an updated 2016 ALP which depicts the future near-term development at
Airglades Airport has been submitted to FAA for review and approval. The FDOT’s Joint Automated
Capital Improvement Program (JACIP) Online Work Program Report was also reviewed to identify
projects that were included in the FDOT’s 5-year capital improvement funding program.
4.15.1.1 Recent Airport Development Actions
The following major capital improvement projects are included in FDOT’s JACIP and were completed at
the Airglades Airport between 2006 and 2015:
Runway 13/31 Safety Area Improvements – In 2006, Hendry County, with financial assistance from the
FAA and FDOT, improved the Runway 13/31 Safety Area (graded area adjoining the paved runway). The
Runway Safety Area (RSA) did not drain properly and allowed water to accumulate after rainfall events.
Drainage improvements implemented as part of the project included construction of drainage ditches and
a detention pond and the installation of a discharge pump. The project resulted in 2.0 acres of
unavoidable marsh wetland impacts that required onsite mitigation. This project was permitted and
constructed in conjunction with the Airglades Industrial Park Drainage Improvements project discussed
below in Section 4.15.1.3.
Runway 13/31 Rehabilitation – In 2011, Hendry County undertook a project to rehabilitate and resurface Runway 13/31. The project corrected the asphalt pavement structural conditions that led to
excessive cracking, rippling, and areas of pavement failure. The project included removing asphalt on the
last 1,500 feet of each runway end; full-depth replacement of base material in the center 3,000-foot
section of the runway; paving the entire runway; and marking the new pavement. The project was funded
by the FAA, FDOT, and Hendry County.
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4.15.1.2 Planned Airport Development Projects by Hendry County
The following future projects are identified on the 2016 Near-Term Future Development ALP and are
included in the JACIP and FDOT’s 5-year capital improvement funding program.
Rehabilitate Terminal Building Aircraft Parking Apron – The project will rehabilitate and resurface the
asphalt aircraft parking apron between the terminal building and the fuel farm. The project will also
include measures to improve drainage.
Rehabilitate and Expand General Aviation Apron – The project will repair and expand the aircraft
parking apron. Approximately 9,500 square yards of new apron would be constructed in front of the fuel
farm and between the fuel farm and the T-hangar complex. This project will provide additional space for
aircraft parking, improve circulation, and provide access to a future maintenance hangar.
Expand General Aviation Aircraft Parking Apron – The project will expand the general aircraft parking
apron located northeast of the terminal building to provide additional tie-down positions for transient and
based aircraft. The project would provide approximately 12,000 additional square yards of asphalt apron.
Aircraft Hangar Building Development – The Airglades Airport ALP depicts the location of future
aircraft maintenance and storage buildings at several locations within the terminal area. The types of
hangars include five multi-unit T-hangar buildings, one multi-unit box-style hangar building, nine individual
box hangar buildings, and one large aircraft maintenance hangar (100 feet x 100 feet). The proposed
hangars include access taxiways and/or dedicated aircraft parking apron.
Corporate Aviation Development – Portions of Taxiway “A” and Taxiway “S” provide access to a future
“corporate aviation area” with five separate sites available for development of aviation-related corporate
aviation facilities. On each site, the ALP depicts an aircraft storage building, aircraft parking apron, a
corporate office building, and vehicle parking. Access to these sites, and other nearby future hangars,
would be from the planned Industrial Park Road.
Taxiway Pavement Maintenance – Two projects are planned to maintain and extend the life of taxiway
pavements. The projects include applying a seal coat to Taxiway “A” and it’s connecting taxiways,
applying a seal coat to Taxiway “S”.
Install Lighting and Upgrade Security Fencing – This project will install exterior area lighting at the
terminal building ramp, general aviation aircraft parking area, and aircraft storage hangars. The project
includes access gate and fencing upgrades in the vicinity of the general aviation area and terminal
building.
Replace Airfield Lighting and Signage – This project will replace Runway 13/31 and Taxiway “A”
pavement edge lights. Airfield directional sign equipment will also be rehabilitated and/or replaced.
Airport Access Road Drainage Ditch Improvements – This project will install pipes and enclose
several deep drainages ditches adjoining the airport access road near the terminal building.
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4.15.1.3 Other On-Airport Development Actions
Airglades Industrial Park Development (Ongoing) – The Airglades Airport Industrial Park was
envisioned to serve the industrial and business community in Hendry County and adjoining areas.
Planning for the development of an industrial park within the northwest quadrant of the airport was
formalized in 1997 with the completion of the Hendry County Airglades Industrial Park Master Plan (Craig
A. Smith & Associates, 1997). The conceptual layout showed 82 parcels for development over 257 acres
of land (44 acres commercial and 213 acres industrial). Several parcels would have airfield access.
As of 2016, the initial phase of the Airglades Industrial Park has been constructed, including drainage
improvements, road improvements, and installation of utilities. Presently, two companies are located in
the industrial park. It is anticipated that the industrial park will be evaluated on an on-going basis for
compatibility with the Proposed Project as outlined in this EA. The development actions associated with
the Airglades Industrial Park are summarized below.
Airglades Industrial Park Drainage Improvements – In 2008, Hendry County constructed drainage
improvements, including two wet detention ponds, to serve 616 acres encompassing portions of the
Airglades Industrial Park and the Airglades Airport airfield. In addition to the surface water management
system modifications, the SFWMD provided conceptual approval for 225 acres of commercial
development in the Airglades Industrial Park, which is located on the northwest quadrant of the airfield
(SFWMD ERP), Modification No. 26-00532-S, dated January 11, 2006). This project was funded by the
FDOT and Hendry County.
Airglades Industrial Park Road and Utility Improvements (Phase 1) – In 2012, Hendry County, with
financial assistance from FDOT, constructed the first phase of the Airglades Industrial Park road system.
The project included the construction of approximately 3,870 feet of 2-lane paved roadway that provides
access to development sites within the northeast corner of the industrial park. The project realigned a
section of Airglades Boulevard near the airport entrance. The project also included the installation of
utilities along the new roadway, and water and sanitary sewer improvements including: expansion of the
onsite WWTP and the associated spray field to increase sewer capacity from 16,400 GPD to 30,000
GPD; and, construction of a new onsite potable water tank at the water plant as the prior one was old and
in need of replacement. The new tank is a 500,000 gallon tank whereas the prior tank was a 350,000
gallon tank. The tank replacement project was completed in summer of 2016.
Each of the above-referenced development projects are independent of, and would not preclude
development of, the proposed PAC complex.
4.15.2

AREA TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACTIONS

4.15.2.1 Major Road and Highway Development
State Route 80 Improvements – The FDOT identified State Route (SR) 80 as a vital east/west corridor
in southern Florida and it is a component of the state’s SIS highway network (FDOT, 2013). The FDOT
considers the SR 80 corridor a priority and has undertaken a program to improve the highway. In 2005,
the FDOT initiated a multi-part project to widen a 20-mile section of SR 80 from 2-lanes to 4-lanes from
east of LaBelle (Birchwood Parkway) to US Highway 27 (FDOT, 2014). According to the FDOT, the two
segments of SR 80 from Dalton Lane to Indian Hills Drive and Indian Hills Drive to CR 833 are nearing
the construction phase. Construction is complete on the two-mile segment of SR 80 from County Road
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833 to just west of US Highway 27 and on the five-mile segment of SR 80 from Birchwood Parkway to
Dalton Lane.
In general, the SR 80 improvement project includes utility relocations, grading, and construction of
stormwater attenuation and treatment ponds. For most of the project, two new lanes were constructed
with a grassed median between the new and two existing lanes. The existing two lanes were re-paved.
Where needed, the project includes intersection improvements and construction of bridges or culverts
over streams and canals.
As part of the SR 80 improvement project, the FDOT modified the SR 80/US Highway 27 intersection with
an elevated “T” overpass, realigned a section of US Highway 27, widened sections of SR 80 from 2-lanes
to 4-lanes, and installed new traffic signals and lighting. The SR 80/US Highway 27 overpass
construction is complete.
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CHAPTER 5.0
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
5.1

INTRODUCTION

The potential environmental impacts resulting from construction and operation of the Proposed Project
and No-Action Alternative are presented in this section. The following study years and alternative
scenarios are examined (Table 5.1-1).

TABLE 5.1-1
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION MATRIX
Alternative
No-Action
Alternative

Proposed
Project

Description
The No-Action Alternative assumes the Airport would remain
in its existing configuration and the Proposed Project including
the PAC complex with its supporting facilities, the MRO, and
new Runway 18/36 would not be developed.
The Proposed Project, the sponsor’s preferred alternative,
assumes that the proposed Runway 18/36, the PAC complex,
MRO, ACT, and other development as shown on the Airglades
Airport Near-Term Future Development ALP and listed in
Section 1.5.1 (see Figure 1.5-2) of this EA would be
implemented.

Opening
Year

Opening
Year +5

X

X

X

X

Source: AECOM, 2014

Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Project and the No-Action
Alternative, as well as the applicable impact thresholds described in FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B,
are identified and discussed in the following environmental impact categories. Where warranted, specific
mitigation measures are further presented in Section 6.0 of this EA.
5.2

RESOURCE CATEGORIES NOT AFFECTED

The following environmental resource categories were considered for purposes of potential environmental
impacts; however, it was determined that further detailed analysis in this EA would not be required.
•

Wild and Scenic Rivers – There are no Wild and Scenic Rivers within the GSA. The
Airglades Airport is located more than 50 miles from the nearest river segment that is
designated as a Wild and Scenic River.

5.3

AIR QUALITY

5.3.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

There would be no construction or development activities under the No-Action Alternative and the Airport
would operate as it does under existing conditions. Therefore, there would be no impact to air quality
resulting from the No-Action Alternative above and beyond that which is already occurring.
Construction of airfield and facility improvements necessary to implement the Proposed Project would
generate temporary air emissions from: off-road equipment required to perform earthworks, site
preparation, and other construction activities; on-road vehicles used for materials handling, delivery and
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worker commute; and fugitive emissions arising from asphalt paving and dust generation on the
construction site.
Once operational, the Proposed Project would generate emissions from the following sources associated
with the operation of the PAC and MRO facilities:

5.3.2

•

Wide-body cargo jet aircraft using the new Runway 18/36. Some additional general
aviation and military aircraft would also use this runway;

•

Cargo aircraft APU utilization;

•

GSE operations to service and refuel aircraft and facilitate PAC goods on-loading,
offloading and movement; and

•

Heavy and commercial trucks supporting PAC operations.
METHODOLOGY

Air quality impact assessment methodology focuses on satisfying requirements of the CAA and the NEPA
of 1969 (NEPA), each of which are outlined below. All emissions estimates and quantitative analyses
were prepared using current, federally-approved emissions models and tools, in a manner consistent with
the current FAA guidance. Detailed emissions estimation methodologies are provided within Appendix B.
5.3.2.1

CAA Assessment

For areas designated as nonattainment or maintenance of the NAAQS for criteria air pollutants by the
EPA, the General Conformity Regulations (40 CFR §93.153 et seq.) of the CAA require a determination
that air emissions from federally obligated actions are accounted for in a SIP to control air quality.
As previously stated in Section 4.2.1.1, Hendry County is located in an area designated by the U.S. EPA
as attainment/unclassifiable with respect to all current NAAQS. Accordingly, the General Conformity
Regulations do not apply to the Proposed Project, and a detailed analysis and Conformity Determination
are not required.
5.3.2.2

NEPA Assessment

NAAQS Analysis
FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B outline the process for determining air quality impacts under the NEPA
including the necessary content and degree of analysis.
FAA Order 1050.1F Exhibit 4.1 provides the following air quality impact criteria:
“The action would cause pollutant concentrations to exceed one or more of the NAAQS,
as established by the Environmental Protection Agency under the CAA, for any of the
time periods analyzed, or to increase the frequency or severity of any such existing
violations.”
FAA’s Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases and Addendum (i.e., the 2004 Air
Quality Handbook), and Chapter 1, paragraph 6, (d), (1) of the FAA’s current Environmental Desk
5-2

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

Reference for Airport Actions (i.e., the Desk Reference) denotes that, for NEPA purposes, actions at a
general aviation airport such as Airglades do not necessarily require a NAAQS analysis using dispersion
46, 47
modeling if the total annual number of general aviation/air taxi operations do not exceed 180,000.
However, the 2004 Air Quality Handbook has been superseded by the Aviation Emissions and Air Quality
Handbook as of July 2014 (i.e., the 2014 Air Quality Handbook). The 2014 Handbook states that if the
Proposed Project will affect a reasonably foreseeable increase in emissions within an attainment area,
the emissions should be quantified and disclosed. The emissions levels should only be converted to
pollutant concentrations via dispersion modeling for comparison to the NAAQS only if such modeling is
specifically requested during agency scoping and public involvement.
During scoping for this EA, air quality comments were provided by the FDEP pertaining to the potential for
any new stationary sources of air emissions at the airport to be subject to state of Florida air permitting
requirements, once installed. Conceptual design of the Proposed Project makes no mention of any such
sources planned for installation. In addition, atmospheric dispersion modeling was not requested by the
48
FDEP or any other reviewing agency or stakeholder during scoping.
Therefore, for the purposes of this EA, criteria pollutant emissions associated with the construction of the
Proposed Project, including the PAC, MRO, and supporting facilities, were quantified for disclosure
purposes. Additionally, criteria pollutants associated with the operation of the Proposed Project are also
quantified and disclosed for both the opening year (i.e., CY 2018) and five years thereafter (i.e., CY
2023). Because dispersion modeling is not required for this EA, and because the Proposed Project is
located in an attainment/unclassifiable area for all NAAQS, emissions are reported for disclosure
purposes only.
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP)
HAP emissions are quantified in a FAA NEPA document for disclosure purposes only. FAA’s Guidance
for Quantifying Speciated Organic Gas Emissions from Airport Sources further specifies analysis
49
requirements . Based on this guidance, HAP emissions should be inventoried and disclosed because
operational criteria pollutant emissions are being quantified, and because the Proposed Project is a
“major” project in that it involves the operation of a new runway. Further, the guidance stipulates that only
HAP’s that are defined under the CAA or included in EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) be
included in an inventory. So, an estimate of HAP emissions from the Proposed Project’s operations has
been prepared for this EA.

46
47
48
49

Federal Aviation Administration. Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases. 1997, updated by addendum
2004.
Federal Aviation Administration. Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions. Office of Airports, Office of Airport Planning
and Programming, Airports Planning and Environmental Division. APP-400. Online:
http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/environmental_desk_ref/. October 2007.
Letter from Jeffrey Koerner, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, to Peter Green of URS Corporation, re: Airglades
Airport, Hendry County, FL. September 10, 2013.
Federal Aviation Administration. Guidance for Quantifying Speciated Organic Gas Emissions from Airport Sources, version 1.
Office of Environment and Energy. Online:
https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy_guidance/envir_policy/media/Guidance%20for%20Quantifying%20Speciated%
20Organic%20Gas%20Emissions%20from%20Airport%20Sources.pdf. September 2009.
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Climate Change
Although there are no federal standards for aviation-related GHG emissions, it is well established that
GHG emissions can affect climate. The CEQ has indicated that climate should be considered in NEPA
50
analyses. As noted by CEQ, "it is not currently useful for the NEPA analysis to attempt to link specific
climatological changes, or the environmental impacts thereof, to the particular project or emissions, as
51
such direct linkage is difficult to isolate and to understand" (CEQ, 2010).
The cumulative impact of this Proposed Project on the global climate when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions is not currently scientifically predictable. Aviation has been
calculated to contribute approximately 3 percent of global CO2 emissions; this contribution may grow to 5
52
percent by 2050. Actions are underway within the U.S. and by other nations to reduce aviation's
contribution through such measures as new aircraft technologies to reduce emissions and improve fuel
efficiency, renewable alternative fuels with lower carbon footprints, more efficient air traffic management,
market-based measures and environmental regulations including an aircraft CO2 standard. The U.S. has
ambitious goals to achieve carbon-neutral growth for aviation by 2020 compared to a 2005 baseline, and
to gain absolute reductions in GHG emissions by 2050. At present, there are no calculations of the extent
to which measures individually or cumulatively may affect aviation's CO2 emissions. Moreover, there are
large uncertainties regarding aviation's impact on climate, with respect to both current and projected
53
aviation scenarios, and with changing atmospheric conditions (Brown, et al., 2010) .
Although not specifically required, an estimate of GHG emissions associated with the operation of the
Proposed Project was prepared for this EA.
5.3.3

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD IMPACTS (2017– 2018)

The following discussions describe potential air quality impacts in regard to emissions generated during
construction of the Proposed Project, as well as its operation during 2018 (i.e., opening year) and 2023.
5.3.3.1

Construction Emissions

No-Action Alternative
Construction of the airfield and facility improvements necessary for the Proposed Project would not occur
with the No-Action Alternative, so no construction-related emissions would be generated.
Construction of airfield and facility improvements necessary to implement the Proposed Project is
expected to commence in 2017 and conclude in 2018. Emissions from planned construction activities
were estimated based on a projected construction activity schedule, including the number of
vehicles/pieces of equipment, the types of equipment/type of fuel used, vehicle/equipment utilization
50

51
52
53

FAA, NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission, CEQ (January 12,
2012)
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/environ_policy_guidance/guidance/media/NEPA_GHG_Guidance
_Final.pdf.
Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, CEQ (2010).
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/Consideration_of_Effects_of_GHG_Draft_NEPA_Guidance_FINAL_02182010.pdf
FAA, Order 1050.1E, Change 1, Guidance Memo #3. Considering Greenhouse Gases and Climate Under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): Interim Guidance. January 12, 2012
Nathan Brown, et. al. The US Strategy for Tackling Aviation Climate Impacts, (2010). 27th International Congress of the
Aeronautical Sciences
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rates, materials quantities and placement, and the year(s) construction occurs. Detailed analysis
methodology and input data are provided in Appendix B.
Proposed Project
Table 5.3-1 discloses the construction period criteria pollutant emissions computed for the Proposed
Project. As shown on Table 5.3-1, the peak year of construction is 2017 where estimated emissions total
29.7 tons of CO, 73.3 tons of nitrogen oxides (NOx), 6.7 tons of fine particulate matter (PM2.5), 31.3 tons
of coarser particulate matter (PM10), 0.2 tons of SO2 and 14.7 tons of volatile organic compounds (VOC).
Because the area is considered attainment/unclassifiable of all NAAQS, there are no applicable
significance thresholds (e.g., the CAA General Conformity de minimis thresholds) to which these
emissions increases can be compared. Because construction emissions are also temporary in nature, it is
not likely that the construction emissions create a significant or lasting impact on air quality in the area.

TABLE 5.3-1
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY
Source

TOTAL:

CO
28.3
1.4
--29.7

TOTAL:

CO
5.8
0.4
--6.2

Off-road Equipment
On-road Vehicles
Asphalt Paving
Fugitive Dust
Source
Off-road Equipment
On-road Vehicles
Asphalt Paving
Fugitive Dust

Const. Year 1 Emissions (tons)
NOx
PM2.5
PM10
SO2
73.0
3.9
4.1
0.2
0.3
< 0.1
< 0.1
< 0.1
-----2.7
27.2
-73.3
6.7
31.3
0.2
Const. Year 2 Emissions (tons)
NOx
PM2.5
PM10
SO2
14.3
0.7
0.7
< 0.1
0.1
< 0.1
< 0.1
< 0.1
-----1.4
13.7
-14.4
2.1
14.4
< 0.1

VOC
9.0
0.1
5.7
-14.7
VOC
2.4
< 0.1
1.4
-3.9

Values reflect rounding.
Source: AECOM, 2016.

5.3.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

Construction period (2017–2018) impacts are provided in the preceding section. The following discussion
of impact potential pertains to the operation of the Proposed PAC and supporting facilities.
5.3.4.1

No-Action Alternative (2018)

Under the No-Action Alternative, sources of air emissions at Airglades Airport consist of local general
aviation and military aircraft conducting single engine piston, multi-engine piston, and small turbine and
rotorcraft operations. Limited GSE emissions also occur to support aircraft refueling and servicing. Other
ancillary sources of emissions include fuel storage and transfer devices, and motor vehicle travel, but
these emissions are likely nominal based on expected operations. According to available information, little
to no aircraft APU usage occurs as these devices are more commonly operated on larger jets.
Accordingly, No-Action emissions have been inventoried for aircraft and GSE only, as these represent the
predominant emissions sources at the airport under existing operations. Refer to Appendix B for details
on the No-Action Alternative air quality analysis and input data for aircraft and GSE.
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5.3.4.2

Proposed Project (2018)

The Proposed Project, once operational during CY 2018, adds wide-body jet aircraft to the existing fleet
mix to support PAC and MRO facility operations, as well as some additional general aviation aircraft
operations. For this EA, the air quality analysis is consistent with the FAA-approved forecast, based on
the Moderate Capture Rate Scenario/Mid-range Perishable Demand Projection prepared in support of the
54
Proposed Project. Consistent with the noise assessment prepared for this EA, PAC/MRO aircraft use
the newly installed Runway 18-36 exclusively, whereas some general aviation and military aircraft activity
is shifted to the new runway as well, which has an effect of slightly increasing taxi times when compared
to the No-Action Alternative.
APU are utilized with the addition of the wide-body jet aircraft to the fleet. Similarly, based on conceptual
design information provided for the Proposed Project, additional GSE will be used to support cargo on55
loading and off-loading, cargo transfer, and aircraft fueling and movement. Further, medium- and heavyduty haul trucks and other commercial vehicles necessary for PAC goods movement and PAC/MRO
facility support become operational at Airglades Airport with the Proposed Project. Refer to Appendix B
for details on the Proposed Project air quality analysis methodology and data input for aircraft, GSE, APU
and on-road vehicles.
Table 5.3-2 summarizes and compares CY 2018 criteria pollutant emissions inventories between the NoAction Alternative and Proposed Project. For reference, because construction and operation of the
Proposed Project overlap in 2018, construction period emissions anticipated to occur in 2018 are also
restated on this table. In 2018, the Proposed Project is estimated to generate a total of 326.2 tons of CO,
92.1 tons of NOx, 4.5 tons of PM2.5, 17.5 tons of PM10, 6.1 tons of SO2 and 16.7 tons of VOC.

54
55

Letter from Rebecca Henry of the FAA Orlando ADO to Charles Chapman re: Airglades Airport (2IS) Clewiston, FL Forecasts
of Aviation Demand. December 23, 2014
Airglades Environmental Assessment - Conceptual Data. ‘Phase 2 EA – Information and Data Request – Response.docx’
dated August 6, 2014.
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TABLE 5.3-2
2018 CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS INVENTORY (OPERATIONS)
Source
NA

CO
PA

+/-

176.0

262.5

APU

--

GSE

Aircraft

PAC/MRO
Vehicles
Subtotal –
Operations
Construction
Activities
GRAND
TOTAL:

2018 Emissions (tons)
PM2.5
PM10
PA
+/NA
PA

NA

NOx
PA

+/-

NA

SO2
PA

+/-

NA

86.6

0.2

63.1

62.9

0.5

1.3

0.8

0.5

1.3

0.8

0.2

5.7

5.5

2.4

8.8

6.5

2.8

2.8

--

2.3

2.3

--

0.3

0.3

--

0.3

0.3

--

0.3

0.3

--

0.2

0.2

0.5

14.5

13.9

0.1

1.4

1.4

<0.1

0.1

0.1

<0.1

0.1

0.1

<0.1

0.1

0.1

<0.1

0.5

0.5

--

40.2

40.2

--

10.9

10.9

--

0.8

0.8

--

1.4

1.4

--

<0.1

<0.1

--

3.3

3.3

176.5

320.0

143.5

0.2

77.7

77.5

0.5

2.4

2.0

0.5

3.1

2.6

0.2

6.1

5.9

2.4

12.8

10.4

--

6.2

6.2

--

14.4

14.4

--

2.1

2.1

--

14.4

14.4

--

<0.1

<0.1

--

3.9

3.9

176.5

326.2

149.7

0.2

92.1

91.9

0.5

4.5

4.0

0.5

17.5

17.0

0.2

6.1

5.9

2.4

16.7

14.3

+/-

NA

VOC
PA

+/-

NA = No Action; PA = Proposed Project; +/- = change in emissions (i.e., PA minus NA).
Values reflect rounding.
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2015.
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For disclosure purposes, HAP emissions for the Proposed Project in 2018 are shown on Table 5.3-3. The
HAP emitted in the greatest quantity is formaldehyde, totaling just over one ton. Table 5.3-4 discloses CY
2018 GHG emissions that are estimated to occur under the No-Action and Proposed Project Alternatives.
5.3.5

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.3.5.1

No-Action Alternative (2023)

Emissions sources at Airglades Airport in 2023 under the No-Action Alternative do not differ from that
described for CY 2018 within Section 5.3.4.1 (i.e., aircraft and GSE), however, source activity levels are
higher in 2023 compared to 2018 due to normal growth in general aviation activity. Refer to Appendix B
for details on the No-Action Alternative air quality analysis and input data for aircraft and GSE.
5.3.5.2

Proposed Project (2023)

In 2023, the Proposed Project is similar to that described in Section 5.3.4.2 for CY 2018, with the only
differences being a slightly different aircraft fleet mix and higher activity levels for all emissions sources
(i.e., aircraft, APU, GSE and vehicles). Refer to Appendix B for details on the Proposed Project air
quality analysis methodology and data input for these sources.
Table 5.3-5 summarizes and compares CY 2023 criteria pollutant emissions inventories between the NoAction Alternative and Proposed Project. Proposed Project emissions total 410.5 tons of CO, 147.0 tons
of NOx, 3.4 tons of PM2.5, 4.4 tons of PM10, 12.2 tons of SO2 and 17.1 tons of VOC.
For disclosure purposes, HAP emissions for the Proposed Project in 2023 are shown on Table 5.3-6. The
HAP emitted in the greatest quantity is formaldehyde, totaling just over one ton. Table 5.3-7 discloses CY
2023 GHG emissions that are estimated to occur under the No-Action and Proposed Project Alternatives.

TABLE 5.3-3
2018 HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS INVENTORY
Compound
Formaldehyde (IRIS,CAA)
Methyl alcohol (IRIS,CAA)
Benzene (IRIS,CAA)
Acetaldehyde (IRIS,CAA)
Naphthalene (IRIS,CAA)
O-xylene (IRIS,CAA)
Isopropylbenzene (cumene) (IRIS,CAA)
Ethylbenzene (IRIS,CAA)
Styrene (IRIS,CAA)
1,3-butadiene (IRIS,CAA)
Acrolein (IRIS,CAA)
M-xylene (IRIS,CAA)
Toluene (IRIS,CAA)
Phenol (carbolic acid) (IRIS,CAA)
N-hexane (IRIS,CAA)
2,2,4-trimethylpentane (IRIS,CAA)
M & P-xylene (IRIS,CAA)
Propionaldehyde (CAA)

Aircraft
0.892
0.086
0.119
0.297
0.037
0.012
<0.001
0.012
0.023
0.114
0.161
-0.041
0.039
--0.019
0.054

2018 Proposed Project Emissions (tons)
APU
GSE
PAC/MRO Vehicles
0.022
0.007
0.140
0.003
--0.003
0.008
0.035
0.008
0.002
0.064
0.001
--<0.001 0.004
-<0.001
--<0.001 0.003
-0.001
--0.003
-<0.001
0.004
-<0.001
-0.008
-0.001
0.013
-0.001
---0.007
--0.007
-0.001
--0.001
0.002
--
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Total
1.061
0.089
0.165
0.371
0.038
0.016
<0.001
0.015
0.024
0.117
0.165
0.008
0.055
0.040
0.007
0.007
0.020
0.057
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TABLE 5.3-3 (continued)
2018 HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS INVENTORY (OPERATIONS)
Compound
Acetone (IRIS)
2-methylnaphthalene (IRIS)
Benzaldehyde (IRIS)
N-heptane (IRIS)
TOTAL:

Aircraft
0.080
0.010
0.034
0.004
2.034

2018 Proposed Project Emissions (tons)
APU
GSE
PAC/MRO Vehicles
0.001
--<0.001
--0.001 <0.001
-<0.001 0.003
-0.051
0.064
0.238

Total
0.081
0.010
0.035
0.007
2.387

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System; CAA = Clean Air Act.
Values reflect rounding.
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2015

TABLE 5.3-4
2018 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS INVENTORY (OPERATIONS)
Source
Aircraft
APU
GSE
PAC/MRO Vehicles
GRAND TOTAL:

NA
465
-32
-497

2018 GHG Emissions
(Metric Tons CO2 Equivalent)
PA
+/12,485
12,020
807
807
653
621
5,652
5,652
19,597
19,100

NA= No-Action; PA = Proposed Project. Values reflect rounding.
CO2 equivalent emissions comprise individual emissions of CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide, normalized by applying global
warming potentials of 1, 21, and 310, respectively.
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2015.
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TABLE 5.3-5
2023 CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS INVENTORY (OPERATIONS)
Source

2023 Emissions (tons)
PM2.5
PM10
NA PA +/- NA PA +/-

131.8

0.5

2.0

1.5

0.5

2.0

4.8

4.8

--

0.6

0.6

--

<0.1

1.6

1.6

<0.1

0.1

0.1

64.2

--

8.5

8.5

--

0.7

212.6

0.2

147.0

146.7

0.5

3.4

NA

CO
PA

+/-

197.6

321.2

APU

--

GSE

Aircraft

PAC/MRO Vehicles
GRAND TOTAL:

NA

NOx
PA

+/-

123.7

0.2

132.0

5.1

5.1

--

0.4

19.9

19.6

--

64.2

197.9

410.5

NA

SO2
PA

NA

VOC
PA

+/-

+/-

1.5

0.2

11.3

11.1

2.6

12.9

10.2

0.6

0.6

--

0.6

0.6

--

0.4

0.4

<0.1

0.1

0.1

<0.1

0.2

0.2

<0.1

0.6

0.6

0.7

--

1.8

1.8

--

0.1

0.1

--

3.3

3.3

2.9

0.5

4.4

3.9

0.2

12.2

11.9

2.6

17.1

14.5

NA= No Action; PA = Proposed Project. +/- = change in emissions (i.e., PA minus NA).
Values reflect rounding.
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2015.
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TABLE 5.3-6
2023 HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS INVENTORY (OPERATIONS)
Compound
Formaldehyde (IRIS,CAA)
Methyl alcohol (IRIS,CAA)
Benzene (IRIS,CAA)
Acetaldehyde (IRIS,CAA)
Naphthalene (IRIS,CAA)
O-xylene (IRIS,CAA)
Isopropylbenzene (cumene) (IRIS,CAA)
Ethylbenzene (IRIS,CAA)
Styrene (IRIS,CAA)
1,3-butadiene (IRIS,CAA)
Acrolein (IRIS,CAA)
M-xylene (IRIS,CAA)
Toluene (IRIS,CAA)
Phenol (carbolic acid) (IRIS,CAA)
N-hexane (IRIS,CAA)
2,2,4-trimethylpentane (IRIS,CAA)
M & P-xylene (IRIS,CAA)
Propionaldehyde (CAA)
Acetone (IRIS)
2-methylnaphthalene (IRIS)
Benzaldehyde (IRIS)
N-heptane (IRIS)
TOTAL:

2023 Proposed Project Emissions (tons)
Aircraft
APU
GSE PAC/MRO Vehicles
Total
1.141
0.044 0.011
0.115
1.311
0.116
0.006
--0.122
0.152
0.006 0.010
0.032
0.200
0.382
0.015 0.004
0.049
0.450
0.047
0.002
--0.049
0.015
0.001 0.005
-0.021
<0.001 <0.001
--<0.001
0.015
0.001 0.004
-0.020
0.029
0.001
--0.030
0.147
0.006
-0.004
0.157
0.208
0.009
-0.008
0.225
--0.011
-0.011
0.053
0.002 0.017
-0.072
0.052
0.003
--0.055
--0.009
-0.009
--0.009
-0.009
0.025
0.001
--0.026
0.069
0.003 0.002
-0.074
0.096
0.001
--0.097
0.013
0.001
--0.014
0.043
0.002 0.001
-0.046
0.006
<0.001 0.004
-0.010
2.609
0.104 0.087
0.209
3.009

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System; CAA = Clean Air Act.
Values reflect rounding.
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2015.

TABLE 5.3-7
2023 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS INVENTORY (OPERATIONS)
2023 GHG Emissions
(Metric Tons CO2 Equivalent)
PA
24,887
1,636
1,208
9,508
37,239

Source
Aircraft
APU
GSE
PAC/MRO Vehicles
GRAND TOTAL:

NA
521
-35
-556

+/24,366
1,636
1,173
9,508
36,683

NA= No Action; PA = Proposed Project. +/- = change in emissions (i.e., PA minus NA).
Values reflect rounding.
CO2 equivalent emissions comprise individual emissions of CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide, normalized by applying global
warming potentials of 1, 21, and 310, respectively.
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, 2015.
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5.3.6

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

FAA Order 1050.1F identifies no significance threshold for the assessment of cumulative air quality
impacts.
Reasonably foreseeable development actions on and surrounding the Airglades Airport that may
potentially occur concurrently with the Proposed Project are identified within Section 4.15 of this EA.
These actions were qualitatively considered for potential cumulative impact on air quality, the results of
which are summarized on Table 5.3-8 below. As shown, each project was evaluated according to the
following qualitative criteria: (1) will generate an appreciable amount of construction-related or
operational-related air emissions; (2) is an enabling or dependent action for, or otherwise connected to,
the Proposed Project; and (3) degree of potential cumulative effect.

TABLE 5.3-8
CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Generates Emissions:
Project
Rehabilitate Terminal Building Aircraft
Parking Apron
Rehabilitate and Expand General Aviation
Apron
Expand General Aviation Aircraft Parking
Apron
Aircraft Hangar Building Development
Corporate Aviation Development
Taxiway Pavement Maintenance
Install Lighting and Upgrade Security
Fencing
Replace Airfield Lighting and Signage
Construct Helipad
Acquire Land to Remove Tower
Airport Access Road Drainage Ditch
Improvements
Airglades Waste Water Treatment
Airglades Industrial Park Improvements
State Route 80 Improvements

Enabling,
Dependent,
or
Connected
Action

Degree of
Potential
Cumulative
Effect

Construction

Operation

Yes

No

No

Low

Yes

No

No

Low

Yes

No

No

Low

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

No
No
No

Low
Low
Low

No

No

No

None

No
Yes

No
No

No
No

None
Low

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

None

No
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
No

No
No
No

None
Low
Low

Source: AECOM, 2015.

Qualitatively, it can be concluded that there is little to no potential for cumulative air quality impact for
many of the listed projects because while they are reasonably foreseeable, they represent minor
temporary sources of construction emissions and are not dependent on or connected to the Proposed
Project.
Therefore, although there is potential for cumulative air quality effects due to any concurrent construction
with the Proposed Project, it is not certain whether or not these effects would actually occur. These and
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any other potential projects should be evaluated on an on-going basis for compatibility with the Proposed
Project and impact on air quality conditions in the area of the Airport.
5.3.7

MITIGATION

Impact mitigation for the Proposed Project is not required. However, construction-related emissions
resulting from the improvements, albeit temporary, can be reduced by employing the following typical
emissions reduction measures:

5.3.8

•

Suspension of construction activities during high-wind conditions;

•

Creation of dust, odor and nuisance reporting system;

•

Reduction of exposed erodible surface area through appropriate materials and equipment
staging procedures;

•

Cover of exposed surface areas with pavement or vegetation in an expeditious manner;

•

Reduction of equipment idling times;

•

Ensure contractor knowledge of appropriate fugitive dust and equipment exhaust
controls;

•

Soil and stock-pile stabilization via cover or periodic watering;

•

Use of low- or zero-emissions equipment;

•

Use of covered haul trucks and conveyors during materials transportation;

•

Reduction of electrical generator usage wherever possible; and

•

Prohibition of open burning for waste disposal.
COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

As described in Section 5.3.2, there is no applicable quantitative significance threshold against which
emissions increases estimated for the Proposed Project could be assessed, because the Project occurs
in a NAAQS attainment/unclassifiable area and the CAA General Conformity de minimis thresholds
therefore do not apply.
When consulting the 2004 Air Quality Handbook, dispersion modeling employed to convert these
emissions to air concentrations for direct comparison to the NAAQS is not required, because the airport
conducts less than 180,000 general aviation and air taxi operations annually. The 2014 Aviation
Emissions and Air Quality Handbook also concludes that dispersion is not necessary because it was not
requested by a reviewing agency or stakeholder during EA scoping.
From a qualitative standpoint, when reviewing available air monitoring data for the more urbanized
counties surrounding Hendry County (see Affected Environment Section 4.2.1.1), all monitored ambient
air concentrations are well below the NAAQS, and it could be reasonably expected that air concentrations
would be even lower in a rural area such as Clewiston (if an air monitor were installed there). So, even if
dispersion were required and conducted, any modeled concentrations derived from the emissions
disclosed on Tables 5.3-2 and 5.3-5 would likely not cause a NAAQS violation. It is also important to note
that there are few-to-no sensitive receptors to air pollution within the vicinity of the airport footprint (e.g.,
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park, hospital, residential area, nursing home, school), reducing the likelihood for any localized increases
in air concentrations due to the Proposed Project’s operation to affect the general public.
Because the Proposed Project is not expected generate operational or construction-related emissions
that would cause a violation of the NAAQS, the Proposed Project would not exceed significant impact
thresholds identified in FAA Order 1050 1E.
5.4

AIRCRAFT NOISE AND COMPATIBLE LAND USE

5.4.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

The Proposed Project would directly impact 226 acres of existing agricultural land uses. This agricultural
land would be acquired for the purpose of implementing the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project may
require amendments to the HCCP.
The Proposed Project does not cause residential housing units to be within a DNL of 65 dB or higher
noise exposure contours. Similarly, non-residential noise-sensitive land use areas are not impacted.
Noise-sensitive land uses would not be exposed to a 1.5 dB or higher increase in aircraft noise levels
above DNL 65 dB, due to the Proposed Project in Study Year 2018. This indicates that the change in
aircraft noise exposure in the vicinity of the Airglades Airport would not be significant and that there are
no issues with respect to land use compatibility.
5.4.2

METHODOLOGY

The land use analysis considered existing and future land use plans for Hendry County along with various
environmental analyses conducted for this EA (i.e., noise impacts). Potential changes in land use
resulting from land acquisition and compatibility with potential changes in aircraft noise levels were
evaluated. Details regarding the environmental analyses for these and other environmental resource
categories are provided in the applicable sections of this chapter.
To determine if projected noise levels would be incompatible with land uses in the vicinity of Airglades
Airport, land uses were identified and mapped within a GIS database. The noise exposure analyses
conducted for this EA (see Section 5.14) included identifying and determining noise impacts for noisesensitive areas that would be exposed to noise levels of yearly DNL 65 dB or higher. Noise-sensitive
land uses typically include residential, educational, health, religious, certain parks and recreational, and
cultural (including historical). Areas within the DNL 65 dB or higher noise exposure contours were
evaluated to determine their compatibility with such levels of noise. The impacts to those sites are
discussed in this section of the EA, with cross references to Section 5.14, as appropriate.
With regard to aircraft-related noise and land use compatibility, the FAA’s land use compatibility
guidelines contained in Title 14 CFR, part 150 were used to evaluate noise compatibility. However, the
FAA guidelines do not constitute a Federal determination that a specific land use is acceptable or
unacceptable under federal, state, or local laws. The responsibility for planning and defining acceptable
land uses for a community rests with local authorities through their zoning laws and ordinances.
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5.4.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.4.3.1

No-Action Alternative (2018)

The No-Action Alternative would not generate direct or indirect land use impacts because the proposed
airport improvements would not occur.
Aircraft Noise
Projected aircraft noise levels in 2018 for the No-Action Alternative would include zero housing units and
zero non-residential noise-sensitive sites (e.g., parks, churches) within the DNL 65 dB or higher noise
exposure contours. When compared to the baseline noise conditions described previously in
Section 4.11, the projected 2018 noise levels would occur in response to the projected growth in activity
at Airglades that would not be attributable to a specific action such as the Proposed Project.
5.4.3.2

Proposed Project (2018)

Land Acquisition
The Proposed Project would directly impact 226 acres of existing, off-airport agricultural land uses that
would be needed in order to construct the new air cargo runway-taxiway system. The Proposed Project
would not displace any residences, businesses, or non-profit organizations. The Proposed Project would
not disrupt local communities or planned developments.
Aircraft Noise
The Proposed Project would not cause residential housing units to be within DNL 65 or higher noise
exposure contours. Similarly, non-residential noise-sensitive land use areas would not be impacted.
Changes in noise exposure over noise-sensitive land uses in 2018 are shown in Section 5.14.3.2,
demonstrating that no land use or receptor would be exposed to a sound level of 65 DNL dB or greater.
A comparison of the Proposed Project to the No-Action Alternative in 2018 was made to determine if
there would be a significant increase in noise exposure levels attributable to the Proposed Project.
Differences in the areas exposed to noise greater than DNL 65 dB that would also experience an
increase of DNL 1.5 dB or higher were evaluated. The results of this comparison indicate that no noisesensitive land uses would be exposed to a 1.5 dB or higher increase in aircraft noise levels above DNL 65
dB. This indicates that the change in aircraft noise exposure in the vicinity of Airglades would not be
significant. Therefore, mitigation for land use compatibility based on noise impacts is not warranted.
Land Use and Zoning
56

As depicted on Hendry County’s current Future Land Use Map, the land uses surrounding the Airglades
Airport are primarily identified as agricultural use with a section of land located north of the Airport, just
north of US Highway 27 and west of the airport entrance road, identified for future multi-use
development. A request for an Amendment to the HCCP, to incorporate the Proposed Airglades

56

http://www.hendryfla.net/2016%20FLU%20DISTRICT.pdf
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Perishable Air Cargo Complex, will be submitted and coordinated for the County’s approval prior to
implementation of the Proposed Project.
5.4.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.4.4.1

No-Action Alternative (2023)

The No-Action Alternative would not generate direct or indirect land use impacts because the proposed
airfield improvements would not occur.
5.4.4.2

Proposed Project (2023)

Land Acquisition
The Proposed Project would not involve land acquisition beyond what was acquired in the analysis for
2018. Therefore, no impacts due to land acquisition will occur as part of the Proposed Project in 2023.
Aircraft Noise
The Proposed Project does not cause residential housing units to be within DNL 65 dB or higher noise
exposure contours. Similarly, non-residential noise-sensitive land use areas are not impacted. Changes
in noise exposure over noise-sensitive land uses in 2023 are shown in Table 5.14-9, demonstrating that
no sensitive land use or receptor is exposed to a sound level of DNL 65 dB or greater.
A comparison of the Proposed Project to the No-Action Alternative in 2023 was made to determine if
there would be a significant increase in noise levels attributable to the Proposed Project, or if any new
non-compatible land uses were newly included in the DNL 65 dB or higher noise contour. Differences in
the areas exposed to noise greater than DNL 65 dB that would experience an increase of DNL 1.5 dB or
higher were evaluated. The results of this comparison indicate that no noise-sensitive land uses would
be exposed to a 1.5 dB or higher increase in aircraft noise levels above DNL 65 dB, due to the Proposed
Project in 2023. This indicates that the change in aircraft noise exposure in the vicinity of Airglades would
not be significant. Therefore, mitigation is not warranted.
Land Use and Zoning
As noted in Section 5.4.3.2, the Proposed Project would require a change to the planned zoning in the
vicinity of Airglades. Once the zoning change is approved, no other land use or zoning conflicts would be
generated by the Proposed Project.
LOCAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

5.4.5

With respect to land use compatibility, the Transportation Systems Element of the HCCP contains various
policies and objectives that reference Airglades Airport specifically or are otherwise related to the
Proposed Project. These are enumerated and described as follows:
•

Policy 8.A.1.2 - Any improvements on the airport property must be consistent with Hendry
County’s Comprehensive Plan, FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5300-13A Airport Design,
State of Florida airport licensing standards, and any other applicable state or federal
agency regulations.
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5.4.6

•

Policy 8.A.1.3 - The County will encourage economic development opportunities and
aviation related uses adjacent to the airports and promote the safe and efficient mobility
of goods, services and people at the LaBelle and Airglades Airports. Future additional
warehousing, hangars, cargo handling facilities…consistent with community and
economic objectives may be incentivized.

•

Objective 8.A.2 - The County will evaluate development proposals for property located
within the vicinity of existing and proposed aviation facilities to ensure airport land use
compatibility, to prevent establishment of airport hazards, and to protect existing and
planned airport facilities from encroachment.

•

Policy 8.A.2.1 - Development proposals (including but not limited to residential and nonresidential land uses within the vicinity of the existing airports or proposed related
facilities) must demonstrate land use compatibility with these uses…and propose
mitigation measures for adverse impacts.

•

Objective 8.A.3.1 - Construction and operation of existing and future aviation facilities
should be conducted in close cooperation with appropriate…agencies, and in
conformance with other related elements of the Comprehensive Plan.
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Other planned development actions identified in Section 4.15 of this EA would either be located entirely
on airport property or are not connected actions with respect to the Proposed Project. An analysis based
on preliminary planning information currently available indicates no expected disruption of communities or
substantial residence or business relocations. Impacts resulting from other non-airport related projects in
the area are anticipated, and major projects would be implemented in light of land use and zoning plans
established for the area. In summary, the land use impacts associated with the Proposed Project, when
considered in addition to land use impacts of other on- or off-airport projects are not expected to result in
additional substantial land use impacts.
5.4.7

MITIGATION

Based on the impact analysis of the Proposed Project described in prior sections, no noise-sensitive land
uses would be substantially impacted and mitigation is not required.
5.4.8

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

The Proposed Project would require the acquisition of existing agricultural land. The project would not
generate significant noise impacts (see Section 5.14) in excess of thresholds established by the FAA.
The Proposed Project and associated/enabling actions must secure all necessary approvals and
amendments to remain consistent with the policies and objectives contained within the current
Comprehensive Plan.
5.5

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

5.5.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

Under the No-Action Alternative, construction activities associated with the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed
Project would not occur and construction-related impacts would not be generated at Airglades Airport.
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Construction of the new Runway 18/36, including parallel and connecting taxiways, development of the
new PAC distribution center, the MRO facility, and the aircraft apron areas needed to support PAC
aircraft associated with the Proposed Project are anticipated to be completed in 2018. Because no
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would occur in Study Year 2023, no
construction-related impacts would occur in the 2023 timeframe.
Construction of the Proposed Project would generate temporary and unavoidable impacts related to
noise, air quality, water quality, solid waste, and traffic inconveniences. Measures specified in FAA
Advisory Circular 150/5370-10F, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports, and project-specific
design criteria to minimize erosion and sedimentation will be implemented to minimize potential
construction-related impacts. Mitigation measures will be implemented for unavoidable construction
impacts in wetland and open water habitats. Substantial, long-term construction impacts are not
anticipated.
5.5.2

METHODOLOGY

Construction activities were considered to determine construction-related impacts associated with the
implementation of the Proposed Project. Specific areas of impact that were evaluated included noise, air
emissions, water quality impacts, solid wastes, and traffic inconveniences. Specific potential long-term
impacts associated with the alternatives are discussed in the appropriate environmental impact category
in this Chapter of the EA.
5.5.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.5.3.1

No-Action Alternative (2018)

Because the Proposed Project would not be constructed under the No-Action Alternative, no constructionrelated impacts would occur.
5.5.3.2

Proposed Project (2018)

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project are expected to include, but may not be
limited to: land clearing, grading, and excavation; pavement construction; building construction; pavement
demolition and removal; pavement marking; relocation of airfield lights; and establishment of a temporary
construction staging site adjacent to the airfield. These activities would involve the use of vehicles,
construction equipment, and machinery; fuels and lubricants; and storage and use of construction
materials. It is expected that the proposed construction activities would include common techniques,
equipment, and materials and would occur mostly during normal daylight hours. The following
environmental resources categories are discussed with respect to adverse impact potential: noise, air
quality, water quality, traffic disruption, and construction-related wastes. Substantial impacts, if expected
to occur, are discussed in greater detail in the appropriate environmental impact category in this chapter
of the EA.
Air Emissions
As discussed in Section 5.3.3.1, construction emissions associated with airfield and facility improvements
necessary to implement the Proposed Project are of temporary duration and are expected to be highest
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during construction year 2017. Due to the temporary nature of these emissions, it is not likely that they
will induce a significant or lasting impact on air quality in the area. Nevertheless, adherence to the
voluntary emission reduction measures listed in Section 5.3.5 can minimize any air emissions expected
to occur during the construction period.
Noise Impacts
Construction noise would temporarily increase ambient acoustic levels in the immediate vicinity of the
construction and land clearing activities. Grading and scraping operations are the noisiest, with such
equipment generating noise levels as high as 70 to 95 dB within 50 feet of their operation. The nearest
residential home would be approximately 3,900 feet from the proposed runway construction area and
2,700 feet from the area to be cleared for the Runway Object Free Area (ROFA). Distance rapidly
attenuates noise levels, so area residents would likely experience a modest increase in ambient noise
conditions during construction hours. The potential noise impact associated with the operation of
machinery on-site would be temporary and can be reduced using construction timing and staging. To
further minimize noise impacts, construction equipment would be maintained to meet manufacturers’
operating specifications. Impacts related to the delivery of materials may be minimized by requiring that
the contractor use designated haul routes to avoid residential and other noise-sensitive receptors.
Overall, construction noise is expected to have a minor and temporary impact.
Solid Waste Impacts
Construction wastes associated with construction of the Proposed Project in 2018 are expected to be
comprised of waste materials typical of demolition, earthwork, and paving projects. Construction
contractors and workers will generate what can be characterized as traditional municipal solid wastes
(MSWs) during construction. The volume of this waste stream is expected to be minor during
construction. Recycling of paper and plastic products could substantially reduce the amount of the
construction-related MSWs.
Subject to project-design parameters and product specifications, some demolition materials and wastes
could be re-used or recycled into the construction materials for new construction. Potential for this exists if
existing concrete can be crushed and used as fill and/or aggregate or if existing asphalt can be recycled
into new asphalt mixes. It is anticipated that structural steel from demolished buildings and metals from
electrical systems would be recycled at local or regional facilities. Vegetation wastes are expected to be
minimal as the vegetated portions of the construction area is comprised of mostly sugar cane and grass
fields. These wastes could easily be processed for re-use by composting.
Construction waste not diverted, recycled, or re-used would be transported to and disposed of in local
permitted construction/demolition facilities or in local WTE plants in accordance with applicable state and
local requirements. Solid waste impacts are further considered in Section 5.10 of this EA. No significant
construction-related solid waste impacts would occur.
Traffic Impacts
Haul routes for vehicles and trucks would be primarily on State Route 80 / U.S. Highway 27, which is a 4lane divided rural highway. Use of streets in residential neighborhoods and adjacent to noise-sensitive
land uses is not anticipated. No road work or lane closures are anticipated to be required. No significant
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or long-term traffic impacts are anticipated to occur during 2018 from the construction activities
associated with the Proposed Project.
Water Quality Impacts
Short-term and temporary water quality impacts may result from construction activities associated with the
Proposed Project. Potential impacts may include increased sedimentation and turbidity in stormwaterreceiving bodies during rainfall events. However, project-specific BMPs; implementation of erosion-control
measures specified in FAA AC 150/5370-10E, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports (FAA,
2011); and the implementation of project-specific design criteria to minimize erosion and sedimentation
would prevent and/or minimize potential water quality impacts. The Airport Sponsor will be required to
obtain a NPDES Permit for construction activities, which requires measures to minimize the potential for
exceeding applicable water quality standards during construction activities. Construction-related water
quality impacts are also discussed in detail in Section 5.17, Water Quality, of this EA. Significant and
long-term water quality impacts resulting from construction activities associated with the Proposed Project
would not occur.
5.5.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.5.4.1

No-Action Alternative (2023)

No construction activities would occur in 2023 as a result of the No-Action Alternative. Therefore, no
construction-related impacts would occur during 2023.
5.5.4.2

Proposed Project (2023)

Based on the probable construction schedule for the proposed new perishable air-cargo complex and
airfield development project, major project elements (i.e., site preparation and grading, paving, building
construction, etc.) are anticipated to be fully constructed by the end of 2018. There will be no
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project ongoing at Airglades Airport during 2023.
Because there would be no construction activities associated with the Proposed Project ongoing during
2023, no construction related impacts would occur during this time period as a result of the Proposed
Project.
5.5.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Construction of the cumulative projects detailed in Section 4.15 would have a low potential to result in
significant construction impacts. Construction activities associated with the cumulative projects would
consist of land clearing, demolition of existing structures, grading, stockpiling, roadway, and building
construction. Impacts from construction would include increased noise from construction operations,
temporary increase in water turbidity, temporary increase in air emissions, and disposal and management
of construction and/or demolition wastes.
Although noise levels in the project areas would increase due to construction activities, the land
surrounding these projects is mostly agricultural and/or very low density residential. Therefore,
construction activities would have a minor impact on noise-sensitive and residential areas. Construction
of on-airport facilities would result in a temporary increase in noise in the immediate areas surrounding
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facility; however, distance would rapidly attenuate noise levels so area residences would only experience
a slight increase in ambient background conditions.
In terms of water quality construction impacts, temporary increases in water turbidity in water bodies
could occur during the period when excavated areas are exposed prior to paving or cover stabilization.
Appropriate permits would be required from the USACE and FDEP prior to construction to ensure
compliance with applicable water quality standards. It is expected that runoff from construction projects
would be minimized by the implementation of BMPs that would limit sediment transport, such as
mulching, silt fences, and/or staked hay bales. In addition, it is expected that efforts would be made to
schedule construction operations to minimize the exposure of excavated areas and re-vegetate them as
soon as possible after grading.
Construction equipment emissions, fugitive dust pollution from excavated areas, and burning of
vegetative materials can all result in temporary construction impacts to ambient air quality. However, it is
expected that these impacts would be minimized by the use of BMPs that would minimize air quality
impacts by treating excavated areas with water, covering graded areas with stabilizing materials, and by
not allowing open burning during unfavorable weather conditions. Land clearing and grading operations
associated with the construction of the cumulative projects could generate air emissions, with particulate
matter (dust) having the greatest potential of impact. Most of this dust would redeposit close to the
source, since it is generated low to the ground. Heavy construction equipment utilized would emit
exhaust that contains CO, NOx, VOCs, and PM. Temporary air quality impacts associated with these
sources would vary depending on the local weather conditions, level of construction activity, and the
nature of the construction operation.
The types of MSW generated by construction activities could include materials such as excess concrete
and/or asphalt washed out of mixer trucks, excess wiring, conduits, and other electrical materials, and
empty construction supply containers. These materials are not anticipated to significantly impact existing
landfill operations.
Development of the on-site projects would be accomplished in full compliance with regulatory permits
which would be required from the USACE for wetlands impacts, the EPA and State of Florida for any
industrial water discharge and water quality issues, and the Southwest Florida Water Management
District for stormwater management.
The construction-related impacts discussed above would be temporary in nature. The cumulative impact
of construction activity of the Proposed Project along with the cumulative projects is not expected to be
substantial as each major construction project would require approvals from local agencies and would not
be concentrated in one time. When considered in conjunction with other development actions, substantial
cumulative construction-related impacts are not anticipated from the Proposed Project.
5.5.6

MITIGATION

Because no significant impacts related to construction activities would occur with the No-Action
Alternative or the Proposed Project in 2018 and 2023, no formal mitigation measures are warranted and
none have been developed by the Airport Sponsor for inclusion in this EA.
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5.5.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

Measures specified in FAA AC 150/5370-10F and project-specific criteria to be developed during the
design phase would be implemented to minimize construction-related impacts. Mitigation measures will
be implemented as necessary for unavoidable construction impacts in wetlands (clearing of vegetation).
Potential impacts associated with noise; air quality; water quality; fish, plants, and wildlife; and other
relevant impact categories are not expected to exceed thresholds indicating significant impact.
Therefore, direct and indirect construction impacts associated with the Proposed Project would not be
expected to exceed thresholds indicating a significant impact.
5.6

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SECTION 4(F) AND DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
SECTION 6(F) RESOURCES
OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

5.6.1

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no construction or development activities associated with
the Proposed Project. Accordingly, there would be no direct or indirect impacts to Section 4(f) or
Section 6(f) resources.
There are no lands subject to the provisions of Section 4(f) of the U.S. DOT Act of 1966 [codified at 49
USC Section 303(c)] or provisions in Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF)
located within the DSA. Additionally, there are no potential Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) resources located
within the GSA established for this project. As a result, it was determined that the No-Action Alternative
and the Proposed Project in 2018 and 2023 would not require direct “use” of a Section 4(f) resource or
result in direct impacts.
Indirect impacts were evaluated with respect to aircraft noise. Results of the noise analysis, detailed in
Section 5.14, indicate that the Proposed Project would not result in significant noise, air, or other indirect
impacts on Section 4(f) resources; therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a constructive use
of Section 4(f) resources. Because neither direct nor indirect impacts to Section 4(f) resources would
occur, a separate Section 4(f) analysis is not warranted and mitigation measures have not been
developed.
5.6.2

METHODOLOGY

A review was conducted to determine if any public parks or recreation resources would have the potential
to be directly or indirectly impacted by the No-Action Alternative or Proposed Project with regard to the
protective provisions of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (recently re-codified as
57
Section 303(c)) or provisions in Section 6(f) of the LWCF. Section 4(f) of the DOT Act provides that the
Secretary of Transportation will not approve any program or project that requires the use of publicly
owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local
significance, or land of an historic site of national, State, or local significance as determined by the
officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless:
1.

57

There is no feasible and prudent alternative to use of such land and such program; and,

The FAA identified these resources to assist in evaluating potential impacts, but the FAA has not made a determination relative
to the Section 4(f) status of each resource.
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2.

The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.

Land that meets the criteria for Section 4(f) protection includes publicly-owned parks, recreational areas,
wildlife and waterfowl refuges; and significant historic sites (properties listed on or eligible for listing on the
National Register). The term “Section 4(f) resource” in this evaluation refers to any specific site or
property meeting DOT Act criteria. Use of Section 4(f) land occurs when:
•

Land is acquired from a Section 4(f) resource for a transportation project;

•

There is a temporary occupancy of Section 4(f) land that is adverse; or,

•

The project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the Section 4(f) property is
substantially impaired (referred to as “constructive use”).

5.6.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.6.3.1

No-Action Alternative (2018)

The No-Action Alternative assumes that the proposed airfield, air cargo complex, and associated
improvements would not be constructed. Therefore, there would be no direct or indirect impacts to
Section 4(f) or 6(f) resources in 2018.
5.6.3.2

Proposed Project (2018)

Construction of the Proposed Project would occur entirely within the DSA through year 2018. No potential
Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) resources are located within the DSA (see Figure 4.5-1). The nearest potential
Section 4(f) resources are located outside of the GSA and include, but are not limited to, the Florida
National Scenic Trail, Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail, Moore Haven River Walk Park, and Moore
Haven Residential Historic District. These resources range in distance from approximately 3.25 miles to 5
miles from the proposed airport development site (see Figure 4.5-1, Sites 2, 3, 6, and 19).
Implementation of the Proposed Project is projected to result in approximately 6,126 large aircraft
operations per year in 2018. Based on the flight paths described in the Noise Analysis Technical
Memorandum (Included in Appendix H), these aircraft will likely operate at approximate altitudes of 1,500
to 6,000 feet in the vicinity of the most proximate potential Section 4(f) resources.
Analysis of the noise contours associated with the Proposed Project indicates that no Section 4(f)
resources would be located within the DNL 65 noise contour. However, perceptible shifts in noise levels
would occur in areas that support the Section 4(f) resources. In addition to the review of the DNL 65
contour, a more detailed analysis that compares the effect of alternative build scenarios on noise levels at
sensitive sites was conducted. Details on the Noise Sensitive Site Assessment are included in
Section 5.14 and Appendix H. Table 5.6-1, included below, draws from the analysis in Section 5.14
and presents only those sites associated with Section 4(f) which include parks, conservation areas, and
historic sites. Refer back to Table 4.5-1 for a cross-referencing of the Noise Sensitive Site Assessment
results below with a listing of individual Section 4(f) resources and historic properties identified in this EA.
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TABLE 5.6-1
POTENTIAL SECTION 4(F) RESOURCE NOISE IMPACT OPENING YEAR 2018
Noise Sensitive Site
Grid
Point
Site
ID
8
10

Type
5 mi
Grid
Point
5 mi
Grid
Point

2018 Opening Year DNL

Section
4(f)/Historical
1
Resources

Baseline
DNL

Everglade Snail Kite
Critical Habitat

H-8, H-52

Brighton
Reservation

H-1, R-1

Name

12

NRHP

Old Hendry County
Courthouse

13

NRHP

Pahokee High
School

14

NRHP

Executive House

15

NRHP

16

NRHP

17

School

18

School

20

School

21

School

22

Park

27

Park

38

Park

41

NRHP

44
45

Park
Park

Brighton
Reservation
Moore Haven
Downtown Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern
University
Moore Haven
Junior/Senior High
Clewiston Middle
School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch
Memorial Park
Harlem Sports
Complex
Fisheating CreekFuture Instrument
Arrival Tracks
Cyprus Museum /
Palmdale Lookout
Tower
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

NoAction

Proposed
Project

Change

23.7

24.3

30.7

6.4

23.5

24.0

25.4

1.4

17.3

17.8

19.3

1.5

12.8

13.3

14.7

1.4

17.4

18.0

23.6

5.6

H-2, H-45

15.8

16.3

17.8

1.5

H-51, R-4, R-5,
R-6

23.7

24.3

40.1

15.8

H-19

16.4

17.0

22.4

5.4

R-7, R-8

20.3

20.9

39.6

18.7

H-5, H-21

17.6

18.1

24.6

6.5

H-38, H-39, H-44, H50

13.5

14.1

15.6

1.5

H-22, H-49

19.4

20.0

21.8

1.8

R-2

21.0

21.6

27.3

5.7

R-9

13.1

13.6

22.8

9.2

H-3, H-54

16.9

17.4

21.9

4.5

H-53, R-3, R-11
R-10

11.2
8.7

11.7
9.2

21.5
30.9

9.8
21.7

H-4, H-6, H-7, H-9, H10, H-11, H-12, H-13,
H-14, H-20, H-47, H48
H-23, H-24, H-25, H26, H-27, H-28, H-29,
H-30, H-31, H-32, H33, H-34, H-35, H-36,
H-37, H-40, H-41, H42, H-43, H-55, H-56,
H57
H-15, H-16, H-17, H18, H-46

1

As identified in Sections 4.5 and 4.10.
Sources: Florida Master Site File, 2015: National Register of Historic Places, 2015; AECOM, 2015; CMT, 2016.
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To set a context for the discussion of current and future year conditions cited in the Noise Sensitive Site
Assessment, reference was made to a 2012 study conducted in South Florida by the FAA Western
Pacific Region. The study titled, Baseline Ambient Sound Levels in Everglades National Park, analyzed
conditions in the park to establish an ambient noise baseline against which future impacts could be
assessed. The element of this study relevant to this EA is the description of noise levels in an open rural
area of South Florida. The Everglades Study documented existing ambient noise levels in the park
generally ranged from 40-45 dBA in the winter season to 47 - 52 dBA in the summer season. Comparison
of the baseline noise levels in the Everglades study with the CY 2018 noise estimates presented in this
EA shows that although noise levels would increase at the sites evaluated, the noise levels described in
the vicinity of the potential Section 4(f) resources including parks, churches, and schools would not
exceed ambient noise levels commonly seen in more natural areas in the region with significantly less
human intrusion. Although the Moore Haven Downtown Historic District would experience an increase of
15.8 dB resulting in a DNL of 40.1 dB, this site is located within the City of Moore Haven and should
reasonably be expected to be compatible with noise levels typically observed in a more suburban setting.
To further assess the severity of the impact to the proximate conservation areas, discussion in Section
5.8 was referenced. This discussion describes the potential effect of the increase in noise on the natural
systems in the area of the site which includes the Audubon Sanctuary. The analysis in the section
concludes that the project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the function of the natural
systems.
While it is likely that the additional aircraft noise produced by the increased flight activity may be
noticeable in the area of the identified potential 4(f) resources, the increase in noise levels are not
expected to exceed conditions observed in other natural and open rural areas in the region. In
circumstances where the noise levels could exceed those of a rural area, the disruption to the function of
the resource is not anticipated to be significant. Thus, the proposed project (Year 2018) will not result in a
direct impact upon, or the constructive use of, any Section 4(f) or 6(f) resource.
5.6.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.6.4.1

No-Action Alternative (2023)

The No-Action Alternative assumes that the proposed airfield and air cargo complex improvements would
not be constructed. Therefore, there would be no direct or indirect impacts to Section 4(f) or 6(f)
resources in 2023.
5.6.4.2

Proposed Project (2023)

There would be no land acquisition associated with the Proposed Project in 2023. Construction of the
proposed airfield improvements, perishable cargo handling facility, MRO, and associated improvements
would be complete. Operations associated with the Proposed Project would not directly affect any public
park, recreation area, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges or historic sites of national, state, or local
significance. Therefore, there would be no direct impact to any Section 4(f) resource or Section 6(f)
resource as a result of the Project in 2023.
Implementation of the Proposed Project is projected to result in approximately 12,927 large aircraft
operations per year in 2023. Based on the flight paths described in the Noise Analysis Technical
Memorandum (Included in Appendix H), these aircraft will likely operate at approximate altitudes of 1,500
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to 6,000 feet in the vicinity of the southern shore of Lake Okeechobee, an area that supports several of
the most proximate potential Section 4(f) resources.
Analysis of the noise contours associated with the Proposed Project indicates that no potential Section
4(f) resources would be located within the DNL 65 noise contour in CY 2023. However, shifts in noise
levels will likely occur in areas that support potential Section 4(f) resources. Table 5.6-2 draws from the
Noise Sensitive Site Assessment included in Section 5.14, and provides a summary of the potential shift
in noise levels.

TABLE 5.6-2
POTENTIAL SECTION 4(F) RESOURCE NOISE IMPACT YEAR 2023
Noise Sensitive Site
Grid
Point
Site ID
8
10

Type

Name

5 mi Grid Everglade Snail Kite
Point
Critical Habitat
5 mi Grid
Brighton Reservation
Point

12

NRHP

Old Hendry County
Courthouse

13

NRHP

Pahokee High School

14

NRHP

Executive House

15

NRHP

16

NRHP

17

School

18

School

20
21

School
School

22

Park

27

Park

38

Park

41

NRHP

44
45

Park
Park

Brighton Reservation
Moore Haven Downtown
Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern
University
Moore Haven
Junior/Senior High
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial
Park
Harlem Sports Complex
Fisheating Creek-Future
Instrument Arrival Tracks
Cyprus Museum /
Palmdale Lookout Tower
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

2023 DNL
Section 4(f)/Historical
1
Resources

2013
DNL

H-8, H-52

23.7

24.8

32.8

8.0

H-1, R-1

23.5

24.5

26.1

1.6

17.3

18.3

20.0

1.7

12.8

13.8

15.4

1.6

17.4

18.5

25.8

7.3

15.8

16.8

18.5

1.7

H-51, R-4, R-5, R-6

23.7

24.8

42.9

18.1

H-19

16.4

17.5

24.7

7.2

R-7, R-8

20.3

21.3

42.5

21.2

H-5, H-21
H-38, H-39, H-44, H-50

17.6
13.5

18.6
14.6

27
16.5

8.4
1.9

H-22, H-49

19.4

20.5

22.7

2.2

R-2

21.0

22.1

29.6

7.5

R-9

13.1

14.1

25.0

10.9

H-3, H-54

16.9

17.9

23.7

5.8

H-53, R-3, R-11
R-10

11.2
8.7

12.2
9.7

24.0
33.7

11.8
24.0

H-4, H-6, H-7, H-9, H-10,
H-11, H-12, H-13, H-14,
H-20, H-47, H-48
H-23, H-24, H-25, H-26,
H-27, H-28, H-29, H-30,
H-31, H-32, H-33, H-34,
H-35, H-36, H-37, H-40,
H-41, H-42, H-43, H-55,
H-56, H57
H-15, H-16, H-17, H-18,
H-46
H-2, H-45

NoProposed
Action
Project

Change

1

As identified in Sections 4.5 and 4.10.
Sources: Florida Master Site File, 2015: National Register of Historic Places, 2015; AECOM, 2015; CMT, 2016.

As shown in Table 5.6-2, noise levels at the potential Section 4(f) sites would increase by CY 2023.
However, similar to the conditions discussed above for CY 2018, the vast majority of those shifts would
not exceed conditions observed in other rural areas of South Florida.
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It is likely that the additional aircraft noise produced by the increased flight activity would be noticeable in
the area of the identified potential Section 4(f) resources. However, the increase in noise levels would not,
in most cases, exceed conditions observed in other natural areas in the region. In circumstances where
the noise levels do exceed those of a rural setting, any disruption to the function of the resource would
not be significant. Thus, results of the analysis indicate that the proposed project (CY 2023) would not
result in either a direct impact to or the constructive use of any Section 4(f) or 6(f) resource.
5.6.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative projects would occur on airport property and would not result in direct or indirect impacts to
Section 4(f) or 6(f) resources. In addition, the cumulative projects, when considered in conjunction with
other planned or proposed off-airport or on-airport actions would not result in cumulative impacts to any
Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) resources.
5.6.6

MITIGATION

The Proposed Project would not result in significant direct or indirect impacts on Section 4(f) resources.
Therefore, there is no mitigation required or proposed.
5.6.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

As described in FAA Order 1050.1F, a significant impact would occur pursuant to NEPA when a
Proposed Project either involves more than a minimal physical use of a Section 4(f) property or is
deemed a constructive use substantially impairing the Section 4(f) property and mitigation measures
would not eliminate or reduce the effects of the use below the threshold of significance. The Proposed
Project would not involve the physical use of a Section 4(f) property or have indirect impacts generating a
constructive use of a Section 4(f) property. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed the
threshold indicating a significant impact.
5.7

FARMLANDS

5.7.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

The Proposed Project would not be implemented under the No-Action Alternative; therefore, this
alternative would not result in farmland impacts. Prime farmland soils are located within the area of
disturbance associated with the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would impact 261 acres of
designated farmland of unique importance. Coordination of Form AD-1006 with the NRCS produced a
farmland conversion impact rating of 142 out of a possible 260 (see Appendix D). Based on analysis of
farmland impacts, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact.
5.7.2

METHODOLOGY

Review of the NRCS list of prime farmlands (based on soil classifications, land use, and field
observations) was conducted. These soil classifications and consultation with the NRCS were conducted
to determine if prime farmlands were located within the study area. Form AD-1006, Farmland Conversion
Impact Rating, was coordinated with the NRCS and completed to assess the potential impact of
converting prime farmland in the project area to airport use (see Appendix D). If a score is below 160, no
substantial impacts are expected to occur and no further analysis is necessary.
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5.7.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.7.3.1

No-Action Alternative (2018)

No off-airport development would occur, thus no farmland impacts would occur.
5.7.3.2

Proposed Project (2018)

The acquisition area for the Proposed Project is a 226 acre parcel which lies south of the existing airport
boundary, toward the eastern side of the airport. The entire 226 acres of the acquisition area have been
delineated by the NRCS as having farmland soils of unique importance (Figure 4.6-1). Of this, 72 acres
would be directly converted to non-farmland use due to ground disturbance activities associated with the
construction of the proposed air cargo runway and taxiway. The remaining 154 acres of farmland soils
would be indirectly converted due to the change in zoning of the area from an agricultural to a nonagricultural use, and because of the restricted access to the land once the runway and taxiway systems
are built. Therefore, the implementation of the Proposed Project would convert 226 acres of existing
farmland to non-farmland use.
The Proposed Project would directly and indirectly convert farmland that is subject to the FPPA. Form
AD-1006 was completed and produced a score of 137 out of a possible 260 (see Appendix D), meaning
that the Proposed Project would not approach or exceed any impact significance thresholds (see
Section 5.7.7).
5.7.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.7.4.1

No-Action Alternative (2023)

No off-airport development would occur, thus no farmland impacts would occur.
5.7.4.2

Proposed Project (2023)

By 2023, the Proposed Project would be fully constructed and operational. No additional farmland
impacts occur due to the Proposed Project in 2023.
5.7.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

As Hendry County develops more commercial, industrial, and residential land uses, it is expected that
farmland will continue to be converted to non-agricultural use. The Proposed Project alone would not
cause substantial direct impacts to prime farmland. However, when combined with other reasonably
foreseeable development actions described in Section 4.15, a cumulative impact to this resource has the
potential to occur. However, because the area surrounding the airport is subject to growth management
regulations, the loss of prime farmland would be reviewed when development plans are submitted to the
responsible agencies. Sponsors of proposed development actions would be required to comply with
applicable growth management regulations.
5.7.6

MITIGATION

Since the ‘Farmland Conservation Impact’ score on Form AD-1006 is below 160 points, no mitigation for
farmland impact is anticipated.
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5.7.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

A significant impact would occur if the conversion impact rating score is between 200 and 260 points.
According to FAA Order 1050.1F, “if the total score on Form AD-1006, ‘Farmland Conservation Impact,’
rating is below 160, no further analysis is necessary.” Based on a score of 137, the Proposed Project
would not approach or exceed the threshold indicating a significant impact.
5.8

FISH, WILDLIFE AND PLANTS

This section describes the potential impacts of the No-Action and Proposed Project Alternatives on land
use/vegetative cover, fish and wildlife, and threatened and endangered species.
5.8.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

As shown in Figure 5.8-1, the Proposed Project could affect approximately 1,220.2 acres of various land
use/vegetative community types. Of this, 1017.7 acres could be impacts to uplands (field crops, open
land, spoil areas, highways, airports, and sewage treatment), 20.4 acres could be impacts to wetlands
(exotic wetland hardwoods and freshwater marshes), and 182.1 acres could be impacts to other
surface waters (streams, waterways and reservoirs). These impacts are expected to result in a general
decline of fish and wildlife populations within the BSA.
5.8.2

METHODOLOGY

The assessment of potential impacts to fish, wildlife, and plants included a review of the areas that could
be directly affected by the construction activities associated with the Proposed Project. The resulting
information was transferred into a GIS database, which was subsequently used to assess the potential
project related impacts on the land use, vegetative community and wildlife within the BSA. Potential
impacts to biotic communities as a result of the Proposed Project were assessed by overlaying a plan
view of the Proposed Project on the land use/vegetative cover map. Impacts were then calculated on an
acreage basis using GIS.
Species data were also assessed relative to the Proposed Project. Potential habitat loss was evaluated
using GIS mapping of the BSA. The assessment of potential impacts to state- and federally-listed species
was accomplished by identifying listed species potentially occurring within the BSA, assessing the use of
various habitats within the BSA by listed species (e.g., foraging, nesting, etc.), and assessing the loss of
habitat potentially used by listed species.
5.8.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.8.3.1

No-Action Alternative (2018)

The No-Action Alternative assumes that no new facilities associated with the Proposed Project would be
constructed; consequently, there would be no impacts to existing land use, vegetative community and
wildlife within the BSA. Required maintenance for the safe operation of the airport would continue as part
of the airport’s operation and maintenance program under the No-Action Alternative. Wetland-dependent
species such as wading birds, reptiles, and fish are not expected to be affected by the No-Action
Alternative since existing wetland habitats within the BSA would remain unaffected.

5-29

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

5.8.3.2

Proposed Project (2018)

Impacts to Land Use/Vegetative Cover
Implementation of the Proposed Project will result in the conversion of approximately 1089.1 acres of
existing habitat and agricultural areas to Airport (FLUCFCS 811) and Reservoir (FLUCFCS 533) use.
Table 5.8-1 lists the vegetative communities and land uses that will be converted to Airport and Reservoir
use (stormwater pond) by the Proposed Project. Impacts to land use/vegetative communities as a result
of the Proposed Project are also shown in Figure 5.8-1. Figure 5.8-1 shows 83.7 acres of impact to the
Airport land use classification (811) located inside the BSA. This 83.7-acre area, which is zoned
industrial, was not listed in the table as a land use/vegetative community that could be changed by the
Proposed Project because it is already in Airport use. Figure 5.8-1 also shows 47.4 acres of impact to
the Reservoir classification (533) located inside the BSA. This 47.4-acre area was not listed as a land
use/vegetative community that would be changed by the Proposed Project because the Reservoir
classification is proposed to remain for this area. Therefore, of the 1,220.2 acres of impact inside the
BSA, the Proposed Project could result in conversion of 1089.1 acres of land use/vegetative communities
to Airport and Reservoir use.
Impacts to Fish and Wildlife
Since no native upland communities exist within the BSA, no native upland communities will be affected
by the Proposed Project. Field crops (chiefly sugarcane fields) account for over 95 percent of the upland
area that will be converted to Airport and Reservoir. The largest impact to surface waters will be the
conversion of approximately 134.7 acres of agricultural canals and ditches to Airport and Reservoir.
Naturally occurring wetlands that will be impacted by the Proposed Project include 9.2 acres of exotic
wetland hardwoods and 11.2 acres of freshwater marshes.
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TABLE 5.8-1
VEGETATIVE COMMUNITY/LAND USE CONVERSIONS RESULTING FROM THE
PROPOSED PROJECT
Vegetative
Community/Land
Use Description
Uplands
Open Land
Field Crops
Spoil Areas
Roads and Highways
Sewage Treatment

FLUCFCS
(1)
Code

190
215
743
814
834

FWS Classification

(2)

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Sub-total Uplands

Acres
Converted
to Airport
(FLUCFCS
811)

Acres
Converted
to
Reservoir
(FLUCFCS
533)

Total

25.1
807.9
6.2
0.1
9.3
848.6

3.6
60.7
21.1
0.0
0.0
85.4

28.7
868.6
27.3
0.1
9.3
934.0

9.2

0.0

9.2

8.4

2.8

11.2

17.6

2.8

20.4

123.0

11.7

134.7

123.0
989.2

11.7
99.9

134.7
1089.1

Wetlands
Exotic Wetland
Hardwoods

619

Freshwater Marshes

641

Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub,
Broad-Leaved
Evergreen, Seasonally
Flooded, Partially
Drained/Ditched
(PSS3Cd)
Palustrine, Emergent,
Persistent, Seasonally
Flooded, Partially
Drained/Ditched
(PEM1Cd)
Sub-total Wetlands

Other Surface Waters

Streams and
Waterways

Palustrine,
Unconsolidated Bottom,
Sand/Organic,
Seasonally
510
Flooded/Artificially
Flooded, Excavated
(PUB2/4C/Kx)
Sub-total Other Surface Waters
TOTAL:

Source: AECOM, 2016
1
FDOT, 1999
2
Cowardin et.al., 1979

Clearing/conversion of the wetlands, ditches, and canals will result in loss of foraging habitat for wading
bird species. Due to the disturbed nature of these wetlands, other surface waters, and adjacent
agricultural practices, the overall effect of the Proposed Project on wetland-dependent species such as
fish, reptiles, amphibians, and wading birds is expected to be minimal.
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In the areas directly adjacent to the proposed clearing, the noise associated with construction and the
presence of construction personnel and equipment operation will temporarily disperse wildlife to adjacent
habitats.
Based on the noise analysis performed for this EA, and discussed in detail in Section 5.14, the Proposed
Project has the potential to increase noise levels as a result of the increase in the number of flights and
types of aircraft (i.e., large jets) operating from the new facility. Currently, the approximate noise levels
within the majority of the BSA are well below DNL 50 dB. According to the Federal Interagency
Committee on Noise Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues (FICON, 1992), a
DNL of 50 dB can be compared to a quiet suburb, conversation at home, or large electrical transformers
at 100 feet. Results from the EA noise analysis also indicate that the Proposed Project is expected to
increase the DNL within the eastern half of the BSA to 65-80 dB, which can be compared to a passenger
car at 65 mph at 25 feet (77 dB); a freeway at 50 feet from pavement edge (76 dB); a vacuum cleaner (70
dB); or a garbage disposal (80 dB). The remaining portion of the BSA will experience increased noise
levels due to increased aircraft taxiing operations and vehicular traffic. However, due to the proposed
conversion of existing habitat within the BSA discussed in Section 5.8.3.2, these noise increases will
have little effect on wildlife within the BSA. Additional information on noise effects resulting from operation
of the Proposed Project, including noise levels outside the BSA, is presented in the Section 5.14 of this
EA.
Impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species
Potential impacts of the Proposed Project to threatened and endangered species include habitat loss and
noise disturbance during construction and operation of the project. Table 5.8-2 shows a listing of the
species with the potential to occur within the BSA, the FAA’s and the FWS’s effects determination of each
listed species, and the Airport Sponsor commitments that are proposed for each species.

TABLE 5.8-2
SUMMARY OF EFFECT DETERMINATION AND COMMITMENTS FOR THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES WITH THE POTENTIAL TO OCCUR WITHIN THE BSA
Species

Federal
1,2
Status

State
1,3
Status

NL

E

FAA/FWS Effects
6
Determination

Sponsor Commitments

Plants
Cutthroat grass
(Panicum abscissum)

Conduct pedestrian surveys; if
May affect, but is not
present, coordinate with
likely to adversely affect
FDACS.

Reptiles
Eastern indigo snake
(Drymarchon corais
couperi)
Gopher tortoise
(Gopherus
polyphemus)
Birds
Florida grasshopper
sparrow (Ammodramus
savannarum
floridanus)

T

FT

C

T

E

FE

Survey and implement indigo
snake protection measures,
May affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect coordinate with FWC and FWS
as needed.
Survey, secure permits, and
May affect, but is not
relocate gopher tortoises as
likely to adversely affect
needed.

No effect
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TABLE 5.8-2 (continued)
SUMMARY OF EFFECT DETERMINATION AND COMMITMENTS FOR THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES WITH THE POTENTIAL TO OCCUR WITHIN THE BSA
Species

Federal
1,2
Status

State
1,3
Status

NL

SSC

NL

SSC

T

T

NL

SSC

NL

SSC

NL

SSC

NL

SSC

NL

T

NL

T

T

FT

E

E

Limpkin (Aramus
guarauna)
Florida burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia
floridana)
Crested caracara
(Caracara cheriway)
Little blue heron
(Egretta caerula)
Snowy egret
(Egretta thula)
Tri-colored heron
(Egretta tricolor)
White ibis
(Eudcimus albus)
Southeastern American
kestrel (Falco
sparverius paulus)
Florida sandhill crane
(Grus canadensis
pratensis)
Wood stork
(Mycteria americana)
Everglades snail kite
(Rostrhamus sociabilis
plumbeus)
Mammals
Florida panther
(Puma concolor coryi)

E

FE

FAA/FWS Effects
Sponsor Commitments
6
Determination
May affect, but is not
Wetland mitigation will be
likely to adversely affect provided.
Survey prior to construction. If
May affect, but is not
any burrows are found,
likely to adversely affect
coordinate with FWC.
Prior to construction of the
May affect, but is not Proposed Project, Section 7
likely to adversely affect consultation and surveys will
be conducted.
May affect, but is not
Wetland mitigation will be
likely to adversely affect provided.
May affect, but is not
Wetland mitigation will be
likely to adversely affect provided.
May affect, but is not
Wetland mitigation will be
likely to adversely affect provided.
May affect, but is not
Wetland mitigation will be
likely to adversely affect provided.
Survey prior to construction.
No effect
Coordinate with FWC if nests
are found.
Survey prior to construction. If
May affect, but is not
nests are found, coordinate
likely to adversely affect
with FWC.
May affect, but is not
Wetland mitigation will be
likely to adversely affect provided.
Survey prior to construction. If
May affect, but is not
nests are found, coordinate
likely to adversely affect
with FWS.
No commitment required
pursuant to FWS letter dated
May affect, but is not
September 23, 2013. If
likely to adversely affect
panther observed, coordinate
with FWS.

Other Species of Concern
Bald eagle
(Haliaeetus
leucocephalus)

4

NL

5

NL

Not applicable

Conduct survey. If nest
observed within 660 feet of
project area, coordinate with
FWC and FWS.

Source: See footnotes below for source reference:
1
NL = Not Listed; E = Endangered; T = Threatened; F = Federal; SSC = Species of Special Concern; C = Candidate
2
As listed by the FWS in 50 CFR 17 (http://www.fws.gov/endangered/), updated July 8, 2014 (FWS, 2014).
3
Plant species listed by the FDACS pursuant to Chapter 5B-40, F.A.C., updated 2007 (FDACS, 2010). Animal species listed by the
FWC pursuant to Rules 68A-27.003 through 68A-27.005, F.A.C. (http://myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/imperiled/), updated January
2013 (FWC, 2013a).
4
The bald eagle is neither state- nor federally-listed; however, this species is federally-protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act and the MBTA.
5
The bald eagle is also managed in Florida by the FWC’s bald eagle rule (68A-16.002, F.A.C.).
6
Based on FWS correspondence dated September 23, 2013 and June 15, 2016 to FAA (Appendix E).
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Flora
Cutthroat grass has the potential to occur within the freshwater marshes within the BSA. However,
cutthroat grass was not observed during the field reviews of the BSA and has not been documented by
FNAI within one mile of the airport. In addition, Hendry County will commit to survey appropriate habitats
for cutthroat grass prior to construction. If any is found within the Proposed Project area, Hendry County
will coordinate with the FDACS. Therefore, it was determined that the Proposed Project will have “no
effect” on cutthroat grass.
Reptiles
Though suitable habitat for the eastern indigo snake is available within the BSA, none were observed
during the field reviews. No eastern indigo snakes have been documented by FNAI within one mile of the
airport. To minimize potential adverse impacts to this species, Hendry County will utilize the most current
version of the FWS approved Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake (see
Appendix E) during all construction of the Proposed Project. With this commitment and based on the
FWS correspondence dated September 23, 2013 and June 15, 2016 (Appendix D), it was determined
that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the eastern indigo snake.
Marginally suitable habitat for the gopher tortoise is available within the upland areas of the BSA.
However, no gopher tortoise burrows were observed within the BSA during the field reviews and none
have been documented by FNAI within one mile of the airport. Prior to construction of the Proposed
Project, surveys will be conducted for the presence of gopher tortoise burrows. If gopher tortoises or their
burrows are found in or within 25 feet of the construction limits of the Proposed Project, coordination with
the FWC will be implemented to secure permits needed to relocate the gopher tortoises and associated
commensal species prior to construction. Based on these commitments, it was determined that the
Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the gopher tortoise.
Birds
The BSA is within the FWS Consultation area for the Florida grasshopper sparrow. While the BSA
contains small areas of open prairie habitats in the infield and surrounding areas, the fields are routinely
maintained by mowing and are not frequently burned. No individuals were observed during the field
review and none have been documented by FNAI within one mile of the airport. As a result of these
factors, it is highly unlikely that the Florida grasshopper sparrow occurs within the BSA. Based on this
information and the FWS correspondence dated September 23, 2013 and June 15, 2016 (Appendix D), it
has been determined that the Proposed Project will have “no effect” on the Florida grasshopper sparrow.
While no individuals or burrows were observed, suitable habitat for the Florida burrowing owl is present
within the BSA within the airport infield areas and open land. However, no individuals or burrows have
been documented by FNAI within one mile of the airport. To avoid potential impacts to this species,
surveys will be conducted of the appropriate upland habitats within the limits of the Proposed Project for
burrowing owls or their burrows prior to construction. If any burrows are located within the Proposed
Project limits, coordination with FWC will be implemented to develop and implement the appropriate
protection criteria prior to construction. Based on these commitments, it was determined that the
Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the Florida burrowing owl.
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The BSA is located within the FWS Consultation Area for the crested caracara. During the August 2013
field review, individuals were observed within the BSA. During the March 2014 field review, two adult
caracaras were observed foraging within the BSA and nesting on top of a billboard located on the south
side of US 27 approximately 200 feet west of the BSA (Figure 4.7-2). As a result of the presence of
crested caracara within and adjacent to the BSA, it has been determined that the Proposed Project “may
affect” the crested caracara. A final determination of effect will be made upon completion of a formal
caracara survey and continued Section 7 coordination with the FWS during the design and permitting
phase of the project as stated in the FWS correspondence dated June 16, 2016 (Appendix D).
Suitable foraging habitat for the little blue heron, snowy egret, tricolored heron, limpkin, and white ibis are
present within the BSA and individuals of each type were observed feeding in the freshwater marshes,
wet prairies, canals and ditches throughout the BSA during the August 2013 and March 2014 field
reviews. No suitable nesting or roosting habitat for these wading birds is present within the BSA. The
primary concern for impacts to these wading birds is the loss of habitat (wetlands) for foraging. All wetland
impacts will be mitigated pursuant to state and federal requirements to prevent a net loss of wetland
functions and values. Based on this information, it was determined that the Proposed Project “may affect,
but is not likely to adversely affect” populations of these wading bird species.
Marginally suitable habitat is available for the southeastern American kestrel within the BSA within the
open land and airport infield areas. No individuals were observed during field reviews and no
documented occurrences have been reported by FNAI within one mile of the BSA. Prior to construction of
the Proposed Project, surveys will be conducted for the presence of the southeastern American kestrel. If
any individuals or nests are observed, coordination with FWC will be implemented. With this commitment,
it has been determined that the Proposed Project will have “no effect” on the southeastern American
kestrel.
Suitable habitat for the Florida sandhill crane is available within the BSA within the open land, airport
infield areas, and freshwater marshes. No individuals were observed during the field reviews and none
have been documented by FNAI within one mile of the Airport; however, their occasional presence at the
Airport would not be unexpected. Wetland impacts will be mitigated to prevent a net loss of wetland
functions and values resulting from the Proposed Project. Prior to construction of the Proposed Project,
surveys will be conducted for Florida sandhill crane nests. If Florida sandhill crane nests are found within
the limits of the Proposed Project, coordination with the FWC will be implemented. With this commitment,
it has been determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the
Florida sandhill crane.
No active wood stork nesting colonies are reported within 18.6 miles of the BSA; however, wood storks
were observed foraging within the canals within the BSA during the August 2013 field reviews. All
wetland impacts will be mitigated to prevent a net loss of wetland functions and foraging habitat.
According to the correspondence received from the FWS on September 23, 2013 and June 16, 2016
(Appendix D), FWS stated that since the Proposed Project site is not located within the CFA of any
known breeding colony of the wood stork, the Proposed Project is not likely to reduce foraging
opportunities for wood storks. Based on these commitments, the 2010 FWS Programmatic Concurrence
Letter for the Wood Stork (FWS, 2010), and the FWS correspondence dated September 23, 2013 and
June 15, 2016 (Appendix D), it has been determined that the project “may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect” the wood stork.
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The BSA is within the FWS consultation area for the Everglades snail kite and suitable foraging habitat
exists for this species in the BSA within the freshwater marshes and agricultural ditches. A snail kite was
observed foraging over the agricultural ditches in the BSA during the March 2014 field review. The BSA is
located approximately five miles south of designated critical habitat for the Everglades snail kite which is
located on the southern and western boundary of Lake Okeechobee. However, as shown in
Appendix H, the proposed large (cargo and MRO) aircraft flight tracks avoid Lake Okeechobee entirely.
Based on this information and the FWS correspondence dated June 15, 2016 (Appendix D), it has been
determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the Everglades
snail kite.
Mammals
Marginally suitable habitat exists for the Florida panther within the wetlands and field crop areas of the
BSA; however, no individuals were observed during the field reviews. In addition, the BSA is located
outside of the Panther Focus Area which denotes areas in Florida where development projects could
potentially affect the panther. In 1990 a single panther was documented by FNAI within two miles of the
BSA. According to correspondence received from the FWS on September 23, 2013 (provided in
Appendix E), FWS stated that since the Proposed Project is not located within the FWS’ “Focus Area” for
the Florida panther, the Proposed Project is not likely to affect habitat for the Florida panther. Based on
the FWS correspondence dated September 23, 2013 and June 15, 2016 (Appendix D), the Proposed
Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the Florida panther.
Other Species of Concern
Based on available information and field reviews, no bald eagle nests have been documented within one
mile of the BSA. Surveys will be conducted within the limits of the Proposed Project and the most current
FWC database will be reviewed for documented bald eagle nests prior to construction. If a nest is
observed or documented within 660 feet of the Proposed Project, coordination with the FWS and FWC
will be implemented to minimize impacts to this species.
Designated Critical Habitat
The BSA was evaluated for the occurrence of federally-listed species Critical Habitat designated in 17
CFR 35.1532 and critical habitat proposed by the FWS. No designated or proposed critical habitat for
any federally-listed species occurs within the BSA. The BSA is located approximately five miles south of
designated critical habitat for the Everglades snail kite which is located on the southern and western
boundary of Lake Okeechobee. However, the Proposed Project flight tracks completely avoid overflights
of any portion of Lake Okeechobee. Based on this information and the FWS correspondence dated June
15, 2016 (Appendix D), it has been determined that the Proposed Project is not likely to result in an
adverse modification to designated Critical Habitat for the Everglades snail kite.
5.8.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.8.4.1

No-Action Alternative (2023)

The No-Action Alternative assumes that no new facilities associated with the Proposed Project would be
constructed; consequently, there would be no impacts to existing land/use vegetative cover and wildlife
within the BSA. Required maintenance for the safe operation of the airport would continue as part of the
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airport’s operation and maintenance program under the No-Action Alternative. Wetland-dependent
species such as wading birds, reptiles, and fish are not expected to be affected by the No-Action
Alternative since existing wetland habitats within the BSA would remain unaffected.
5.8.4.2

Proposed Project (2023)

All of the proposed impacts to land use/vegetative cover, fish and wildlife, and threatened and
endangered species associated with construction and initial operation of the air cargo complex and MRO
facilities will occur in 2018. Therefore, no further construction impacts to land use/vegetative cover, fish
and wildlife, and threatened and endangered species are anticipated in the 2023. The noise analysis
performed for this EA, detailed in Section 5.14, indicate that while noise levels within the BSA will
increase with the Proposed Project in 2023, no threatened or endangered species were observed within
the BSA and there are no designated Critical Habitat occurring within the BSA. Furthermore, the aircraft
noise analysis indicates that the BSA will experience aircraft noise levels exceeding DNL 65 dB, but
areas within the BSA experiencing noise levels of DNL 65 dB will not experience noise impacts due to the
proposed conversion of existing habitat resulting from the construction and operation of the Proposed
Project.
5.8.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Past development in the vicinity of the Airglades Airport includes agricultural land uses, commercial
development, and low to medium residential development. Future area developments in the vicinity of
the Airglades Airport within the City of Clewiston are expected to increase as a result of increased
highway traffic and airport use. Most of the available property has been historically developed for
agriculture and residential use. While the Proposed Project will result in increased residential and
commercial development in the City of Clewiston and surrounding areas in Glades and Palm Beach
Counties, the projected level of development would not result in significant cumulative impacts due to the
existing low density of development and projected level of need for goods and services within the area.
Those activities associated with federal projects could be required to evaluate impacts to federally-listed
species or their habitats and could be required to provide mitigation to offset any significant impacts.
These projects may result in reduced habitat availability for listed species. These cumulative impacts
may be offset to some degree by the required habitat conservation measures described in Table 5.8-2.
5.8.6

MITIGATION

In order to avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts to federally- and state-listed species that have the
potential to occur within the Proposed Project area, several measures will be implemented. These
measures are further discussed in Section 6.1. Potential wildlife hazard avoidance measures are also
identified where feasible.
5.8.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

Thresholds indicating significant impact include actions that could jeopardize the continued existence of
listed species, result in the destruction or adverse modification of federally-designated critical habitat, or
have substantial impacts to non-listed species. The Proposed Project would not jeopardize any federallylisted species, would not convert designated or proposed critical habitat, or have substantial impacts to
non-listed species. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed a threshold that would indicate a
significant impact.
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5.9

FLOODPLAINS

5.9.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

The No-Action Alternative would not result in floodplain impacts since the Proposed Project would not be
developed. The Proposed Project would involve construction of both airfield and non-airfield pavement
within a 100-year floodplain. Aboveground structures would also be constructed as part of the Proposed
Project. There would be no measurable increase in flood elevations due to the Proposed Project, as the
characteristics of the floodplain in this area are for shallow flooding over very large area. Development of
the Proposed Project is not expected to result in notable adverse impacts on natural and beneficial
floodplain values.
5.9.2

METHODOLOGY

Potential floodplain encroachments associated with the Proposed Project were determined from a
comparison of conceptual project drawings and FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). The
Proposed Project is located partially within a 100-year floodplain (Zone A) (see Figure 4.8-1).
DOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection, and FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B
contain policies and procedures for implementing the Executive Order No. 11988, Floodplain
Management, and evaluating potential floodplain impacts. These orders require the FAA to review
potential floodplain impacts, and where encroachment would occur, take steps to minimize potential harm
to or within the base floodplain. In case of significant encroachment, a finding is required to confirm there
is no practical alternative and all measures to minimize harm are included in the project.
FAA Order 1050.1F states that if a project is not within the limits of a base floodplain, no further analysis
is required. However, if the only practicable alternative results in a floodplain encroachment, further
analysis is needed. The analysis would consider ways to minimize potential harm and determine if the
encroachment is significant or not. A significant encroachment would involve: 1) high probability of loss of
life; 2) substantial cost or damage, including interruption of aircraft service or loss of a vital transportation
facility; and/or 3) cause adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values. If the potential
impact is considered significant, a finding would be required to confirm there is no practicable alternative
to placing the project in a floodplain and that all measures to minimize harm would be included in the
project.
5.9.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.9.3.1

No-Action Alternative (2018)

The proposed airfield improvements would not occur under the No-Action Alternative; therefore, this
alternative would not result in impacts to floodplains.
5.9.3.2

Proposed Project (2018)

Approximately 77.0 acres to be developed for implementation of the Proposed Project are located within
a 100-year floodplain (FEMA Zone A). The Proposed Project includes the construction of runway,
taxiway, and apron pavement; roads, parking lots, and buildings associated with the air cargo and MRO
facilities; and clearing and grading for the RSA, TSA, ROFA, and TOFA. Fill and excavation activities
would occur as part of the Proposed Project.
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The Proposed Project would not result in a measurable increase in flood elevation as the floodplains are
characterized by shallow flooding over very large area. Compared to the No-Action Alternative, the
Proposed Project would generate no measurable change in flood elevations. Adverse indirect impacts to
beneficial floodplain values, cultural features, or wildlife habitat is not expected.
The development of alternatives to the Proposed Project included a study of a range of reasonable
alternatives, including different locations and alignments of the proposed runway. No practicable
alternative avoiding floodplain impacts was identified.
Because the Proposed Project would include above-grade construction, drainage system improvements
would be designed to properly convey and store the stormwater associated with the new facilities. The
improvements would be designed such that the Proposed Project would not be expected to impede
floodwater flows during major storm events. The Proposed Project’s design would comply with local
floodplain management policies and regulations, which promote designs to minimize flood impacts.
5.9.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.9.4.1

No-Action Alternative (2023)

The proposed airfield improvements would not occur under the No-Action Alternative; therefore, this
alternative would not result in impacts to floodplains.
5.9.4.2

Proposed Project (2023)

By 2023, the Proposed Project would be fully constructed and operational. All potential floodplain impacts
would have occurred as a result of the 2018 construction activities, and are detailed in Section 5.9.3.2.
5.9.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Given the physical setting of Hendry County, other proposed airport and area development actions (see
Section 4.15) have the potential to involve 100-year floodplains. However, because the area surrounding
the airport is subject to growth management and floodplain management regulation, the number of new
encroachments is expected to be low. Development project sponsors would be required to comply with
local floodplain management regulations. As such, no substantial cumulative impacts to base flood
elevations from the Proposed Project, when considered in conjunction with other development actions,
are anticipated.
5.9.6

MITIGATION

As indicated, the potential impact of the Proposed Project is not expected to be substantial and would not
be considered a significant encroachment. Therefore, specific mitigation measures for the floodplain are
not identified in this EA.
5.9.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Based on FEMA and NEPA guidance, floodplain impacts are considered significant if the Proposed
Project would result in: 1) a high probability of loss of human life, 2) substantial encroachment-related
costs or damage or cause interruption of aircraft service or loss of a vital transportation facility, and 3)
notable adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values. The analysis of potential floodplain
impacts indicates that the Proposed Project would encroach upon a 100-year floodplain. However, this
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unavoidable encroachment is not considered to exceed any one of the criteria listed above and a federal
finding is not required based on the following conclusions:
1.

The Proposed Project does not have a high probability of loss of human life. The
Proposed Project would not increase flood potential, or have a high probability of loss of
human life.

2.

The Proposed Project does not have substantial encroachment-related costs or
damage and would not cause interruption of aircraft service or loss of a vital
transportation facility. Substantial encroachment-related costs or damage are not
expected. The Proposed Project would not increase the likelihood of interruption of
aircraft service or loss of a vital transportation facility.

3.

The Proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on natural and beneficial
floodplain values. The floodplain provides limited value for flood volume storage and
infiltration due to its high water table and poorly-drained soils. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would not have an adverse effect on natural and beneficial floodplain values.

5.10

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, POLLUTION PREVENTION AND SOLID WASTE

5.10.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

Hazardous Materials
The No-Action Alternative would not affect sites or facilities that involve hazardous and other regulated
materials or environmental contamination at Airglades Airport. There are no Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste generators located in the DSA and no sites listed on the NPL are
located in the vicinity of the Proposed Project
It is not anticipated that the construction and operation of the Proposed Project, would substantially alter
the types of hazardous and other regulated materials used at the airport, although the amounts may vary
in the future as the air cargo complex becomes fully operational and the number of aircraft operations
increase. During construction, various forms of materials that are classifiable as hazardous or regulated
would be used on a temporary basis by the contractors. Consisting primarily of fuels and other
petroleum-based substances, these substances would be stored, transported, and disposed of in
accordance with applicable regulations and BMPs.
In summary, the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Project are not anticipated to result in significant
hazardous materials impacts. If hazardous materials are encountered and identified during construction
activities, the proper regulatory agencies will be notified and appropriate actions will be taken by the
Airport Sponsor and the contractor.
Construction Waste
Impacts resulting from the Proposed Project are not anticipated to be significant and permanent, and
would occur primarily during the construction phase. Anticipated construction activities include clearing,
grading, excavation, filling, paving, building, etc. Anticipated construction equipment includes excavators,
haul trucks, graders, pavers, forklifts, compactors, and bulldozers. Although specific quantities of
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temporary construction wastes have not been estimated, construction waste generated may include
excavated material from airside perimeter roads, concrete, asphalt, and soil. Clean soil and other
suitable waste could be reused as fill material, buried, or recycled. All other material would be landfarmed or disposed of at permitted solid waste landfills, construction/debris landfills, and vegetative waste
facilities.
Municipal Solid Waste
The No-Action Alternative assumes the new perishable air-cargo complex and runway/airfield
improvements would not be constructed and therefore would not result in additional construction or
demolition debris. The forecast increase in aircraft operations with the Proposed Project, and operation
of the air cargo complex, will increase the volume of MSW generated at the Airport. In addition, operation
of the PAC complex will generate municipal solid wastes requiring offsite disposal. The quantity of MSW
which has been estimated for the Proposed Project is capable of being accommodated at the existing the
Lee / Hendry Regional Disposal Facility and Landfill without affecting their capacity.
5.10.2

METHODOLOGY

Hazardous Materials
Information presented in Section 4.9 summarizes what is known about facilities and sites that are
reported (or have the potential) to contain hazardous materials, and environmental contamination on, and
in the vicinity of, Airglades Airport. As discussed, this information was acquired or developed using a
variety of investigative methods and sources of information including the following:
•

An electronic database survey of regulatory agency records,

•

The analysis of aerial photos and maps for the airport area,

•

The evaluation of the various components of the airport’s Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP),

•

Coordination with Hendry County staff, and

•

A visual survey of existing conditions at the airport.

For the purpose of this analysis, the information on existing conditions was further evaluated based on
the areas of the airport that would be disturbed by construction and demolition activities associated with
the Proposed Project. In addition, the intended function and operation of the Proposed Project in both
2018 and 2023 were considered from the standpoint of hazardous materials involvement. This
information enables a better understanding of the use, storage, and disposal of these substances over
the long term. As discussed in Section 4.9.1 of this EA a soil and groundwater sampling program was
conducted to determine the potential for hazardous material or environmental contaminant involvement
during construction or operation of the Proposed Project. Results of the soil and groundwater sampling
are discussed in Section 4.9.6. The sampling and testing of environmental media (e.g., soils,
surface/groundwater, building materials, etc.) was not conducted for this EA.
Relevant safeguards or precautions undertaken to help avoid or minimize the potential environmental
impacts associated with hazardous materials and/or environmental contamination during both the
construction and operational phases of all of the alternatives were also evaluated. Finally, the project’s
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overall consistency with current FAA criteria for evaluating the effects of hazardous materials under the
NEPA process was addressed.
Solid Waste
The No-Action and Proposed Project Alternatives were evaluated to determine the quantity of MSW
generation and construction debris generation. Specific factors evaluated included:

5.10.3

•

The quantity of MSW generated by the day-to-day operations of the alternatives;

•

The temporary generation of MSW due to demolition and construction activities;

•

The potential for the runway ends to be located in proximity of active landfills that accept
putrefiable waste (i.e., waste containing organic matter) where a bird strike hazard may
be present; and

•

The alternatives ability to comply with the guidelines contained in FAA AC 150/5200-33B,
Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports (FAA, 2007g).
IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.10.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
Hazardous Materials
Because the No-Action Alternative does not involve construction or land clearing associated with the
Proposed Project, there are no anticipated impacts to sites, facilities, or activities involving hazardous and
other regulated materials or environmental contamination.
Fuel Sites
No sites involving fuel storage, handling, or dispensing would be affected by the No-Action Alternative.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and NPL Sites
The No-Action Alternative would not affect RCRA generator sites or sites on the NPL.
Municipal Solid Waste
The No-Action Alternative assumes the new perishable air-cargo complex and runway/airfield
improvements would not be constructed and therefore would not result in additional construction or
demolition debris. Aircraft operations at Airglades Airport would experience some increase when
compared to the existing conditions; however, the composition and quantity of solid waste associated with
the increase in operations is not expected to change substantially. As shown on Table 5.10-1, the FAA
approved forecast for aviation activity at Airglades Airport (AIA, December 2014) projects 12,063 aircraft
operations at Airglades Airport in 2013 and 13,516 operations in 2018. Based on the very limited
increase in aircraft operations forecast during the study period, no substantial impacts concerning solid
waste quantities, composition, or disposal are expected to occur.
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TABLE 5.10-1
NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE: FORECAST OF AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS
AT AIRGLADES AIRPORT FOR STUDY YEARS 2018 AND 2023
Total Aircraft Operations
CY 2018

2

CY 2013
FAA TAF

1
3

AIA Forecast

CY 2023

11,527

11,527

11,527

12,063

13,516

15,143

1 FAA Terminal Area Forecast issued January 2015
2 Calendar year (CY)
3 AIA, FAA Approved Forecast, December, 2014

There are no active landfills located within 10,000 feet of any runway nor any runway construction or
modification associated with the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project is consistent with the
recommended guidance provided in FAA AC 150/5200-33A.
5.10.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
Hazardous Materials
The areas of Airglades Airport that would be physically disturbed by the construction and operation of the
Proposed Project in 2018 include those areas associated with construction and operation of the proposed
runway, the PAC complex, and related facilities. Issues regarding hazardous materials are summarized
in Table 5.10-2, with explanations of how they are addressed in connection with the Proposed Project.
Fuel Sites
The area that would be physically disturbed during construction of the Proposed Project has a low
potential for encountering substantial petroleum-related soil and/or groundwater contamination. As noted
in Section 4.9 of this EA, the active registered fuel storage tanks and single reported release are not
located within or immediately adjacent to the project site. A single site which had a reported release is
located approximately 0.25 mile from the project site and is listed as No Further Action in the FDEP Tank
Facility Discharge Information database.
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TABLE 5.10-2
EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL INVOLVEMENT
WITH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS OR ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION
No.

Criteria/Requirement

1.

Will the project(s) involve
hazardous
materials
or
generate hazardous waste?

2.

The project(s) must be in
compliance
with
Federal,
state, and local regulations.

3.

Ensure
that
responsible
parties would report any
discharges
of
hazardous
materials or other similar
substances.

4.

Any sites in the study area
listed on the State or NPL
must be identified and impacts
discussed.
All hazardous material sites
that are not NPL sites in the
study area must be identified
and located.
Consultation with Federal,
state, and/or local agencies
must be documented.
Demonstrate
that
the
project(s) would not interfere
with ongoing or planned
remediation
programs
or
further spread contamination.

5.

6.

7.

Response
During the construction period, the servicing and refueling of heavy
equipment would involve petroleum-based fuels, lubricants, and other
similar products. Sealants and other substances required for the
construction of the Proposed Project would also be used.
During the operational phase, the Proposed Project would result in an
increased use of various types and quantities of potentially hazardous
materials and/or other regulated substances when compared to the
No-Action Alternative. The use and quantity of these materials is
discussed in Section 5.10.3 of this EA.
The Airport Sponsor requires all of its support services, contractors and
tenants adhere to applicable Federal and state regulations associated
with the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials. This
includes precautionary and incident response actions that help to
ensure hazardous materials and other regulated substances at the
airport are handled, stored, and disposed of properly.
During the construction period, the contractor would be responsible for
reporting any discharges of hazardous materials or other similar
substances (in amounts above their reportable quantities). During the
operational phase, Airport Sponsor staff and airport tenants are
responsible for reporting any discharges of hazardous materials or other
similar substances (in amounts above their reportable quantities).
There are no sites on the NPL located on or adjacent to Airglades
Airport.
Sites and facilities in proximity to the DSA that reported, or have the
potential, to contain hazardous materials, environmental contamination,
and/or other regulated substances have been identified and evaluated in
this EA.
A search of published Federal and state databases was conducted and
documented for this EA.
There are no active remediation programs ongoing at Airglades Airport.
It is not expected that the construction and operation of the Proposed
Project would interfere with any planned remediation programs at the
Airport.

Source: AECOM, 2016.

NPL Sites
Federal and state regulatory agency records did not reveal any sites or facilities in the vicinity of the
58
Proposed Project that are included on NPL . NPL sites are considered to have the most significant
58

The NPL is the list of national priorities among the known releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances, pollutants,
or contaminants throughout the United States and its territories. The NPL is intended primarily to guide the EPA in determining
which sites warrant further investigation.
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public health and environmental risks to neighboring areas. Similarly, there were no reported solid waste
landfills, large-scale industrial/chemical facilities, or hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal
(TSD) facilities at the airport.
RCRA Sites
There are no RCRA sites located on the airport property or adjacent to airport property. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not affect RCRA generator sites.
Regulated Materials
During construction, contractor staging areas will be located at various locations in the DSA. The staging
areas will likely include portable ASTs for fuel storage. The construction contractor(s) will be required to
implement pollution prevention, spill prevention, and response plans documenting the measures that will
be taken to prevent accidental releases to the environment and, should they occur, the actions that will be
undertaken to minimize the environmental impact. In addition, new aviation-related tenants would, in most
cases, be required to implement site-specific pollution prevention plans (i.e., Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan) that reduce the potential for substantial impacts associated with regulated
materials. See Section 5.5, Construction Impacts, and Section 5.17, Water Resources, for more
information on pollution prevention measures available to minimize construction phase and operational
impacts.
The use of fuel, and other regulated substances necessary for routine operations at the airport will
continue and will increase to correspond to the forecast growth in operations at the airport and
development of the PAC complex. Estimates for fuel storage and use and hazardous materials usage in
support of Airport operations in 2018 have been prepared and are presented in Table 5.10-3.

TABLE 5.10-3
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, HAZARDOUS WASTE, FUEL STORAGE, AND MUNICIPAL
SOLID WASTE USE AT AIRGLADES AIRPORT (2018)
Material Type
Typical hazardous materials for the
perishable facility, the MRO and
paint shop, and other aviation
support facilities.
Fuels and fuel storage

MSW generated by the air cargo
complex and support facilities.

Estimated Volume
• Paint 1,800 gallons
• Solvent 360 gallons
• Stripper waste: 3,600 gallons
• Waste Oil and Fuel: 400 gallons
Four (4) Above Ground Fuel
Storage Tanks:
• Aviation Jet Fuel: 2 @ 500,000
gallons each
• Gasoline: 250,000 gallons
• Diesel: 500,000 gallons
Six (6) million pounds per year or
approximately 3,000 tons per year.

Method of Disposal
Stored onsite. Collected
and hauled offsite by
HazMat hauler.
N/A. Fuels used to support
aviation and ground
operations.

Permitted land fill / wasteto energy facility.

Source: Hendry County and AIA, 2014

The storage, use, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and other regulated substances is
governed by a wide network of Federal, state, and local regulations. Combined with existing technologies
and work practices developed to properly manage these substances, the risks of causing environmental
contamination from the construction and operation of the Proposed Project are substantially reduced. For
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example, at Airglades Airport, the contractor would be required to prepare a Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures Plan (SPCC) documenting the measures that have been taken to prevent accidental
release to the environment and, should they occur, the corrective actions that are in place to minimize the
environmental impacts. As a result, no significant involvement and impact associated with hazardous
materials or wastes is anticipated.
In the event that existing clean-up sites or previously unknown contaminants are discovered during
construction activities, or a spill occurs during construction, construction contract provisions would specify
that work would stop until the National Response Center is notified. Depending on the parameters of
potential soil contamination, the soil could be reused on-site. If the soil could not be used on-site, the soil
would be manifested and transported off-site to an authorized disposal facility. Facilities are available in
the south Florida region to accept contaminated soils.
Construction Waste
Various construction activities would occur under the Proposed Project. Staging areas would be
designated in the final design phases of the project, providing locations for equipment, material storage,
and waste storage. These staging areas would be located in proximity to the construction sites to
minimize travel distance. Major haul routes that minimize impact to local routes would be selected during
the design phase of the project. Anticipated construction activities would include clearing, grading,
excavation, filling, backfilling, compaction, drainage structures, and waste disposal. Anticipated
construction equipment includes excavators, haul trucks, graders, pavers, forklifts, compactors, and
bulldozers.
Although specific quantities of construction wastes have not been estimated (because project design
plans have not been prepared), waste generated may include excavated material, demolition debris,
concrete, asphalt, and soil. Clean soil and other suitable waste could be reused as fill material, buried, or
recycled. All other material would be land-farmed or disposed of at permitted solid waste landfills,
construction/debris landfills, and vegetative waste facilities.
Municipal Solid Waste
The number and types of aircraft operations at Airglades Airport are forecast to increase substantially
following development of the Proposed Project (see Table 5.10-1). This forecast increase in aircraft
operations will increase the volume of MSW generated at the Airport. In addition, operation of the PAC
complex will generate municipal solid wastes requiring offsite disposal. The estimated volumes of MSW
generated from aircraft operations and facility operations in 2018 are shown in Table 5.10-3.
Approximately 3,000 tons per year of MSW would be generated in 2018 as a result of the Proposed
Project. All Class I MSW collected in Hendry County is currently delivered to the Lee County WTE facility
which is located in Fort Meyers, Florida approximately 40 miles from the Airglades Airport. The currently
59 60
Only ten percent of this
specified capacity of the Lee County WTE facility is 569,619 tons per year. ,
volume results in combustion residue that is then taken to the Lee / Hendry Regional Disposal Facility.
59
60

Class I MSW is defined at 62-701.200 F.A.C as solid waste that is nonhazardous and not prohibited from disposal via landfill
Lee County Community Development, Development Services Division. 2011 Lee County Concurrency Report – Inventory and
Projections 2010/2011 – 2011/2012. Prepared for the Board of County Commissioners. November, 2011.
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Hendry County also diverts materials out of the waste stream and into reuse and recycling programs, and
this would help to further reduce the amount of MSW sent to the County’s disposal facility. Therefore,
based on this information, the Proposed Project, in conjunction with area recycling activities, would not
significantly impact the capacity of the Lee/Hendry County solid waste management systems.
5.10.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.10.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
Hazardous Materials
Because the No-Action Alternative does not involve construction or land clearing associated with the
Proposed Project, there are no anticipated impacts to sites, facilities, or activities involving hazardous and
other regulated materials or environmental contamination.
Fuel Sites
No sites involving fuel storage, handling, or dispensing would be affected by the No-Action Alternative.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and NPL Sites
The No-Action Alternative would not affect RCRA generator sites or sites on the NPL.
Municipal Solid Waste
The No-Action Alternative assumes the new perishable air-cargo complex and runway/airfield
improvements would not be constructed. Aircraft operations at Airglades Airport would experience some
increase when compared to the existing conditions; however, the composition and quantity of solid waste
associated with the increase in operations is not expected to change substantially. As shown on
Table 5.10-1, the FAA approved aviation forecast for Airglades Airport projects that aircraft operations at
the Airport will increase from 12,063 operations in 2013 to a total of 15,143 operations in 2023. Based on
the limited increase in aircraft operations forecast during the study period, no substantial impacts
concerning solid waste quantities, composition, or disposal are expected to occur.
There are no active landfills located within 10,000 feet of any runway nor any runway construction or
modification associated with the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project is consistent with the
recommended guidance provided in FAA AC 150/5200-33A.
5.10.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
Hazardous Materials
Construction of the proposed new Runway 18/36 and the PAC complex would be completed prior to the
2023 study period. The areas of Airglades Airport that would be physically disturbed by operation of the
Proposed Project in 2023 include those areas associated with operation of the proposed runway, the PAC
complex, and related facilities. Issues regarding hazardous materials are summarized in Table 5.10-2,
with explanations of how they are addressed in connection with the Proposed Project.

5-49

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

Fuel Sites
Because construction of the Proposed Project would be completed by 2018, there is no expectation that
any subsurface or groundwater contamination would occur due to construction-related activities. As noted
in Section 5.10.3.2, there are no active/closed tanks within the immediate area of the Proposed Project
site and the nearest tank with a discharge history is located 0.25 mile from the Airport.
NPL Sites
Again, Federal and state regulatory agency records did not reveal any sites or facilities in the vicinity of
the Proposed Project that are included on NPL.
RCRA Sites
As mentioned, there are no RCRA sites located on the airport property or adjacent to airport property.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not affect RCRA generator sites.
Regulated Materials
The use of fuel, and other regulated substances necessary for routine operations at the airport will
continue and will increase to correspond to the forecast growth in operations at the airport and
development of the PAC complex. Estimates for fuel storage and use and hazardous materials usage in
support of Airport operations in 2023 have been prepared and are presented in Table 5.10-4.

TABLE 5.10-4
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, HAZARDOUS WASTE, FUEL STORAGE, AND MUNICIPAL
SOLID WASTE USE AT AIRGLADES AIRPORT (2023)
Material Type
Typical hazardous materials for
the perishable facility, the MRO
and paint shop, and other
aviation support facilities.
Fuels and fuel storage

MSW generated by the air cargo
complex and support facilities.

Estimated Volume
• Paint 1,800 gallons
• Solvent 360 gallons
• Stripper waste: 3,600 gallons
• Waste Oil and Fuel: 400 gallons
4 Above Ground Fuel Storage
Tanks:
• Aviation Jet Fuel: 2 @ 500,000
gallons each
• Gasoline: 250,000 gallons
• Diesel: 500,000 gallons
Approximately 10,400,000 pounds
per year or 5,200 tons per year.

Method of Disposal
Stored onsite. Collected and
hauled offsite by HazMat
hauler.
N/A. Fuels used to support
aviation and ground operations.

Permitted land fill.

Source: Hendry County, 2013

The storage, use, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and other regulated substances is
governed by a wide network of Federal, state, and local regulations. Combined with existing technologies
and work practices developed to properly manage these substances, the risks of causing environmental
contamination from the construction and operation of the Proposed Project are substantially reduced. For
example, at Airglades Airport, the contractor would be required to prepare a SPCC documenting the
measures that have been taken to prevent accidental release to the environment and, should they occur,
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the corrective actions that are in place to minimize the environmental impacts. As a result, no significant
involvement and impact associated with hazardous materials or wastes is anticipated.
In the event that existing clean-up sites or previously unknown contaminants are discovered during
construction activities, or a spill occurs during construction, construction contract provisions would specify
that work would stop until the National Response Center is notified. Depending on the parameters of
potential soil contamination, the soil could be reused on-site. If the soil could not be used on-site, the soil
would be manifested and transported off-site to an authorized disposal facility. Facilities are available in
the south Florida region to accept contaminated soils.
Municipal Solid Waste
The number and types of aircraft operations at Airglades Airport are forecast to increase substantially
following development of the Proposed Project (see Table 5.10-1). The forecast increase in aircraft
operations will similarly increase the volume of MSW generated at the Airport. In addition, operation of
the PAC complex will generate municipal solid wastes requiring offsite disposal.
The estimated volume of MSW generated at Airglades Airport in 2023 from aircraft operations and facility
operations 5,200 tons per year (Table 5.10-4). This volume of MSW can be accommodated at the
existing WTE and landfill facilities without substantially compromising capacity. All Class I MSW collected
in Hendry County is currently All Class I MSW collected in Hendry County is currently delivered to the Lee
County WTE facility which is located in Fort Meyers, Florida approximately 40 miles from the Airglades
61, 62
Airport. The currently specified capacity of the Lee County WTE facility is 569,619 tons per year.
Only ten percent of this volume results in combustion residue that is then taken to the Lee / Hendry
Regional Disposal Facility. Hendry County diverts materials out of the waste stream and into reuse and
recycling programs, and this would help to further reduce the amount of MSW sent to the County’s
disposal facility. Therefore, the Proposed Project, in conjunction with area recycling activities, would not
significantly impact the capacity of the Lee/Hendry County solid waste management systems.
5.10.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Neither the Proposed Projects nor reasonably foreseeable planned projects are projected to have any
impacts on hazardous materials, pollution prevention, and solid waste. Therefore, no cumulative impacts
on this environmental category are projected from combined projects.
5.10.6

MITIGATION

Neither the No-Action Alternative nor the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in significant hazardous
material impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures are not warranted and have not been developed by the
Airport Sponsor for this EA. Mitigation measures, if determined to be necessary, would be developed as
additional site and project design information becomes available. These measures will be the
responsibility of the Airport Sponsor during the permitting phase of any of the alternatives.

61
62

Class I MSW is defined at 62-701.200 F.A.C as solid waste that is nonhazardous and not prohibited from disposal via landfill
Lee County Community Development, Development Services Division. 2011 Lee County Concurrency Report – Inventory and
Projections 2010/2011 – 2011/2012. Prepared for the Board of County Commissioners. November, 2011.
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5.10.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

Hazardous Materials
Hazardous materials impact significance specified by Order 1050.1F is assessed relative to the following
three criteria: (1) the Action involves a property on or eligible for the NPL; (2), the Sponsor would have
difficulty meeting local, state and Federal laws and regulations on hazardous materials; and (3) there is
an unresolved issue regarding hazardous materials.
Based on the evaluation presented herein, no NPL sites are located in the vicinity of the Proposed Project
and there is no anticipated difficulty in complying with applicable hazardous materials regulations.
Similarly, no outstanding current or historical hazardous materials infractions exist in the area based on
available information.
Solid Waste
Order 1050.1F specifies no significance threshold for the evaluation of solid waste impacts, but does
enumerate the following factors to consider: (1) project-generated solid waste would exceed available
landfill or incineration capabilities; or (2) local, state or federal agencies determine that substantial
unresolved waste disposal issues exist and may require more analysis. These factors were considered
with respect to the Proposed Project and these conditions are not reasonably anticipated based on
available information.
5.11

HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The purpose of the cultural resource evaluation summarized in this section is to ensure that the Proposed
Project is in compliance with Federal, state, and local regulations that protect historic and archaeological
resources and that any environmental consequences to cultural resources are appropriately identified and
addressed. It describes how the historic APE and the archaeological APE were established, sets forth
the methodology for identifying historic and archaeological resources within those APEs, and includes
inventories of any historic and archaeological resources located within each APE.
5.11.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

The No-Action Alternative would affect no changes in historic archaeological or cultural resources.
With regard to the Proposed Project, DHR files identified no historic architectural resources listed in or
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP in the historic resources APE (refer to Figure 4.10-1 for a
depiction of the established APE. There are no significant noise impacts to the NRHP-listed or –eligible
resources located outside of the APE within a 25-mile radius of the expanded disclosure area. Field and
archaeological site surveys identified no standing historical resources or archaeological sites in the area
of the Proposed Project’s construction and operation (see Appendix G). Because no NHRP listed or
eligible properties, archaeological resources or other cultural findings were uncovered in the APE that
would be impacted by the construction and operation of the Proposed Project, and because there would
be no significant noise impact to the NRHP-listed or –eligible resources located outside of the APE but
within a 25-mile radius of the expanded disclosure area there are no significant impacts with respect to
this resource area. A letter to the SHPO was sent requesting concurrence with the proposed APE for the
project and FAA’s no impacts determinations concluded from the historical and archaeological surveys
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63

and assessments conducted for this EA. SHPO concurrence was received by the FAA on May 13, 2015.
Copies of the SHPO correspondence are provided in Appendix D.
5.11.2

METHODOLOGY

The Proposed Project has been evaluated in compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, which requires
Federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions on properties that may be eligible for listing or are
listed in the NRHP. The Section 106 process generally requires four steps: 1) Initiation of the process
through early coordination with the SHPO and other interested parties; 2) identification of cultural
resources that are listed in or are eligible for listing in the NRHP; 3) assessment of the effects the project
will have on eligible or listed properties; and 4) resolution of adverse effects in consultation with the
SHPO and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). Resolution of adverse
effects (e.g., avoidance/minimization/mitigation steps) is typically outlined in an MOA between the SHPO,
Federal agency, and interested parties.
The methodology for identifying potential historic resources is that of 36 CFR 800.4, Identification of
Historic Properties. The methodology for assessing the effects the Proposed Project might have on
NRHP-listed or -eligible resources is that of 36 CFR 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects. The
methodology for providing a resolution for any such adverse effects is that of 36 CFR 800.6, Resolution of
Adverse Effects.
Historic Resources
DHR files identified no historic architectural resources listed in or determined eligible for listing in the
NRHP in the historic resources APE. One resource nearby was previously recorded, Riddle McKay
Airfield WWII Hangar (HN109), but it was demolished and replaced in 2005. A field survey and research
conducted in August 2013 identified no standing resources located within the APE and indicated that all
of the airport’s current standing resources were constructed within the past 25 years. There are no
National Register-listed or –eligible historic properties located within the APE.
The Proposed Project has the potential to result in flight paths and cargo aircraft overflights where none
currently exist. Therefore, due to the nature of the Proposed Project this EA includes an inventory of
historic architectural resources that are listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP and that are located
within a 25-mile radius expanded disclosure area of the established APE for historic architecture. The 25mile distance was chosen in order to capture resources that may have the potential to experience cargo
aircraft overflights due to the new flight paths associated with implementation of the Proposed Project.
Many of the historic resources that were identified within the expanded disclosure area are clustered
together in groups where multiple individual resources lie in proximity to one another. In these situations,
a representative location point was assigned upon which the noise sensitive site analysis was performed.
Five representative location points for historic resources were the result of this process and are included
in the noise sensitive sites analysis in Section 5.14. See Section 5.14 for more detail on the noise
sensitive sites analysis.

63

Letter from Federal Aviation Administration, to Mr. Robert F. Bendus, Director and State Historic Preservation Officer, Florida
Department of State Division of Historical Resources, re: New Perishable Air Cargo Complex at the Airglades Airport,
Clewiston, Hendry County.
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Archaeological Resources
Background research using the DHR site files was conducted to obtain information on previously
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity of the project area. In addition, aerial photographs and
existing environmental documents were examined to obtain information on current and past land use. In
August 2013 a Phase 1a archaeological survey was conducted that identified no archaeological sites
within the archaeological APE. There are no NRHP listed or eligible archaeological properties located
within the APE.
5.11.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.11.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
For the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed, so there would be no
impacts to NRHP listed or eligible resources. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would have no
adverse effect upon such resources.
5.11.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
There are no NRHP listed or eligible resources located within the APE for historic resources or the APE
for archaeological resources. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have no adverse effect upon such
resources within the APE.
For those resources outside of the APE but within the expanded disclosure area, an analysis of the noise
levels in 2018 and change in noise levels when compared to the No-Action Alternative reveals that none
of the historic architectural resources would experience a significant noise related impact, especially
provided that many of the resources are currently used in a manner such that their use as a historic
resource would not likely be disrupted (e.g., commercial property) Therefore, no constructive use impact
would be anticipated for historic architectural resources. Table 5.11-1 presents the representative
historic architectural resource points with their respective INM-modeled noise levels for the No-Action
Alternative and the Proposed Project for study year 2018. As discussed in Section 5.6 and 5.14, while
some of the sites may experience a change in noise levels of more than 3 dB, the resulting DNL levels
are below what could reasonably be considered ambient noise levels. The Site ID column in the table
refers to the noise-sensitive site id as assigned in Section 4.11 of this EA; a cross-referencing of sites
identified in Section 4.10 is also provided.
In terms of thresholds of impact significance, Order 1050.1F references regulations at 36 CFR 800 insofar
as an adverse effect determination does not always trigger a finding of significant impact. When such
adverse effects on historical properties or cultural resources are anticipated, NEPA practitioners are
advised to consider consultation with the SHPO (or Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPO) in
formulating alternatives that would avoid adverse effects on NRHP listed or eligible properties, or
alternatively consider mitigation that lessen the adverse effects. As part of the scoping process for this EA
Native American Nations / Tribes were provided copies of the Scoping Notice for the Proposed Project.
Contacted Native American Nations / Tribes included: the Seminole Tribe of Florida, Seminole Nation of
Oklahoma, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, and the Poarch Band of Creek Indians. No Scoping
comments were received from Native American Nations / Tribes. Because no NRHP listed or eligible
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TABLE 5.11-1
NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES FOR HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES FOR 2018 AND 2023
Noise Sensitive Site
Site ID

Name

8
10

Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Brighton Reservation

12

Old Hendry County Courthouse

13

Pahokee High School

14

Executive House

15
16
17
20
21
22
23

Brighton Reservation
Moore Haven Downtown Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern University
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial Park
Sportsman’s Village Boat Ramp

Nearest NRHP
1
Resources
H-8, H-52
H-1
H-4, H-6, H-7, H-9, H-10,
H-11, H-12, H-13, H-14,
H-20, H-47, H-48
H-23, H-24, H-25, H-26,
H-27, H-28, H-29, H-30,
H-31, H-32, H-33, H-34,
H-35, H-36, H-37, H-40,
H-41, H-42, H-43, H-55,
H-56, H57
H-15, H-16, H-17, H-18,
H-46
H-2, H-45
H-51, H-53
H-19
H-5, H-21
H-38, H-39, H-44, H-50
H-22, H-49
H-3, H-54

2018 DNL
Proposed
No-Action
Project

Change

No-Action

2023 DNL
Proposed
Project

Change

24.3
24.0

30.7
25.4

6.4
1.4

24.8
24.5

32.8
26.1

8.0
1.6

17.8

19.3

1.54

18.3

20.0

1.7

13.3

14.7

1.4

13.8

15.4

1.6

18

23.6

5.6

18.5

25.8

7.3

16.3
24.3
17.0
18.1
14.1
20.0
14.5

17.8
40.1
22.4
24.6
15.6
21.8
18.0

1.5
15.8
5.4
6.5
1.5
1.8
3.5

16.8
24.8
17.5
18.6
14.6
20.5
15.0

18.5
42.9
24.7
27.0
16.5
22.7
19.7

1.7
18.1
7.42
8.4
1.9
2.2
4.7

1

As identified in Sections 4.5 and 4.10.
Sources: Florida Master Site File, 2015: National Register of Historic Places, 2015; AECOM, 2015; CMT, 2016.
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properties, archaeological resources or other cultural findings were uncovered in the APE that would be
impacted by the construction and operation of the Proposed Project, there are no significant impacts with
respect to this resource area. A letter to SHPO was sent requesting concurrence with the no impacts
determinations concluded from the historical and archaeological surveys and assessments conducted for
this EA. SHPO concurrence was received by the FAA on May 13, 2015 (see Appendix D).
5.11.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.11.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
For the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed, so there would be no
impacts to NRHP listed or eligible resources. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would have no
adverse effect upon such resources.
5.11.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
As mentioned in Section 5.11.3.2, there are no historic or archaeological resources of concern within the
APE, signifying no adverse impact.
For those resources outside of the APE but within the expanded disclosure area, an analysis of the noise
levels for 2023 and change in noise levels when compared to the No-Action Alternative reveals that none
of the historic architectural resources would experience a significant noise related impact (see Table
5.11-1). Therefore, no constructive use impact would be anticipated for historic architectural resources.
5.12

LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL IMPACTS

5.12.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

An evaluation of aviation-related lighting systems for the No-Action Alternative and Proposed Project was
conducted to determine potential adverse light emission and visual impacts on sensitive areas. The
results of this evaluation indicate future light emission levels from airfield and airport lighting systems
would not adversely impact surrounding sensitive areas, nor are visual impacts anticipated.
5.12.2

METHODOLOGY

In accordance with FAA Order 5050.4B, “The sponsor shall consider the extent to which lighting
associated with an airport action would create an annoyance among people in the vicinity of the
installation”. In addition, 5050.4B states that for visual effects, an impact is significant when “consultation
with Federal, State, or local agencies, tribes, or the public shows these effects contrast with existing
environments and the agencies state the effect is objectionable”.
Airport-related light emissions are considered to have a notable impact if light is directed towards lightsensitive land uses (i.e., residential areas). Impacts from lighting associated with the Proposed Project
were determined by evaluating the potential lighting systems as they relate to light-sensitive land uses,
especially residences. The number and specific type of lighting systems would be determined in the
design process for the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Project.
The evaluation of visual impacts includes a review of preliminary engineering design and review of the
existing conditions within the GSA. Landscape character and visual/aesthetic attributes were qualitatively
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assessed in terms of the anticipated changes associated with the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed
Project in both 2018 and 2023.
IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.12.3

5.12.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
Light Emissions
Because the No-Action Alternative would not include airfield or airport facility changes associated with the
2018 components of the Proposed Project, no changes in lighting would be implemented and no impacts
to light-sensitive land uses would occur.
Visual Impacts
Because no modifications to runways would occur under the No-Action Alternative, changes to aircraft
flight patterns and resulting aircraft-related visual impacts would not be generated. No changes to onairport and off-airport structures would take place. Thus, no change to the visual character of Airglades
Airport would occur.
5.12.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
Light Emissions
Airfield lighting changes associated with the Proposed Project in 2018 would consist primarily of newly
installed High Intensity Runway Lights and Medium Intensity Taxiway Lights to service Runway 18/36 and
associated taxiways. These lights would not be directed at light-sensitive areas. The Proposed Project in
2018 would result in the installation of additional lighting systems for the air cargo complex and other
facilities west of Runway 18/36. These systems would include the following:
•

Pole- and building-mounted area flood lights to illuminate building exteriors, portions of
aircraft parking aprons, access roads, parking lots and other related outdoor
improvements;

•

Edge-lighting would be installed along entrances to aircraft parking aprons. Lighted
directional signs would also be installed to provide directional guidance to and from the
new taxiways and the cargo complex and associated facilities west of Runway 18/36; and

•

Temporary exterior lighting may also be installed at construction staging areas and
project work sites.

The area surrounding Airglades Airport is rural with few established residential neighborhoods. The
nearest residential development area is located in excess of one mile northeast of Runway 18. Because
U.S. 27, a major four-lane highway borders the airport to the north, and because no residential areas are
located adjacent to the DSA, only minor potential for annoyances exist and no significant light emission
impacts are expected to occur in 2018 as a result of the Proposed Project.
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Visual Impacts
Beginning in 2018, Runway 18/36 would become operational. Due to the north-south orientation of the
runway, and the increase in frequency and size of aircraft utilizing the airport, there is some potential for
visual impacts resulting from aircraft operations. However, due to the rural setting of the airport and the
fact that there are few residential neighborhoods in line with the flight path of approaching and departing
aircraft, there is a low potential for visual impacts associated with aircraft operations in 2018.
The new buildings and support facilities would be subject to local building codes, approvals and
requirements. The cargo complex and support facilities would be visually different than the existing airport
facilities. However, due to the rural setting of the airport and the limited number or residential land uses in
proximity to the Proposed Project, significant visual impacts are not anticipated
5.12.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.12.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
Light Emissions
Because the No-Action Alternative would not include airfield or airport facility changes associated with the
2023 components of the Proposed Project, no changes in lighting would be implemented and no impacts
to light-sensitive land uses would occur.
Visual Impacts
Because no modifications to runways would occur under the No-Action Alternative, changes to aircraft
flight patterns and resulting aircraft-related visual impacts would not be generated. No changes to onairport and off-airport structures would take place. Thus, no change to the visual character of Airglades
Airport would occur.
5.12.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
Light Emissions
Additional to the facilities described as operational in 2018 (see Section 5.12.3.2), the Proposed Project
in 2023 would result in the installation of additional pole- and building-mounted lights on extended aircraft
parking apron areas between the air cargo complex and the MRO, extended warehouse and distribution
facilities and other additional hangars and support structures. Edge lighting would also be installed on
connecting aprons between the air cargo complex and the MRO. As stated, because no residential areas
exist directly adjacent to the DSA, no significant light emissions impacts on sensitive land uses would
occur.
Visual Impacts
As depicted on Hendry County’s Future Land Use Map, the land uses surrounding the Airglades Airport
are identified as agricultural use and multi-use. For the Proposed Project, the cargo complex and support
facilities would be visually different than the existing airport facilities. All buildings and associated
structures would be subject to local building codes, approvals and requirements. Due to the rural setting
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of the airport and the limited number or residential land uses in proximity to the Proposed Project,
significant visual impacts are not anticipated.
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

5.12.5

No dependent or connected actions occurring concurrently with construction or operation of the Proposed
Project will generate an appreciable amount of additional light emissions or impose a cumulatively
objectionable visual impact.
5.12.6

MITIGATION

Because no significant impacts would occur from light emissions, mitigation measures would not be
warranted. However, vegetative shielding can be installed, as needed, to reduce any lighting impacts
experienced by area residents.
COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

5.12.7

Potential light emission or visual impacts from the Proposed Project are expected to be less than
significant because light-sensitive land uses such as residential areas are distant enough from the
Proposed Facilities so as not to cause an annoyance. Further, no adverse comments were registered by
Federal, State or local agencies, tribes or the general public during scoping that would indicate that the
visual effects of the Proposed Project are objectionable.
5.13

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

5.13.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

With the No-Action Alternative, energy and natural resource utilization are expected to increase nominally
and commensurately with increasing airport operations over the study period. For the Proposed Project, a
total of 20.5 gigawatt-hours (gWh) of electricity, 35,000,000 gallons of Jet A, 36,000 of motor gasoline
and 9,000 gallons of diesel are anticipated to be utilized during year 2018 to support cargo aircraft and
support equipment operations at the PAC complex and associated facilities. These totals grow to 31.3
gWh of electricity, 85,600,000 gallons of Jet A, 76,000 of motor gasoline and 19,000 gallons of diesel
usage for the Proposed Project in 2023.
Based on available capacities and usage trends for Hendry County and the region, the Proposed Project
consumption levels identified above will not cause capacity or demand problems in the area. Additionally,
the Proposed Project will not utilize any scarce consumable natural resources.
5.13.2

METHODOLOGY

FAA Order 1050.1F identifies a significant impact on natural resources and energy supply “[w]hen an
action’s construction, operation or maintenance would cause demands that would exceed available or
future (project years) natural resources or energy supplies”. To the end of determining impact
significance, the No-Action and Proposed Project Alternatives were considered in the following contexts:
•

Utility Impacts: identify any large demand on local existing or planned utilities;

•

Consumable Materials Impacts: estimate the volume(s) of any scarce or unusual
materials needed to implement any Alternative considered; and

5-59

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

Fuel Consumption Impacts: identify any changes to existing fuel usage attributable to
changes in aircraft operations, ground procedures, or service vehicle utilization.

•

5.13.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.13.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
Although the Proposed Project would not be constructed, demand for fuel and electrical energy would
occur due to a projected increase in activity at the Airport. This increase, however, is considered small
and can be easily supplied by existing providers and infrastructure.
5.13.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
Utility Impacts
According to the AIA, additional electricity usage for the Proposed Project is estimated to be 20.5 gWh in
2018. The Glades Electric Cooperative provides electric power to the Airglades Airport. The Cooperative
purchases power from the Seminole Electric Cooperative. Seminole Electric has a generating capacity of
approximately 2,420-megawatts. This supply is supplemented, as needed, through power purchase
agreements with a number of utilities located in Florida and throughout the Southeast. Because the
Proposed Project represents only small percentage of the total electric capacity of the Glades
Cooperative and their supplier Seminole Electric, development of the Proposed Project would not result in
any electricity demand/capacity issues for Hendry County or the region.
Consumable Materials Impacts
Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not require the use of unusual or scarce
materials, or other commodities that are otherwise in short supply in the Hendry County area.
Fuel Consumption Impacts
A forecast 35 million gallons of Jet A, 36,000 gallons of motor gasoline and 9,000 gallons of diesel are
anticipated to be utilized during year 2018 to support cargo aircraft and support equipment operations at
the PAC Complex and associated facilities. Preliminarily, fuel deliveries would be made my tanker truck
and there is adequate existing and planned storage tank capacity to accommodate all fuel delivered.
However, hydrant fueling or pipeline delivery systems may be considered for the facility once it is
operational and additional demand can be estimated.
The forecast usage of 35 million gallons of Jet A at the Airglades Airport equates to approximately 1.11
million barrels, or 3.5 percent of the Jet A fuel consumed in the State of Florida during 2013 according to
64
the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) . With respect to motor fuels, the expected level of
motor gasoline usage at Airglades Airport equates to 1140 barrels, compared to 190 million barrels of
motor gasoline consumed in the State of Florida. Diesel usage at the Airport is projected to be 290
barrels compared to 37.2 million barrels of distillate oil consumed in 2012 according to the EIA. Overall,
the forecast level of diesel fuel consumption is less than 0.01 percent of the state total in 2012.

64

U.S. EIA. State Profile and Energy Estimates Table CT7: Transportation Sector Energy Consumption Estimates, 1960 – 2012,
Florida. Accessed February 11, 2015 at
http://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.cfm?incfile=/state/seds/sep_use/tra/use_tra_FL.html&sid=Florida
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The EIA also reports that Florida had a proved reserve of 38 million barrels of crude oil during 2013. If
2018 conditions are similar to those reported by the EIA for 2013, it is not likely that the fuel demand at
the Proposed PAC Facility would exceed available capacities and reserves in the state.
5.13.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.13.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
Similar to year 2018, demand for fuel and electrical energy under the No-Action Alternative in 2023 would
increase commensurately with normal forecasted growth in operations at the facility. Again, this nominal
increase can easily be supplied by existing providers and infrastructure.
5.13.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
Utility Impacts
According to the AIA, additional electricity usage for the Proposed Project grows to a total of 31.3 gWh in
2023. As noted above, the Glades Electric Cooperative provides electric power to the Airglades Airport.
The Cooperative purchases power from the Seminole Electric Cooperative. Seminole Electric has a
generating capacity of approximately 2,420-megawatts. This supply is supplemented, as needed,
through power purchase agreements with a number of utilities located in Florida and throughout the
Southeast. Because the Proposed Project represents only small percentage of the total electric capacity
available through the Glades Electric Cooperative and Seminole Electric, the Proposed Project would
cause any electricity demand/capacity issues for Hendry County or the region.
Consumable Materials Impacts
Once operating in 2023, the Proposed Project would not require the utilization of any materials that would
be considered unusual or of scarce supply in the Hendry County area.
Fuel Consumption Impacts
AIA forecasts that 85.6 million gallons of Jet A, 76,000 gallons of gasoline and 19,000 gallons of diesel
fuel would be utilized in support of the Proposed Project in 2023. The forecast usage of Jet A at the
Airport in 2023 would represent approximately 8.6 percent of the Jet A consumption levels in the State of
Florida during 2013 (EIA, 2015). The projected usage of gasoline and distillate oil fuel consumption
would represent less than 0.01 percent of the motor gasoline and distillate oil fuel consumption levels in
2012. Given this level of utilization at the Airport compared to the statewide total it is not anticipated that
the Proposed Project would exceed available capacities and reserves in the state.
5.13.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Based on available information, it is unlikely that reasonably foreseeable planned development actions
(Section 4.15) on or in the vicinity of Airglades Airport would present a cumulatively significant impact on
natural resources and energy supply in the future.
5.13.6

MITIGATION

Because no significant impacts to energy or natural resources are anticipated, mitigation measures are
not warranted.
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5.13.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Neither the No-Action Alternative nor the Proposed Project would cause unsupportable demands on
available natural resources or energy supplies, and construction and operation of the Proposed Project
would not require consumable natural resources that would be considered in short supply in Hendry
County. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in a significant impact on this
resource category.
5.14

NOISE

5.14.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

5.14.1.1 Aircraft Noise
Potential changes in aircraft noise exposure around the airport were evaluated using the FAA’s INM –
Version 7.0d65. The noise contour analysis shows that a change in DNL would occur with the
implementation of the Proposed Project (when compared to the No-Action Alternative). Federal guidance
concerning compatible land use in regard to noise levels indicates noise exposure impacts are significant
if there is a 1.5 dB increase in DNL in noise-sensitive areas exposed to DNL of 65 dB or greater. If this
increase occurs, then the analysis must determine if there is an increase of 3.0 dB in DNL in noise
sensitive areas exposed to DNL 60 dB or greater. Results of the noise analysis performed for this EA
indicates that no changes of 1.5 in the DNL 65 dB or 3.0 in the DNL 60 dB would occur over noisesensitive areas. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant aircraft-generated noise
impacts, and mitigation measures are not warranted.
5.14.1.2 Roadway Noise
A noise screening assessment was performed to evaluate noise impacts associated with vehicle and
truck traffic generated by the Proposed Project for the existing year 201466, and for the 2018 and 2023
Study Years. The roadway noise screening assessment performed for this EA identified 71 noise
sensitive sites, with eight sites identified as having the potential to be impacted by roadway noise with the
proposed improvements for Study Year 2018, and nine sites identified as having the potential to be
impacted by roadway noise with the proposed improvements for Study Year 2023.
5.14.2

METHODOLOGY

5.14.2.1 Aircraft Noise
Noise levels at the airport were computed using the INM and are presented using the DNL metric
(Appendix H). Outputs from the INM include noise exposure contours and a grid point analyses. Noise
exposure contours are a graphical representation of how the noise from aircraft operations is distributed
over an area. Noise exposure contours for Airglades Airport are depicted at DNL 65, 70, and 75 dB
intervals. The FAA defines DNL 65 dB as the threshold of noise compatibility with residential and certain
other noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, the DNL 65 dB contour is important for population impact
assessment.
65
66

This was the current model available for use at the time this EA began. FAA has since released AEDT.
Traffic counts for the study area were performed during the week of July 14, 2014 (see Appendix K) and were used in the
analysis of traffic related impacts associated with the Proposed Project. FDOT data for calendar year 2013 were not available
at the time the analysis was being performed. Since completion of the modeling analysis 2013 FDOT data have become
available. Comparison of the field collected traffic data and the FDOT 2013 data indicates a less than 2 percent increase in
vehicular traffic along the US Highway 27/SR 80 study segment between 2013 and 2014.
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Noise contours resulting from the Proposed Project were compared to those resulting from the No-Action
Alternative. The DNL 65 dB contours for the No-Action and Proposed Project Alternatives were reviewed
to determine if any noise-sensitive sites and/or land uses are located within the noise exposure contours.
A grid point analysis was also conducted at various noise-sensitive sites within 30 miles of the Airport.
According to FAA guidance, noise-sensitive sites include, but are not limited to, schools and daycares,
churches, hospitals and nursing homes, and residential properties. Further guidance indicates noisesensitive sites may include historic sites, national parks and wildlife refuges, particularly where aircraft
noise is low and quiet settings are an attribute of the particular property.
Noise Sensitive Sites
For this analysis, 45 noise sensitive sites were chosen. These sites are listed in Table 5.14-1 and shown
on Figure 4.11-2.
In order to establish a baseline ambient noise level for the areas surrounding the airport, the FAA’s
Baseline Ambient Sound Levels in Everglades National Park (FAA, Western Pacific Region, 2012),
provided in Appendix H, were consulted. This analysis of ambient noise levels in the Everglades
National Park indicates existing ambient sound levels within the National Park range from 40 to 45 dB in
the winter season and 47 to 52 dB in the summer season.
This analysis of existing ambient noise levels in Everglades National Park, while not within the general
area of Airglades Airport, could be considered a conservative estimate of the noise environment
surrounding the airport. The noise sensitive sites shown in Figure 4.11-2 mirror the human activity in
areas of the Everglades National Park. As discussed in Section 4.5, for all resources for which a
management plan was available, none are described as being managed for natural quiet, and are more
rural / farmland type land uses than the areas within the National Park. As such, it is expected these
areas would see more human traffic and will have higher existing ambient noise levels.
Based on this information regarding ambient noise levels provided in the Baseline Ambient Sound Levels
in Everglades National Park, any noise sensitive sites on Table 5.14-1 where the modeled DNL noise
levels for the Proposed Project Alternative are greater than DNL 35 dB are flagged accordingly. Overall,
due to the very low modeled noise levels and considering the information available in the Baseline
Ambient Sound Levels in Everglades National Park as a close approximation of ambient noise levels in
the areas around the airport, the Proposed Project does not result in any significant noise impacts at
these particular sites.
5.14.2.2 Roadway Noise
A noise screening assessment was performed to evaluate noise impacts associated with vehicle and
67
truck traffic generated by the Proposed Project for the existing year 2014 , and for the 2018 and 2023
Study Years. Both the No-Action and Proposed Action conditions were evaluated. The analysis was
performed for traffic-related noise impacts along US Highway 27/SR 80 between the intersection of US
Highway 27 and Yaun Road southeast of Moore Haven and the intersection at US Highway 27/SR 80 and
Flagler Street on the west side of Clewiston (Figure 5.14-1).
67

Traffic counts for the study area were performed during the week of July 14, 2014 (see Appendix K) and were used in the
analysis of traffic related impacts associated with the Proposed Project. FDOT data for calendar year 2013 were not available
at the time the analysis was being performed. Since completion of the modeling analysis 2013 FDOT data have become
available. Comparison of the field collected traffic data and the FDOT 2013 data indicates a less than 2 percent increase in
vehicular traffic along the US Highway 27/SR 80 study segment between 2013 and 2014.
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For the noise screening assessment, noise contours were developed based on traffic input data and
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). Potential noise impacts were
identified based on the resulting noise contours. Resultant noise contours were then used to identify
whether or not traffic noise levels associated with the Proposed Project would “approach or exceed” NAC
at noise sensitive sites within the evaluated project segment.
The traffic noise screening was prepared using Title 23 CFR Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise. The prediction of existing and future traffic noise levels
with and without the roadway improvements was performed using the FHWA’s computer model for
highway traffic noise prediction and analysis - TNM-Version 2.5. The TNM propagates sound energy, in
one-third octave bands, between highways and nearby receptors taking the intervening ground’s
acoustical characteristics/topography and rows of buildings into account. The predicted noise levels
presented in this report are expressed in dBA. This scale most closely approximates the response
characteristics of the human ear to traffic noise. All noise levels are reported as equivalent levels (Leq(h)),
which is the equivalent steady-state sound level that contains the same acoustic energy as a time-varying
sound level over a period of one hour.
Noise levels are low when traffic volumes are low (LOS A or B) or when traffic is so congested that
movement is slow (LOS D, E, or F). The maximum hourly noise level occurs between these two
conditions; therefore, traffic volumes used in the analysis reflect either the design LOS C volumes or the
demand volumes (if forecast demand levels meet the LOS A or B criteria), whichever is less. Traffic count
68
data for the baseline condition was collected during the week of July 14, 2014 and was used to forecast
traffic patterns for the future No-Action (2018 and 2023) and future Proposed Project (2018 and 2023)
conditions for US Highway 27/SR 80 as previously shown in Figure 5.14-1. The Existing Condition traffic
count data and resulting traffic volume projections are presented in Table 5.14-2. For additional
information on the traffic count methods and resulting data see Appendix K: Surface Transportation.
Vehicle speeds listed in the table are based on posted speed limits. Traffic input data was prepared
based on information provided by Hendry County and/or AIA. The existing roadway is a four-lane divided
rural roadway and no changes to the roadway are anticipated within the time period being evaluated.
Noise Sensitive Sites
Noise-sensitive sites are properties where frequent human use occurs and where a lowered noise level
would be of benefit. To evaluate roadway noise at these sites, the FHWA established NAC were utilized
(Table 5.14-3). As shown, the abatement criteria vary according to the properties’ activity category. Land
use along the corridor is primarily agricultural with scattered single family residences, except at the north
and east ends of the Airport Property which contain some limited commercial/industrial uses. There are a
total of 71 noise sensitive sites (i.e., residences) located within the limits of the US Highway 27/SR 80
corridor described for the Proposed Project. These sites are listed in Table 5.14-4. All of the identified
noise sensitive sites were field reviewed to determine structure type and use. Based on the field reviews,
all noise sensitive sites along the corridor are single family residences, NAC Category B. Refer to
68

Traffic counts for the study area were performed during the week of July 14, 2014 (see Appendix K) and were used in the
analysis of traffic related impacts associated with the Proposed Project. FDOT data for calendar year 2013 were not available
at the time the analysis was being performed. Since completion of the modeling analysis 2013 FDOT data have become
available. Comparison of the field collected traffic data and the FDOT 2013 data indicates a less than 2 percent increase in
vehicular traffic along the US Highway 27/SR 80 study segments between 2013 and 2014.
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Appendix H: Noise for tables and figures showing the location of noise sensitive sites and results of the
noise modeling.

TABLE 5.14-1
NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Site ID

Type

Name

Longitude

Latitude

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

Single family home
Church
Church
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
School
School
School
School
School
Park
Park
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Church
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park

-81.023527
-81.063500
‐81.054883
‐80.998609
‐81.409887
-81.181435
‐81.330148
‐81.006805
‐81.039403
‐81.077472
‐81.002203
‐81.437807
‐80.663057
‐80.932496
‐81.113462
‐81.090363
‐80.921596
‐81.100588
‐80.934991
‐80.941378
‐80.670851
‐80.817704
‐81.122249
‐81.110752
‐81.034532
‐80.977247
‐80.952206
‐80.956455
‐81.034488
‐81.161007
-81.034437
-80.848232
-80.841699
-81.346373
-81.131700
-81.050800
-81.121600

26.752610
26.682344
26.690433
26.325478
26.404465
26.819628
26.606260
26.814435
26.894859
27.003193
27.147316
26.761401
26.825238
26.762512
27.075418
26.832834
26.756351
26.831456
26.744128
26.756174
26.677582
26.697199
26.926939
26.641900
26.565099
26.757254
26.736094
26.419835
26.419837
26.419751
26.246955
26.303992
26.240404
26.252068
26.79477
26.82117
26.94572

38

Flight Track Pt.

39
40
41
42
43
44
45

Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park

5611 W US Hwy 27, Clewiston
Clewiston Gospel Ministries
Turning Point Church Of God
Big Cyprus Reservation
Immokalee Reservation
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Brighton Reservation
Seminole Indian Property
Old Hendry County Courthouse
Pahokee High School
Executive House
Brighton Reservation
Moore Haven Downtown Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern University
Moore Haven Junior/Senior High
Eastside Elementary School
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial Park
Sportsman’s Village Boat Ramp
Montura Outdoor Playground
Arrival Flight Track Point
Hi-Haven Baptist Church
Harlem Sports Complex
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail
Florida National Scenic Trail
Fish Eating Creek and Curry Island Trailhead
Fish Eating Creek-Future Instrument
Arrival Flight Tracks
Fish Eating Creek- Future Visual Arrival Tracks
Fish Eating Creek WMA Trailhead
Cypress Museum / Palmdale Lookout Tower
Northern Extent of Fish Eating Creek
Alvin Ward Park in Moore Haven
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

-81.240000
-81.263000
-81.324900
-81.304200
-81.285500
-81.122300
-81.279300
-81.212500

26.96052
26.94268
26.93543
26.92266
27.06224
26.88591
26.79313
26.70568

Source: AECOM, 2016.
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US 27 from
North of SR 80
to Yaun Blvd

US 27 from
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FIGURE
5.14-1

TABLE 5.14-2
EXISTING AND FUTURE NO-ACTION AND PROPOSED PROJECT TRAFFIC PROJECTION – 2018 AND 2023
Roadway
Segment
US 27 Lewis
Blvd to
Berner
Rd.(east of
Flagler St.)

US 27
Airglades
Blvd to
Lewis Blvd.

US 27
Flaghole Rd.
to Airglades
Blvd.

US 27 SR
80
to Flaghole
Rd.

US 27 North
of SR 80 to
Yaun Rd.

Scenario
Existing
2018 No Action
2018 Proposed
Project
2023 No Action
2023 Proposed
Project
Existing
2018 No Action
2018 Proposed
Project
2023 No Action
2023 Proposed
Project
Existing
2018 No Action
2018 Proposed
Project
2023 No Action
2023 Proposed
Project
Existing
2018 No Action
2018 Proposed
Project
2023 No Action
2023 Proposed
Project
Existing
2018 No Action
2018 Proposed
Project
2023 No Action
2023 Proposed
Project

#
Lanes

LOS C
AADT¹

4
4
4
4

Demand
AADT

Use
Demand
or
LOS C*

15,600
18,791
37,900

18,800
22,047

765
922

OffPeak
Direct
AADT
639
769

923

770

1081

903

Peak
Direct
AADT

Demand

4

22,313

1095

914

4
4

13,600
17,490

704
906

588
756

908

758

1241

1036

4
4

40,700

17,533
23,922

Demand

4

24,350

1267

1058

4
4

13,600
17,424

704
905

588
755

908

758

1116

932

4
4

40,700

17,533
21,561

Demand

4

22,569

1169

976

4
4

13,100
16,864

678
873

566
729

876

731

1079

901

4
4

40,700

16,923
20,894

Demand

4

21,690

1123

938

4
4

8,700
10,341

450
535

376
447

537

448

628

525

650

543

4
4
4

40,700

10,370
12,136

Demand

12,561
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4

DHV
%
K²

%
D³

9.0

Posted
Speed
Limit
(MPH)

%
5
MT

%
6
HT

%
7
BUS

%
8
MOTO

54.5

3.0

8.4

0.1

0.25

50

9.5

54.5

3.2

10.4

0.11

0.24

60

9.5

54.5

3.2

10.4

0.11

0.24

60

9.5

54.5

3.2

10.4

0.11

0.24

60

9.5

54.5

3.2

10.4

0.11

0.24

60

TABLE 5.14-2 (continued)
EXISTING AND FUTURE NO-ACTION AND PROPOSED PROJECT TRAFFIC PROJECTION – 2018 AND 2023
Roadway
Segment
SR 80 West
of US 27

Scenario
Existing
2018 No Action
2018 Proposed
Project
2023 No Action
2023 Proposed
Project

#
Lanes

LOS C
AADT¹

4
4
4
4
4

Demand
AADT

Use
Demand
or
LOS C*

5,900
8,823
29,300

8,852

Demand

11,813
12,230

Source: AECOM 2014.
*
Use either Demand or LOS C traffic, whichever is lower Notes:
1. Annual Average Daily Traffic
2. Percent Peak Hour
3. Percent Directional Volume
4. Desing Hourly Volume

5.
6.
7.
8.

305
457

OffPeak
Direct
AADT
255
381

458

383

612

511

633

529

Peak
Direct
AADT

4

DHV
%
K²

%
D³

9.5

54.5

%
5
MT

%
6
HT

%
7
BUS

%
8
MOTO

3.9

5.9

0.2

0.28

Posted
Speed
Limit
(MPH)

45

Medium Truck
Heavy Truck
Bus Traffic
Motorcycle
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TABLE 5.14-3
FHWA/FDOT NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA
[LEQ(H) EXPRESSED IN DB(A)]
1

Activity LEQ(H)
FHWA
FDOT
(NAC)
(Approach)

Activity
Category

Description Of Activity Category

A

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and where
the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is
to continue to serve its intended purpose.

57
(Exterior)

56
(Exterior)

B

Residential

67
(Exterior)

66
(Exterior)

C

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums,
campgrounds, cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals,
libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of
worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or
nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording
studios, recreational areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools,
television studios, trails, and trail crossings.

67
(Exterior)

66
(Exterior)

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical
facilities, places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or
nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording
studios, schools, and television studios.

52
(Interior)

51
(Interior)

E

Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other
developed lands, properties or activities not included in A-D
or F.

72
(Exterior)

71
(Exterior)

F

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services,
industrial, logging, maintenance facilities, manufacturing,
mining, rail yards, retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water
resources, water treatment, electrical), and warehousing.

--

--

G

Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

--

--

2

2

D

2

The Leq(h) Activity Criteria values are for impact determination only, and are not design standards for noise abatement measures.
Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category. Source: CFR, Title 23, Part 772.

TABLE 5.14-4
ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Plan
Sheet
Page
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
6

Map
ID

Parcel Address

City

Number Of
Residences

2018
Impact

2023
Impact

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

1025 Yaun Rd.
26740 US Hwy 27
1017 Windburn Ln
565 US Hwy 27
575 US Hwy 27
595 Pollard Ln
1024 Windburn Rd.
27106 US Hwy 27
1030 CR 720
29615 US Hwy 27

Moore Haven
Moore Haven
Moore Haven
Moore Haven
Moore Haven
Moore Haven
Moore Haven
Moore Haven
Moore Haven
Moore Haven

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
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TABLE 5.14-4 (continued)
ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Plan
Sheet
Page
7
8
13
15
15
15
16
16
17
17
18
18
18
19
19
19
19
19
19
19
19
19
19
19
19
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
22
22
22
22
22
23

Map
ID

Parcel Address

City

Number Of
Residences

2018
Impact

2023
Impact

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58

1078 Pearce Rhymes Dr.
9927 W. US HWY 27
Airglades Blvd
6110 W. US Hwy 27
5741 W. US Hwy 27
5739 W. US Hwy 27
5611 W. US Hwy 27
5385 W. US Hwy 27
4511 W. US Hwy 27
4515 W. US Hwy 27
4120 W. US Hwy 27
3994 W. US Hwy 27
3738 W. US Hwy 27
3820 W. US Hwy 27
3832 W. US Hwy 27
3772 W. US Hwy 27
3678 W. US Hwy 27
1100 Bass Rd.
3670 W. US Hwy 27
3612 W. US Hwy 27
3618 W. US Hwy 27
3522 W. US Hwy 27
3576 W. US Hwy 27
3450 W. US Hwy 27
3292 W. US Hwy 27
3158 W. US Hwy 27
3082 W. US Hwy 27
2944 W. US Hwy 27
2912 W. US Hwy 27
3890 W. US Hwy 27
2868 W. US Hwy 27
2834 W. US Hwy 27
2818 W. US Hwy 27
120 CR 720
2190 W. US Hwy 27
50 Central St.
41 Central St.
No # Central St.
85 Central St.
92 Central St.
101 Central St.
2001 W. US Hwy 27
st
2015 1 St
st
2002 1 St
st
2030 1 St.
nd
2021 2 St.
1491 W. US Hwy 27
1312 W. Sugarland Hwy.

Moore Haven
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston

1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
5
1
1
1
1
0
6

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
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TABLE 5.14-4 (continued)
ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Plan
Sheet
Page
23
23
23

Map
ID

Parcel Address

City

Number Of
Residences

2018
Impact

2023
Impact

59
60
61

201 Trocadero Ave.
202 Trocadero Ave.
201 San Luiz Ave.

Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston

1
1
1

No
No
No

No
No
No

Source: AECOM, 2014.

5.14.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.14.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
Aircraft Noise
The estimated land area within each DNL contour interval is provided in Table 5.14-5. Figure 5.14-2
shows modeled noise exposure resulting from projected aircraft operations under the 2018 No-Action
scenario. Approximately 21.3 acres of land would be exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater. The DNL 65 dB
contour is contained entirely on existing airport property. There are no housing units located in the DNL
65 dB or higher contour under the 2018 No-Action Alternative.

TABLE 5.14-5
2018 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES
Noise Exposure By Land Use Type (acres)
Noise Exposure Contour
Land Use
DNL 6570
DNL 70-75 DNL 75+ TOTAL
On Airport
Off Airport (Agricultural/Vacant Land/Right-of-Way)
TOTAL:

14.5
0
14.5

4.8
0
4.8

2.0
0
2.0

21.3
0
21.3

Source: CMT, 2015.

Refer to Figure 4.11-2 for noise-sensitive land use grid point locations (i.e., churches and schools) in the
vicinity of Airglades Airport. The computed 2018 noise levels for these locations under the No-Action
Alternative are listed in Table 5.14-6. As shown in the table, no noise-sensitive locations are exposed to
noise levels greater than DNL 65 dB.
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TABLE 5.14-6
2018 NO-ACTION DNL NOISE LEVELS AT SELECT NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Site
ID

Type

Name

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

Single family home
Church
Church
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
School
School
School
School
School
Park
Park
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Church
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park

5611 W US Hwy 27, Clewiston
Clewiston Gospel Ministries
Turning Point Church Of God
Big Cyprus Reservation
Immokalee Reservation
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Brighton Reservation
Seminole Indian Property
Old Hendry County Courthouse
Pahokee High School
Executive House
Brighton Reservation
Moore Haven Downtown Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern University
Moore Haven Junior/Senior High
Eastside Elementary School
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial Park
Sportsman’s Village Boat Ramp
Montura Outdoor Playground
Arrival Flight Track Point
Hi-Haven Baptist Church
Harlem Sports Complex
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail
Florida National Scenic Trail
Fish Eating Creek and Curry Island Trailhead
Fish Eating Creek-Future Instrument Arrival Flight Tracks
Fish Eating Creek- Future Visual Arrival Tracks
Fish Eating Creek WMA Trailhead
Cypress Museum / Palmdale Lookout Tower
Northern Extent of Fish Eating Creek
Alvin Ward Park in Moore Haven
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

DNL
No-Action
(2018)
24.2
21.3
22.8
8.7
-8.4
20.8
0.0
24.3
18.9
24.0
7.8
17.8
13.3
18.0
16.3
24.3
17.0
20.9
18.5
18.1
14.1
20.0
14.5
23.8
18.3
28.5
21.6
2.7
14.5
5.8
-10.5
-7.3
-13.8
-16.1
29.3
22.4
14.6
13.6
21.5
15.8
17.4
3.4
14.9
11.7
9.2

These increases would not result in significant noise impacts to these sites.
Negative noise levels are the result of continuous extrapolation along the INM Noise-Power-Distance curves below minimum levels
of the source noise files. See Section 4.11.4-1 for additional information.
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Roadway Noise
Table 5.14-7 presents results for the 2018 No-Action highway traffic noise model. The No-Action
Alternative assumes that no new facilities associated with the Proposed Project would be constructed;
consequently, there would be no changes to highway activity or associated noise levels within the GSA
related to the Proposed Project. Any change in roadway noise would be the result of population change
and community growth related to non-Project related activities.

TABLE 5.14-7
2018 NO-ACTION MODELED ROADWAY NOISE LEVELS (DBA)
C/L to 66 DBA EOP to 66 DBA
Roadway Traffic Segment
C/L to EOP (ft.)
Contour (ft.)
Contour (ft.)
US 27 Lewis Blvd to Berner Rd
Us 27 Airglades Blvd to Lewis Blvd
US 27 Flaghole Rd to Airglades Blvd
US 27 SR 80 to Flaghole Rd
US 27 N of SR 80
SR 80 W of US 27

56
56
56
56
56
56

135
178
176
170
133
94

79
122
120
114
77
38

Source: AECOM, 2014.
C/L = Centerline of roadway
EOP = Edge of roadway pavement

5.14.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
Aircraft Noise
Figure 5.14-3 depicts modeled noise exposure resulting from the Proposed Project aircraft operations in
2018. The estimated land area within each DNL contour interval is shown in Table 5.14-8. Of the
approximately 693.6 acres of land exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater, 616.5 acres (approximately 89
percent) are on airport property. Non-airport land within the DNL 65 dB or higher contour would total
approximately 77.1 acres of agricultural/vacant land and Right of Way, all of which would be exposed to
DNLs between 65 and 70 dB. There are no noise sensitive land uses or residential housing units within
the 67.8 acres of non-airport land within the DNL 65 dB noise contour.

TABLE 5.14-8
2018 PROPOSED PROJECT NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES
Noise Exposure By Land Use Type (acres)
Noise Exposure Contour
Land Use
DNL
DNL
DNL
65-70
70-75
75+

On Airport
Off Airport (Agricultural/Vacant Land/Right of Way)
TOTAL:

335.3
77.1
398.2

159.5
0
159.5

121.7
0
121.7

Total
616.5
77.1
693.6

Source: CMT, 2016.
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The computed 2018 noise levels for noise-sensitive land uses under the Proposed Project are listed in
Table 5.14-9. As shown in the table, no noise-sensitive locations are exposed to noise levels greater
than DNL 65 dB.

TABLE 5.14-9
2018 NO-ACTION AND PROPOSED PROJECT DNL NOISE LEVELS AT SELECT NOISE
SENSITIVE SITES
Site
ID

Type

Name

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

Single family home
Church
Church
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
School
School
School
School
School
Park
Park
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Church
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park

37

Park

38

Flight Track Pt.

39

Flight Track Pt.

40

Park

5611 W US Hwy 27, Clewiston
Clewiston Gospel Ministries
Turning Point Church Of God
Big Cyprus Reservation
Immokalee Reservation
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Brighton Reservation
Seminole Indian Property
Old Hendry County Courthouse
Pahokee High School
Executive House
Brighton Reservation
Moore Haven Downtown Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern University
Moore Haven Junior/Senior High
Eastside Elementary School
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial Park
Sportsman’s Village Boat Ramp
Montura Outdoor Playground
Arrival Flight Track Point
Hi-Haven Baptist Church
Harlem Sports Complex
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail
Florida National Scenic Trail
Fish Eating Creek and Curry Island
Trailhead
Fish Eating Creek-Future
Instrument Arrival Flight Tracks
Fish Eating Creek- Future Visual
Arrival Tracks
Fish Eating Creek WMA Trailhead
5-76

2018 DNL
Proposed
No-Action
Project
52.7
24.2
21.3
34.2
39.0
22.8
8.7
21.3
-8.4
0.1
20.8
33.7
0.0
8.8
24.3
30.7
18.9
28.4
24.0
25.4
7.8
10.6
17.8
19.3
13.3
14.8
18.0
23.6
16.3
17.8
40.1
24.3
17.0
22.4
39.6
20.9
18.5
24.1
18.1
24.6
14.1
15.6
20.0
21.8
14.5
18.0
23.8
32.1
44.9
18.3
28.5
32.8
21.6
27.3
2.7
24.1
35.9
14.5
5.8
22.9
-10.5
10.5
-7.3
9.7
-13.8
-1.4
-16.1
-3.5
47.5
29.3
40.9
22.4

Change
28.5
12.9
16.2
12.6
8.5
12.9
8.8
6.4
9.5
1.4
2.8
1.5
1.5
5.6
1.5
15.8
5.4
18.7
5.6
6.5
1.5
1.8
3.5
8.3
26.6
4.3
5.7
21.4
21.4
17.1
21.0
17.0
12.4
12.6
18.2
18.5

14.6

17.4

2.8

13.6

22.8

9.2

21.5

28.0

6.5

15.8

19.4

3.6
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TABLE 5.14-9 (continued)
2018 PROPOSED PROJECT DNL NOISE LEVELS AT SELECT NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Site
ID

Type

41

Park

42

Park

43
44
45

Park
Park
Park

2018 DNL
Proposed
No-Action
Project

Name
Cypress Museum / Palmdale
Lookout Tower
Northern Extent of Fish Eating
Creek
Alvin Ward Park in Moore Haven
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

Change

17.4

21.9

4.5

3.4

7.8

4.4

14.9
11.7
9.2

21.5
21.5
30.9

6.6
9.8
21.7

Bold values represent predicted noise levels approaching “ambient” noise as reported in the Everglades study. These increases
would not result in a significant noise impact to these sites. See Sections 5.6 and 5.11, respectively, for a discussion of impacts to
DOT Section 4(f) and historic resources.
Negative noise levels are the result of continuous extrapolation along the INM Noise-Power distance curves below minimum levels
of the source noise files. See Section 4.11.4.1 for additional information.
Source: CMT, 2016.

Changes in aircraft noise exposure in the vicinity of Airglades would result from the construction of a new
10,000-foot primary runway and development and operation of a new PAC complex. The Proposed
Project would introduce new operations by the anticipated air cargo operators as presented in Chapter 1,
Purpose and Need, including changes in the approach and departure flight tracks at the Airport as shown
in Appendix H.
When compared with the No-Action Alternative, non-airport land exposed to noise levels of DNL 65 dB or
higher would increase by 77.1 acres as a result of the Proposed Project in 2018. However, no housing
units or other noise-sensitive land uses would be exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater noise exposure under
the Proposed Project, like the No-Action Alternative.
Roadway Noise
Noise contours depicting results of the roadway noise screening assessment for the Proposed Project in
2018 are provided in Appendix H, and summarized in Tables 5.14.10 and 5.14.11, below.

TABLE 5.14-10
2018 ROADWAY NOISE SCREENING COMPARISON (C/L TO 66 DBA CONTOUR)
C/L to 66 DBA Contour (ft.)
Roadway Segment
Proposed
No-Action
Difference
Project
US 27 Lewis Blvd to Berner Rd
US 27 Airglades Blvd to Lewis Blvd
US 27 Flaghole Rd to Airglades Blvd
US 27 SR 80 to Flaghole Rd
US 27 N of SR 80
SR 80 W of US 27

135
178
176
170
133
94

147
179
178
174
142
94

12
1
2
4
9
0

Source: AECOM, 2015.
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TABLE 5.14-11
2018 ROADWAY NOISE SCREENING COMPARISON (EOP TO 66 DBA CONTOUR)
EOP to 66 DBA Contour (ft.)
Roadway Segment
Proposed
No-Action
Difference
Project
US 27 Lewis Blvd to Berner Rd
US 27 Airglades Blvd to Lewis Blvd
US 27 Flaghole Rd to Airglades Blvd
US 27 SR 80 to Flaghole Rd
US 27 N of SR 80
SR 80 W of US 27

79
122
120
114
77
38

91
123
122
118
86
38

12
1
2
4
9
0

Source: AECOM, 2015

Under the No-Action Alternative the 66 dBA noise contour ranges from 94 to 178 feet from the existing
highway centerline and 38 to 122 feet from the edge of pavement. Under the Proposed Project in 2018
the 66 dBA contour ranges from 94 to 179 feet to the highway centerline, and 38 to 123 feet to the edge
of pavement. Based on the modeling results, the 66 dBA noise contour would expand outward no more
than twelve feet on any one roadway segment for both the C/L and EOP conditions.
According to Title 23 CFR part 772: Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction
Noise, a site is considered to be impacted by roadway noise if the 66 dBA noise contour touched or
encroached upon the structure. A substantial noise impact would occur if the site was exposed to a
sustained increase of 5 to 15 dBA over No-Action noise levels. Of the seventy-one noise sensitive sites
within the study area previously identified in Table 5.14-3, eight (8) sites are impacted by highway traffic
noise under the Proposed Project in 2018 (Table 5.14-12). However, none of the sites experience a
substantial increase in noise levels over the No-Action Alternative. All of these impacted sites are singlefamily residences located to the west of the intersection of US 27 and Lewis Boulevard (see Figures
5.14-4 through 5.14-7).
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TABLE 5.14-12
NOISE SENSITIVE SITES 2018 AND 2023 TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS FROM THE
PROPOSED PROJECT
Plan Sheet
Number Of
2018
2023
Map ID
Parcel Address
City
Page
Residences Impact Impact
18
20
20
20
21
21
21
21

23
40
41
43
45
46
47
48

3738 W. US Hwy 27
3890 W. US Hwy 27
2868 W. US Hwy 27
2818 W. US Hwy 27
2190 W. US Hwy 27
50 Central St.
41 Central St.
No # Central St.

Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston
Clewiston

1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Source: AECOM, 2016

5.14.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.14.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
Aircraft Noise
Figure 5.14-8 shows modeled noise exposure resulting from projected aircraft operations under the NoAction Alternative scenario in 2023. The estimated land area within each DNL contour interval is
provided in Table 5.14-13. Under the 2023 No-Action Alternative, there are 23.7 acres of land exposed
to DNL 65 dB or greater. The DNL 65 dB contour is contained entirely on existing airport property.
Therefore, no housing units are located in the DNL 65 dB or higher contour under the 2023 No-Action
Alternative.

TABLE 5.14-13
2023 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES
Noise Exposure by Land Use Type (acres)
Noise Exposure Contour
Land Use
DNL 65-70
DNL 70-75
DNL 75+
16.0
5.4
2.3

On Airport

Off Airport (Agricultural/Vacant Land/Right of Way)
TOTAL:

Total
23.7

0

0

0

0

16.0

5.4

2.3

23.7

Source: CMT, 2016.

Refer back to Figure 4.11-2 for noise-sensitive land use grid point locations (i.e., churches and schools)
in the vicinity of Airglades Airport. The computed 2023 noise levels for these locations under the NoAction Alternative are listed in Table 5.14-14. As shown in the table, no noise-sensitive locations are
exposed to noise levels greater than DNL 65 dB.

TABLE 5.14-14
2023 NO-ACTION DNL NOISE LEVELS AT SELECT NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Site
ID

Type

Name

1
2
3
4
5

Single family home
Church
Church
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point

5611 W US Hwy 27, Clewiston
Clewiston Gospel Ministries
Turning Point Church Of God
Big Cyprus Reservation
Immokalee Reservation
5-88

DNL
No-Action
(2023)
24.7
21.8
23.3
9.2
-8.0
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TABLE 5.14-14 (continued)
2023 NO-ACTION DNL NOISE LEVELS AT SELECT NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
Site
ID

Type

Name

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
School
School
School
School
School
Park
Park
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Church
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park

38

Flight Track Pt.

39
40
41
42
43
44
45

Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park

Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Brighton Reservation
Seminole Indian Property
Old Hendry County Courthouse
Pahokee High School
Executive House
Brighton Reservation
Moore Haven Downtown Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern University
Moore Haven Junior/Senior High
Eastside Elementary School
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial Park
Sportsman’s Village Boat Ramp
Montura Outdoor Playground
Arrival Flight Track Point
Hi-Haven Baptist Church
Harlem Sports Complex
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail
Florida National Scenic Trail
Fish Eating Creek and Curry Island Trailhead
Fish Eating Creek-Future Instrument Arrival Flight
Tracks
Fish Eating Creek- Future Visual Arrival Tracks
Fish Eating Creek WMA Trailhead
Cypress Museum / Palmdale Lookout Tower
Northern Extent of Fish Eating Creek
Alvin Ward Park in Moore Haven
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

DNL
No-Action
(2023)
21.2
0.5
24.8
19.4
24.5
8.3
18.3
13.8
18.5
16.8
24.8
17.5
21.3
19.0
18.6
14.6
20.5
15.0
24.3
18.8
29.0
22.1
3.2
15.0
6.3
-10.1
-6.9
-13.4
-15.8
29.7
22.9
15.1
14.1
22.0
16.3
17.9
3.9
15.4
12.2
9.7

Negative noise levels are the result of continuous extrapolation along the INM Noise-Power distance curves below minimum levels
of the source noise files. See Section 4.11.4.1 for additional information.
Source: CMT, 2015.
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Roadway Noise
Table 5.14.15 presents results for the 2023 No-Action highway traffic noise model. The No-Action
Alternative assumes that no new facilities associated with the Proposed Project would be constructed;
consequently, there would be no changes to highway activity levels within the GSA related to the
Proposed Project. Any change in roadway noise levels would be the result of population change and
community growth related to non-Project related activities.

TABLE 5.14-15
2023 NO-ACTION ROADWAY NOISE SCREENING
Roadway Traffic Segment
US 27 Lewis Blvd to Berner Rd
US 27 Airglades Blvd to Lewis Blvd
US 27 Flaghole Rd to Airglades Blvd
US 27 SR 80 to Flaghole Rd
US 27 N of SR 80
SR 80 W of US 27

C/L to
EOP (ft.)
56
56
56
56
56
56

C/L to 66 DBA
Contour (ft.)
147
188
198
184
147
104

EOP to 66 DBA
Contour (ft.)
91
132
148
128
91
48

Source: AECOM, 2015.
C/L = Centerline of roadway
EOP = Edge of roadway pavement

5.14.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
Aircraft Noise
Figure 5.14-9 depicts modeled noise exposure resulting from the Proposed Project aircraft operations in
2023. The estimated land area within each DNL contour interval is shown in Table 5.14-16. Of the
1,272.1 acres of land exposed to DNL 65 or greater, 832.3 acres (approximately 65 percent) is airport
property. Non-airport land within the DNL 65 or higher contour would total approximately 439.8 acres of
agricultural/vacant land and Right of Way, all of which would be exposed to DNLs between 65 and 75.

TABLE 5.14-16
2023 PROPOSED PROJECT NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES
Noise Exposure By Land Use Type (acres)
Noise Exposure Contour
Land Use
DNL 65-70 DNL 70-75
DNL 75+
On Airport
354.5
264.0
213.8
Off Airport (Agricultural/Vacant Land/Right of Way)
422.4
17.4
0
TOTAL:
776.9
281.4
213.8

TOTAL
832.3
439.8
1272.1

Source: CMT, 2016.
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Refer back to Figure 4.11-2 for noise-sensitive land use grid point locations (i.e., churches and schools)
in the vicinity of Airglades Airport. The computed 2023 noise levels for these locations under the
Proposed Project are listed in Table 5.14-17. As shown in the table, no noise-sensitive locations are
exposed to noise levels greater than DNL 65 dB.

TABLE 5.14-17
2023 NO-ACTION AND PROPOSED PROJECT DNL NOISE LEVELS AT SELECT NOISE
SENSITIVE SITES
Site
ID

Type

Name

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

Single family home
Church
Church
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
School
School
School
School
School
Park
Park
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Church
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park

38

Flight Track Pt.

39
40
41

Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park

5611 W US Hwy 27, Clewiston
Clewiston Gospel Ministries
Turning Point Church Of God
Big Cyprus Reservation
Immokalee Reservation
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Brighton Reservation
Seminole Indian Property
Old Hendry County Courthouse
Pahokee High School
Executive House
Brighton Reservation
Moore Haven Downtown Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern University
Moore Haven Junior/Senior High
Eastside Elementary School
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial Park
Sportsman’s Village Boat Ramp
Montura Outdoor Playground
Arrival Flight Track Point
Hi-Haven Baptist Church
Harlem Sports Complex
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail
Florida National Scenic Trail
Fish Eating Creek and Curry Island Trailhead
Fish Eating Creek-Future Instrument Arrival
Flight Tracks
Fish Eating Creek- Future Visual Arrival Tracks
Fish Eating Creek WMA Trailhead
Cypress Museum / Palmdale Lookout Tower
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2023 DNL
NoProposed
Action
Project
24.7
55.9
21.8
37.4
23.3
42.2
9.2
25.0
-8.0
3.3
21.2
37.0
0.5
11.9
24.8
32.8
19.4
29.4
24.5
26.1
8.3
11.3
18.3
20.0
13.8
15.4
18.5
25.8
16.8
18.5
24.8
42.9
17.5
24.7
21.3
42.5
19.0
26.6
18.6
27.4
14.6
16.5
20.5
22.7
15.0
19.7
24.3
34.5
18.8
48.1
29.0
34.7
22.1
29.6
3.2
28.1
15.0
39.5
6.3
26.2
-10.1
14.7
-6.9
14.0
-13.4
2.1
-15.8
0.0
29.7
49.9
22.9
43.8
15.1
18.8

Change
31.2
15.6
18.9
15.8
11.3
15.8
11.4
8.0
10.0
1.6
3.0
1.7
1.6
7.3
1.7
18.1
7.2
21.2
7.6
8.8
1.9
2.2
4.7
10.2
29.3
5.7
7.5
24.9
24.5
19.9
24.8
20.9
15.5
15.8
20.2
20.9
3.7

14.1

25.0

10.9

22.0
16.3
17.9

29.7
21.1
23.7

7.7
4.8
5.8
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TABLE 5.14-17 (continued)
2023 NO-ACTION AND PROPOSED PROJECT DNL NOISE LEVELS AT SELECT NOISE
SENSITIVE SITES
Site
ID

Type

Name

42
43
44
45

Park
Park
Park
Park

Northern Extent of Fish Eating Creek
Alvin Ward Park in Moore Haven
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

2023 DNL
NoProposed
Action
Project
3.9
9.9
15.4
24.0
12.2
24.0
9.7
33.7

Change
6.0
8.6
11.8
24.0

Bold values represent predicted noise levels approaching “ambient” noise as reported in the Everglades study. These increases
would not result in a significant noise impact to these sites.
Negative noise levels are the result of continuous extrapolation along the INM Noise-Power distance curves below minimum levels
of the source noise files. See Section 4.11.4.1 for additional information.
Source: CMT, 2016.

When compared with the 2023 No-Action Alternative, non-airport land exposed to noise levels of DNL 65
or higher would increase by 439.8 acres as a result of the Proposed Project in 2023. However, no
housing units or other noise-sensitive land uses would be exposed to DNL 65 or greater noise exposure
under the Proposed Project, like the No-Action Alternative.
Roadway Noise
Noise contours depicting results of the roadway noise screening assessment for the Proposed Project in
2023 are provided in Appendix H, and summarized in Tables 5.14-18 and 5.14-19, below.

TABLE 5.14-18
2023 ROADWAY NOISE SCREENING COMPARISON (C/L TO 66 DBA CONTOUR)
Roadway Segment
US 27 Lewis Blvd to Berner Rd
US 27 Airglades Blvd to Lewis Blvd
US 27 Flaghole Rd to Airglades Blvd
US 27 SR 80 to Flaghole Rd
US 27 N of SR 80
SR 80 W of US 27

No-Action
147
188
198
184
147
104

C/L to 66 DBA Contour (ft.)
Proposed Project
Difference
147
0
190
2
198
0
184
0
150
3
106
2

Source: AECOM, 2015
C/L = Centerline of roadway

TABLE 5.14-19
2023 ROADWAY NOISE SCREENING COMPARISON (EOP TO 66 DBA CONTOUR)
Roadway Segment
US 27 Lewis Blvd to Berner Rd
US 27 Airglades Blvd to Lewis Blvd
US 27 Flaghole Rd to Airglades Blvd
US 27 SR 80 to Flaghole Rd
US 27 N of SR 80
SR 80 W of US 27

No-Action
91
132
148
128
91
48

EOP to 66 DBA Contour (ft.)
Proposed Project
Difference
91
0
134
2
148
0
128
0
94
3
50
2

Source: AECOM, 2015.
EOP = Edge of roadway pavement
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Under the No-Action Alternative the 66 dBA noise contour ranges from 104 to 198 feet from the existing
highway centerline and 48 to 148 feet from the edge of pavement. Under the Proposed Project in 2023
the 66 dBA contour ranges from 106 to 198 feet to the highway centerline, and 50 to 148 feet to the edge
of pavement. Based on the modeling results, the 66 dBA noise contour would expand outward no more
than three feet on any one roadway segment for both the C/L and EOP conditions.
According to Title 23 CFR part 772, a site was considered to be impacted if the 66 dBA noise contour
touched or encroached upon the structure. A substantial noise impact would occur if the site was
exposed to a sustained increase of 5 to 15 dBA over No-Action noise levels. Of the seventy-one noise
sensitive sites within the study area previously identified in Table 5.14.3, nine (9) sites (see Table 5.1412) are impacted by highway traffic noise under the Proposed Project in 2023. However, none of the sites
experience a substantial increase in noise levels over the No-Action Alternative. All of the impacted sites
are single-family residences located to the west of the intersection of US 27 and Lewis Boulevard (see
Figures 5.14-4 through 5.14-7).
5.14.5

PROPOSED PROJECT (2023) SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The potential noise impacts resulting from the No-Action Alternative and the construction and operation of
the Proposed Project are presented in Section 5.14.1 through 5.14.4.2 of the EA. This section presents
the results of a separate noise sensitivity analysis that was performed to understand the potential impacts
should a “higher” level of activity be realized after the implementation of the Proposed Project. This noise
sensitivity analysis was conducted for disclosure purposes to evaluate a “higher” demand scenario for the
2023 EA study year. This analysis is based on the “high” forecast level of aircraft operations identified in
69
the Aviation FWP, which includes a 50 percent increase in total PAC operations over the FAA approved
2023 level of activity. All other INM input assumptions (fleet mix, flight tracks, runway use percentages,
day/night split, grid points, etc.) are the same as in the 2023 study year.
The estimated land area within each DNL contour interval is provided in Table 5.14-20. Figure 5.14-10
shows modeled noise exposure resulting from projected aircraft operations for the 2023 Noise Sensitivity
Analysis. Of the 1,649.1 acres of land exposed to DNL 65 or greater, 913.2 acres (approximately 55
percent) is airport property. Non-airport land within the DNL 65 or higher contour would total
approximately 735.9 acres. No residences or other noise-sensitive sites would be exposed at or above
DNL 65.

69

AIA FWP, Proposed Perishable Air Cargo Complex and Related Development, Crawford, Murphy & Tilly, Inc., December 2014.
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TABLE 5.14-20
2023 PROPOSED PROJECT NOISE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS NOISE EXPOSURE
ESTIMATES
Noise Exposure By Land Use Type (acres)
Noise Exposure Contour
Land Use
DNL 65-70
DNL 70-75
DNL 75+
Airport
333.4
307.2
272.6
Off Airport (Agricultural/Vacant/ Land/Right-of-Way)
661.6
74.1
0.3
TOTAL:
995.0
381.3
272.9

Total
913.2
735.9
1,649.1

Source: CMT, 2016.

The grid point locations for noise-sensitive land uses for the 2023 Sensitivity Analysis are listed in Table
5.14-21. As shown in the table, no noise-sensitive locations are exposed to noise levels greater than
DNL 65. Based on the preceding analysis, if the Proposed Project was implemented, and the “high”
forecast level of aircraft operations is realized, there would not be any significant noise impacts based on
FAA guidelines. Therefore, mitigation measures would not be necessary under this scenario.
Similar to the noise sensitivity analysis performed for the aircraft noise analysis discussed above, a
separate noise sensitivity analysis was performed to understand the potential impacts should a “higher”
level of activity be realized after the implementation of the Proposed Project. This noise sensitivity
analysis was conducted for disclosure purposes to evaluate a “higher” demand scenario for the 2023 EA
study year. The sensitivity analysis is based on the “high” forecast level of aircraft operations which
includes a 50 percent increase in total PAC operations over the FAA approved 2023 level of activity.
While a 50 percent increase in PAC operations would result in additional truck trips accessing and
departing the cargo complex, the number of employees and associated vehicular traffic would not
necessarily increase in proportion to the PAC operations. Results of the roadway noise assessment for
the Proposed Project in 2023 indicate an expansion of the 66 dB roadway noise contour of less than 5
feet from the edge of the roadway pavement with no impacted sites experiencing a substantial noise
impact. Based on FHWA criteria as published in Title 23 CFR part 772, a substantial noise impact would
occur if a site experienced a noise level increase 5 to 15 dBA over No-Action noise levels. Based on the
low level of noise impacts due to roadway noise under the Proposed Project in 2023, a significant impact
under the higher activity level examined for the noise sensitivity analysis is not anticipated.
5.14.6

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The Proposed Project would not generate substantial aircraft noise impacts and short term construction
noise increases are not expected to be severe. Following implementation of the Proposed Project there
would be an increase in roadway noise associated with operation of the PAC complex and other airport
related activities as discussed above in Sections 5.14.3 and 5.14.4. The increase in roadway noise
would not be “substantial” in accordance with FHWA criteria as published in Title 23 CFR part 772 (see
Section 5.14.7, below). Other development projects at the airport would primarily consist of new aircraft
storage hangars which would not have a notable impact on roadway traffic. Other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable development projects in the Hendry County have little potential to result a
substantial increase in noise in the vicinity of the Airglades Airport. The limited socioeconomic impact of
the Proposed Project, when considered in addition to those associated with other development projects,
is not expected to lead to substantial cumulative noise impact in the vicinity of the Proposed Project.
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TABLE 5.14-21
2023 PROPOSED PROJECT NOISE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS
NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES FOR NOISE-SENSITIVE SITES
2023 DNL
Site
ID

Type

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

Single family
home
Church
Church
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
5 mi Grid Point
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
NRHP
School
School
School
School
School
Park
Park
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Church
Park
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Flight Track Pt.
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park

37

Park

38

Flight Track Pt.

39

Flight Track Pt.

40

Flight Track Pt.

1

Name

2023
Noise
Sensitivity
Analysis DNL

No-Action

Proposed
Project

5611 W US Hwy 27, Clewiston

24.7

55.9

57.6

Clewiston Gospel Ministries
Turning Point Church Of God
Big Cyprus Reservation
Immokalee Reservation
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Okaloacoochee Slough State Forest
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Everglade Snail Kite Critical Habitat
Brighton Reservation
Seminole Indian Property
Old Hendry County Courthouse
Pahokee High School
Executive House
Brighton Reservation
Moore Haven Downtown Hist. Dist.
Nova Southeastern University
Moore Haven Junior/Senior High
Eastside Elementary School
Clewiston Middle School
Lakeside Academy
John Stretch Memorial Park
Sportsman’s Village Boat Ramp
Montura Outdoor Playground
Arrival Flight Track Point
Hi-Haven Baptist Church
Harlem Sports Complex
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Arrival Flight Track Point
Big Cypress National Reserve
Big Cypress Reservation
Alligator Alley Reservation
Florida Panther National Wildlife Refuge
Okeechobee Waterway Canoe Trail
Florida National Scenic Trail
Fish Eating Creek and Curry Island
Trailheads
Fish Eating Creek-Future Instrument
Arrival Tracks
Fish Eating Creek-Future Visual Arrival
Tracks
Fish Eating Creek WMA Trailhead

21.8
23.3
9.2
-8.0
21.2
0.5
24.8
19.4
24.5
8.3
18.3
13.8
18.5
16.8
24.8
17.5
21.3
19.0
18.6
14.6
20.5
15.0
24.3
18.8
29.0
22.1
3.2
15.0
6.3
-10.1
-6.9
-13.4
-15.8
29.7
22.9

37.4
42.2
25.0
3.3
37.0
11.9
32.8
29.4
26.1
11.3
20.0
15.4
25.8
18.5
42.9
24.7
42.5
26.6
27.4
16.5
22.7
19.7
34.5
48.1
34.7
29.6
28.1
39.5
26.2
14.7
14.0
2.1
0.0
49.9
43.8

39.0
43.8
26.6
4.8
38.4
13.5
34.5
29.6
26.1
11.4
20.2
15.6
27.0
18.6
44.9
25.8
44.5
27.8
28.3
16.7
23.0
20.7
36.4
49.7
35.9
30.8
29.8
41.2
27.9
16.4
15.6
3.7
1.5
52.3
45.8

15.1

18.8

19.6

14.1

25.0

26.6

22.0

29.7

31.4

16.3

21.1

22.0
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TABLE 5.14-21 (continued)
2023 PROPOSED PROJECT NOISE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS
NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES FOR NOISE-SENSITIVE SITES
2023 DNL
Site
ID

Type

Name

41
42
43
44
45

Park
Park
Park
Park
Park

Cyprus Museum / Palmdale Lookout Tower
Northern Extent of Fish Eating Creek WMA
Alvin Ward Park in Moore Haven
Ortona Park
Pioneer Park

No-Action

Proposed
Project

17.9
3.9
15.4
12.2
9.7

23.7
9.9
24.0
24.0
33.7

2023
Noise
Sensitivity
Analysis DNL
24.9
11.1
25.5
25.9
35.7

Source: CMT, 2016.

5.14.7

MITIGATION

Because the Proposed Project would not result in significant aircraft noise impacts in 2018 or 2013, no
mitigation is required or proposed.
With respect to roadway noise, the FHWA through Title 23 CFR part 772 categorizes highway noise
abatement projects into three types: Type I which is a new highway or the physical alteration of an
existing highway; Type II is on an existing highway and requires the state agency to develop and
implement a Type II program; and Type III which does not require a noise analysis. The Proposed
Project would be considered a Type II project, and according to the FDOT Project Development and
Environment Manual (PD&E Manual) FDOT does not have a Type II Project Program. Therefore
mitigation of roadway traffic noise is not required of the Proposed Project.
5.14.8

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

A discussion of when aircraft noise is considered a significant impact is contained in FAA Order 1050.1F.
The Order states that a significant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the Proposed Project
will cause noise-sensitive areas to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dB or more at or above
DNL 65 dB noise exposure when compared to the No-Action alternative for the same timeframe. The
Proposed Project would not cause an increase of DNL 1.5 dB over any residences and would not exceed
thresholds indicating significant noise impact.
According to Title 23CFR Part 772, roadway traffic noise impacts occur at 1 dBA below the NAC of each
designated activity category A through E listed in title 23 CFR part 772 (see Table 5.14-3), but a
substantial noise increase does not occur until noise levels increase 5 to 15 dBA over the No-Action noise
levels. The Proposed Project would not meet the 5 to 15 dBA minimum increase criteria, and a
substantial increase in roadway noise would not occur.
5.15

SECONDARY (INDUCED) IMPACTS

5.15.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed; therefore, no secondary
(induced) impacts would occur.
Development of the Proposed Project would involve construction and other development activity; however
there would be no development in existing residential areas, no significant shifts in population, and no
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significant increase in the demands for public services. Aircraft operational levels at the airport are
anticipated to increase consistent with the FAA approved aviation forecast for the Airglades Airport. The
Proposed Project would result in an increase in economic activity and employment. Based on the aviation
forecast for the Airport, preliminary air cargo estimates show the new PAC facility would generate
approximately 5,902 air cargo operations by year 2018 and approximately 12,539 operations by year
2023. The expanded airport activity is projected to support 761 new jobs by 2018 and 1,745 new jobs by
2023. In 2018 it is anticipated that approximately 306 of the new jobs would be filled by workers from
outside the SSA. To meet the anticipated 2023 demand, approximately 650 workers from outside the
study area would relocate to the SSA to take new jobs. When compared to current county employment
figures, the additional employment would represent a 6.1 percent increase in the number of jobs within
the SSA. Identified effects on economic activity within the SSA would be consistent with state and local
economic development plans. Potential effects related to population growth and public service demands
would be in part offset by the large pool of unemployed workers present in Hendry County and the region.
5.15.2

METHODOLOGY

Effects of the Proposed Project on the local economy were characterized as direct or indirect impacts and
assessed. Direct impacts are defined as those caused by the action and occur at the same time and
place, and are discussed in Section 5.16. Indirect effects are defined as those that are caused by the
action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect
effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the
70
environment (40 CFR § 1508.8) . Induced effects are the subject of this section.
The Proposed Project and the No-Action Alternative were evaluated for their potential to result in induced
impacts. Reference was made to National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report
71
466, Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effect of Proposed Transportation Projects , in the
development of a methodology to evaluate induced effects. Report 466 identifies a stepped process for
the analysis of indirect effects. The evaluation process outlined in Report 466 was adapted to this study to
define: area of effect, area direction and goals, notable features, impact causing activities, potential
indirect effects, and overall effect and mitigation. Each element of the process used is described below.
Area of Effect: Consideration was given to the geographic area in which induced economic
activity would potentially occur and have the greatest impact. A number of factors were used to
identify areas likely to sustain the majority of induced effects including existing employee travel
sheds and projected traffic trip distribution.
Area Direction and Goals: Consistency of the Project with local plans and development goals
was assessed. State and local plans for economic development, as well as the comprehensive
plans for Hendry, Glades, and Palm Beach Counties were reviewed to identify local priorities and
desired future conditions.
Notable Features: Major environmental elements sensitive to changes in economic activity were
inventoried to set a base for the assessment of effects. Notable socioeconomic features identified

70
71

40 U.S.C. § 1508.8. http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2011-title40-vol33/pdf/CFR-2011-title40-vol33-sec1508-8.pdf
NCHRP Report 466, Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed Transportation Projects
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_rpt_466.pdf, Washington, 2002
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include: existing land use, proximate population centers, existing employment figures, available
housing, and available public services.
Impact Causing Activities: The source of secondary (induced) effects, these features include
the specific interventions that will alter the environment. The Project activities noted in this portion
of the discussion include the airfield expansion, development of the PAC complex, and
development of the MRO facility.
Potential Indirect Effects: As described previously, indirect impacts include actions that occur
later in time or are farther removed in distance, but still reasonably foreseeable. Effects on
business and economic activity, appreciable changes in employment, significant population
movement and growth, and changes in public service demands were evaluated.
Overall Effect and Mitigation: Closely related to the identification of indirect effects, the
consequences of the action were evaluated in the context of the project, and strategies to avoid or
minimize negative effects were developed as prudent.
5.15.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.15.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
Under the No-Action Alternative the Proposed Project would not be constructed; therefore, this alternative
would not result in secondary or induced impacts.
5.15.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
Area of Effect
In 2018, induced effects associated with the Proposed Project will likely be focused in Hendry, Glades,
and portions of western Palm Beach Counties. Existing commute patterns were assessed to determine
the distance employees generally travel to work within the region. Five-year estimates from the 2014 ACS
show that the average commute time in Hendry County is 28.6 minutes which when applied to commute
72
distance, places a travel shed of approximately 20 miles around the Airglades Airport . The 20-mile
commute distance was assumed to represent the area in which most new employees would reside, and
thus most economic effect would be accrued. Figure 5.15-1 provides a depiction of the 20-mile buffer
distance that represents the area likely to sustain the greatest induced economic effect.
Area Direction and Goals
Plans established at both state and local levels include policies that encourage economic development in
the area of the Airglades Airport. Hendry County is located in the South Central RAO, one of three RAOs
designated by the governor as a priority area for economic development in the State. Text taken from
Florida Statute 288.0656(1)(a) enabling the REDI and RAO includes a commitment to facilitating major
economic development projects in the region. The Statute states,
“…rural communities and regions continue to face extraordinary challenges in their efforts
to significantly improve their economies, specifically in terms of personal income, job
creation, average wages, and strong tax bases, it is the intent of the Legislature to
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encourage and facilitate the location and expansion of major economic development
73
projects of significant scale in such rural communities.”
The State also designated an Enterprise Zone within Hendry County. The Enterprise Zone Program is a
state-sponsored program that includes financial incentives offered to businesses to encourage private
investment in specific geographic areas and increase employment opportunities for enterprise zone
residents. The Airglades Airport is located within the Hendry County Rural Enterprise Zone, a target area
for investment. Finally, at the local level, and though the Hendry County Future Land Use Map will need
to be updated to support the proposed airport expansion, the policies listed in the Hendry Comprehensive
Plan make specific reference to the advancement of economic development in the area of the Airglades
74
Airport. Policy 12.1.4 states ,
“Hendry County will continue to support locating viable industry to the existing industrial land
surrounding the airport in LaBelle and Airglades in Clewiston.”
Notable Features
The Airglades Airport is located in an area of the state that is predominantly rural. Agricultural use abuts
all sides of the existing facility. The most proximate population centers include the City of Moore Haven
and City of Clewiston which are located approximately six miles to the north and five miles to the east,
respectively. The next most proximate cities are LaBelle and Belle Glade both of which are located
approximately 20 miles from the Airport. US 27 / SR 80 passes just to the north of the airport and
provides connection to the state’s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) and major freight corridors.
As noted in Section 5.16, the employment present in the region is based primarily in the agriculture,
forestry, fishing and hunting; manufacturing; and trade, health care and social assistance sectors. US
Sugar, Southern Gardens, and A Duda & Sons Growers make up several of the largest private sector
employers in the SSA. The 10.5 percent unemployment rate present in Hendry County and 7.4 percent
unemployment rate in Glades County are both higher than that present in the State more generally
(6.0 percent). As noted previously, the Airglades Airport falls within one of Florida’s RAOs’ and Enterprise
Zones which designate the area as a focal point for economic development.
Section 4.12 provides an assessment of housing in Hendry, Glades, and Palm Beach Counties. ACS
housing estimates show that approximately 33,500 units are present within the SSA of which 76 percent
are occupied leaving an estimated 8,100 existing units vacant. The median value of owner occupied
homes in the area of the Airport is considerably lower than the $153,200 median value reported for
Florida with homes valued at an average of $72,400 in Hendry County and $84,100 in Glades County,
and $122,287 in the portion of Palm Beach County within the SSA. Average monthly rental costs present
in the project area are also lower than the state average ($998) with monthly rental costs averaging $764
75
in Hendry County, $711 in Glades County, and $623 in western Palm Beach County .
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Florida Statutes § 288.0656. http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/
Hendry County, County Comprehensive Plan, 2013. http://www.hendryfla.net
US Census Bureau, 2007-2011 ACS 5-Year Estimate DP04, Washington, 2012.
Calculation for the Median Home Value within the Palm Beach portion of the SSA was based on a local calculation using 2007-2011 US Census ACS
Data. The figures presented represent a weighted average of Median Home Values for the Census Block Groups located within SSA.
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Public services including drainage facilities, park facilities, potable water facilities, roads, sanitary sewer
facilities, solid waste facilities, and schools are all provided based on LOS standards presented in the
respective county comprehensive plans. Concurrency standards are enforced as sites are developed
consistent with the site development process outlined in the appropriate jurisdiction’s land development
codes.
Police services in the area of the Airport are provide by the respective County Sheriff Departments and
the City of Clewiston Police Department. The law enforcement agencies in Hendry, Glades, and Palm
Beach Counties are supported by sizable full-time staffs. Fire protection services in Hendry and Glades
Counties are provided through volunteer fire departments and a large full-time Fire-Rescue Department in
Palm Beach County. Emergency Medical Services (EMS) in Hendry and Glades Counties are supported
by full-time employees and augmented by the volunteer fire departments. The full-time combined FireRescue Department supports EMS in Palm Beach County. See Table 5.15-1 for the number of Police
Officers, Firefighters, and EMS personnel present in Hendry, Glades, and Palm Beach Counties.

TABLE 5.15-1
CURRENT POLICE, FIRE AND EMS STAFFING IN HENDRY AND GLADES COUNTIES
County
Hendry

Police
92 Full-Time Officers (Includes 19
Clewiston)

Glades

98 Full-Time Officers

Palm Beach (Western
Region)

1,492 Full-Time Officers

Firefighter/EMS
85 Volunteer Firefighters
32 Full-Time EMS
41 Volunteers
19 Full and Part-Time EMS
1,490 Full-Time Fire-Rescue
100 Volunteers

Source: Hendry County Public Safety Office, Glades County Public Safety Office 76, Palm Beach County
Sheriff’s 77 and Fire Departments 78.

Police, Fire, and EMS services are often evaluated by comparing the number of officers, firefighters and
emergency medical personnel to the population served. Recent reports published by governmental and
industry leaders identify national averages, and can be used as a point of comparison when evaluating
the services present in Hendry and Glades Counties. Table 5.15-2 displays average Police and Fire/EMS
staffing in the region, and compares those figures to national trends.

TABLE 5.15-2
POLICE, FIRE AND EMS STAFFING PER 1,000 RESIDENTS
Area
National Average

Police Per 1,000 Residents
2.6*

Fire/EMS Per 1,000 Residents
1.29**

Hendry County

2.45

3.07

Glades County

7.34

4.50

Palm Beach County

3.14

1.42
79

*
**

2012 National Average for the Rate of Sworn Officers per 1,000 inhabitants for County Agencies
2013 National Average of Volunteer Firefighter Rates by Population for Small Communities 80

76
77
78

Hendry County Public Safety Office and Glades County Public Safety Office, Interview, June 2015
Palm Beach County Sheriff’s Department, General Facts 2015, http://www.pbso.org/index.cfm?fa=gf
Palm Beach County Fire-Rescue Department, Palm Beach County Fire Rescue Annual Report 2013,
http://www.pbcfr.org/viewpdf.asp?pdf=pdfs/PBCFRAnnualReportFY2013.pdf
Federal Bureau of Investigations, Police Employee Data, 2012. http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-theu.s/2012/crime-in-the-u.s.-2012/police_employee_data/police_employee_data

79
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Impact Causing Activities
The Proposed Project (2018) will include three major actions: development of a new 10,000-foot runway;
construction of a new PAC facility; and development of an MRO facility. Implementation of the Proposed
Project would transform the Airglades Airport into a transportation and logistics hub with air cargo
handling and repair operations. The PAC facility is projected to draw larger traffic volumes including
additional truck traffic. The MRO facility would draw additional aircraft for repair. Combined, the elements
of the Proposed Project would require the employment of a large skilled labor force. The induced effects
associated with the Project in 2018 would likely have an effect on economic activity, employment,
population movement, and public service demands. Although effects would be distributed across the
region, most are expected to occur within the established SSA. These effects are discussed in the
following section.
Potential Indirect Effects
Changes in Business and Economic Activity
The added employment and freight activity resulting from the Proposed Project, through generated
income and secondary investment, would likely result in an increase in economic activity in the SSA.
Employment estimates show 761 jobs would be created by the Project in 2018. Of these jobs, estimates
show approximately 220 would be indirect jobs focused in support businesses such as fuel, parts, office
supply, and trucking. Based on an assessment of commute distance and existing land use, the new jobs
and economic activity would likely accrue in Hendry and Glades Counties. Additionally, trip distribution
rates produced as part of the traffic study (Appendix K) show that the majority of trips entering and
exiting the Airport will travel to the north along US 27. This concentration in trips could result in an
increase in economic development activity along the US 27 Corridor.
Appreciable Change in Employment
Employment estimates were developed for the Proposed Project. Aviation impact studies for the State of
Florida, State of New York, and Hazelton Air Cargo Airport in Pennsylvania were reviewed and used as
the basis of a jobs estimate. These studies allowed planners to identify a cargo ton to employee ratio that
could be applied to the air cargo volumes projected for Airglades and then used to generate a 2018
employment estimate for the Proposed Project. Based on this process, it was projected that in 2018 the
Proposed Project would result in the creation of 761 new jobs of which 443 would be direct, 220 indirect,
and 102 MRO based. See Appendix A for a full description of the employment forecast.
The additional 761 jobs would represent a five percent increase in employment in Hendry County when
81
compared to 2014 job totals (14,129 jobs) . The additional employment would help to offset the 10.4
percent unemployment rate reported in Hendry County.
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National Fire Protection Association, US Fire Department Profile, 2014
http://www.nfpa.org/~/media/Files/Research/NFPA%20reports/Fire%20service%20statistics/osfdprofile.pdf
US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 ACS 5-Year Estimate DP03, Washington, 201581
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Population Movement and Growth
It is likely that the proposed project will result in a net in-migration of workers into the SSA. As noted
previously, the Proposed Project is expected to create 761 new jobs. Estimates show that approximately
80 percent of those new jobs will require professional or skilled workers (20 percent unskilled).
Assessment of the Hendry and Glades County workforce shows low levels of educational attainment
when compared to State averages. For the purposes of this EA, it was assumed that the skilled labor
positions would require some education beyond high school and managerial positions a bachelor’s
degree or higher. Based on this assumption, it was determined that current available workforce present in
the SSA would likely be unable to fill the 600+ skilled and managerial jobs associated with the Proposed
Project. However, it is reasonable to assume a large number, potentially half, of the new skilled and
management positions, as well as all of the unskilled positions will be filled by local workers.
Based on the assumption that half of the skilled and all of the unskilled jobs would be filled by local
workers, potential future effects on population were identified. The assessment above would result in 306
of the 761 new jobs being filled by workers from outside the SSA. When this figure is combined (one job
per household) with the combined median household size for the SSA (3.20), it is estimated that 979 new
residents would relocate to the SSA to fill the jobs created by the Proposed Project in 2018. The inmigration of workers would not likely be constrained by available housing as ACS figures identify
approximately 8,100 available housing units in the SSA.
Changes in Public Service Demand
As discussed in the notable features section, Hendry, Glades, and Palm Beach Counties are supported
by sizable Police, Emergency Medical, and Fire departments. Analysis shows the Proposed Project will
likely result in the in-migration of approximately 979 new residents and existing commute patterns show
that the SSA will likely gain the majority of these new residents. Police, fire, and EMS were evaluated in
the SSA to assess potential impact. Based on the national averages identified in Table 5.15-2, the
addition of 979 residents across three counties would not push existing Police and Fire/EMS staffing
levels beyond ranges seen nationally in similar communities. National statistics for non-metropolitan
counties and small communities show that on average an additional 2.6 police officers and 1.29 Fire/EMS
workers would be needed to accommodate every 1,000 additional residents.
Overall Effect and Mitigation
The induced economic and employment effects likely to result from the Proposed Project are positive and
consistent with local plans. Thus, these areas of consideration would not warrant mitigation. Potential
effects associated with the identified shifts in population and changes in public service demands would be
minimal and likely mitigated by the available local workforce and existing local public service concurrency
policies.
5.15.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.15.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
Under the No-Action Alternative the Proposed Project would not be constructed; therefore, this alternative
would not result in secondary or induced impacts.
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5.15.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
Area of Effect
The area of effect for the Proposed Project (2023) would not differ from that defined for the 2018
condition. The 20-mile commute shed defined previously represents the area in which most new
employees will likely reside, and thus most economic effect would be accrued. Induced effects associated
with the Long-Term AIP Project would likely be focused in Hendry, Glades, and portions of western Palm
Beach Counties.
Area Direction and Goals
As noted previously, plans established at the state and local levels include policies that encourage
economic development in the area of the Project. The REDI and Enterprise Zone programs discussed for
the Proposed Project in 2018 are focused on long-term sustained development, and will likely remain in
effect through 2023. Additionally, the planning horizon of the HCCP which makes specific reference to the
support of development in the area of the Airport is 20 years. Plans driving growth in Hendry County and
the State encourage development in the area of the Airport and are consistent with the actions included in
the Proposed Project.
Notable Features
The character of existing land use, population centers, and available public services present in the area of
the project are not anticipated to differ substantially from that discussed for the 2018 condition. As noted
previously, unemployment rates in Hendry (10.5) and Glades (7.4) Counties are both above that of the
State (6.0 percent). In 2018 it is estimated that the Proposed Project will contribute 761 new jobs to the
local economy, and likely reduce the existing unemployment rates in the area of the project leaving a
smaller pool of available workers in Hendry and Glades Counties in 2023.
ACS housing estimates show that approximately 33,535 units are present within the SSA of which 75
82
percent are occupied . In 2018 the Proposed would require approximately 300 housing units to support
the influx of new workers in the near-term. This would reduce the vacant housing inventory present in the
county in 2023 by approximately 4 percent. The number of vacant housing units in the SSA will likely
remain at levels capable of supporting an additional influx of workers well into the future.
Impact Causing Activities
The Proposed Project (2023) will include actions similar to those discussed for the Proposed Project in
2018; however, the activity will be present at a higher intensity. In 2023, the PAC and MRO facilities
would be fully developed. The air cargo operations would draw additional traffic volumes including truck
traffic. The MRO facility would draw in additional aircraft for repair. Combined, the elements of the
Proposed Project in 2023 would require the employment of a large skilled labor force. The likely effects
associated with the Project in 2023 are discussed in the following section.
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Potential Indirect Effects
Changes in Business and Economic Activity
Annual air cargo estimates for Airglades for year 2023 show that approximately 336,588 tons of cargo
would be handled by the expanded facility. When compared to current air cargo volumes moved by
Florida’s airports, the projected cargo volume would make the Airglades Airport the second largest air
83
freight facility by tonnage in the State .
The added employment and freight activity resulting from the Proposed Project will, through generated
income and secondary investment, likely result in an increase in economic activity in the area of the
Proposed Project. Employment estimates show that 1,745 jobs would be created by the Proposed Project
in 2023 (984 added to the 761 that result from the Proposed Project in 2018). Of the jobs created,
estimates show approximately 534 will be indirect jobs focused in supporting businesses spread across
the local economy. Commute distance, existing land use, and traffic projections were reviewed to
determine area of effect. Based on this assessment, economic benefit will likely accrue in the SSA and
along US 27.
Appreciable Change in Employment
As with the Proposed Project in 2018, employment estimates based on case study were developed for
the Proposed Project. These estimates show that in 2023 the Proposed Project will support 1,745 new
jobs. Of that total, 1048 jobs would be direct, 534 indirect, and 144 MRO based. The additional 1,745
jobs would represent a 12.4 percent increase in employment in Hendry County when compared to 2014
84
job totals (14,129 jobs) .
Population Movement and Growth
It is likely that the Proposed Project will result in the net in-migration of workers to the SSA. As noted
previously, the Proposed Project is expected to create 1,745 new jobs by 2023. Estimates show that
approximately 80 percent of the new jobs will require professional or skilled workers (20 percent
unskilled). Additional, assessment showed that the workforce in the SSA falls short of State averages in
educational attainment, a factor that limits the ability of the local workforce to fill skilled and managerial
positions. Based on the assessment of qualified workers, it was found reasonable to assume that a large
number, potentially half, of the new skilled and managerial positions offered at the Airport would be filled
by workers from outside of the region. Based on this assumption, the number of workers that would be
employed was identified, and related to effects on population growth.
The assessment of available workers outlined above shows that approximately 650 workers from outside
the study area would relocate to the area of the Proposed Project to take new jobs. When this figure is
combined (one job per household) with the average median household size for the SSA (3.20), it is
estimated that 2,080 new residents would relocate to the region as a result of the jobs created by the
Proposed Project.
83
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Florida Department of Transportation, 2013 Florida Air Cargo System Plan Update,
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/aviation/cargo.shtm
US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 ACS 5-Year DP03, Washington, 2015.
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Changes in Public Service Demand
As discussed in the notable features section, the SSA is supported by sizable police, EMS, and fire
departments. Analysis shows that in 2023 the Proposed Project will likely result in the in-migration of
approximately 2,080 new residents, and existing commute patterns show that the SSA will likely gain the
majority of these new residents. Police, fire, and EMS services were evaluated in these counties to
assess potential impact. Based on the national averages identified in Table 5.15-2, the addition of 2,080
residents across three counties would not stress existing Police and Fire/EMS staffing levels beyond
ranges seen in other similar communities. National statistics for non-metropolitan counties and small
communities show that on average an additional 2.6 police officers and 1.29 Fire/EMS workers would be
needed to accommodate each 1,000 additional residents.
Overall Effect and Mitigation
The induced economic and employment effects likely to result from the Proposed Project are generally
positive, consistent with local plans, and do not warrant mitigation. Potential effects associated with shifts
in population and changes in public service demands are minimal and would be mitigated by the existing
available workforce and existing local public service provision concurrency policies.
5.16

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDRENS’
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY

5.16.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

The No-Action Alternative would not result in socioeconomic, environmental justice, or children’s health
and safety risk impacts.
The Proposed Project is not anticipated to have a significant negative socioeconomic effect. In 2018 the
Proposed Project is projected to result in the creation of 761 jobs without the need to relocate adjacent
commercial or residential use. Additionally, in 2023 the Proposed Project is project to result in the
creation of 1,745 jobs without the displacement of a single business or home. The additional 226 acres
needed to support the Proposed Project is currently in agricultural use. Development of the Proposed
Project through the 2023 planning horizon would not disrupt established communities or planned
developments.
Disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations would not occur
under the Proposed Project. The location of the Airglades Airport in a rural part of Hendry County limits
the exposure of residents to the negative effects associated with the Proposed Project. The Proposed
Project would not result in significant noise impacts. Review of noise analysis results, presented in
Section 5.14 of this EA, shows that no residential structures or other noise sensitive receptors exist within
the DNL 65 noise contour.
No new facilities would be constructed in areas that are accessible to children, and there would be no
increased chance for children to ingest or come in contact with harmful substances. Based on the
analyses conducted for this EA, the Proposed Project would not result in increased health and safety
risks to children.
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The surface traffic generated by the alternatives considered for analysis years 2018 and 2023 are not
anticipated to degrade the levels of service along key roadways within the influence area of the Proposed
Project, including US 27, SR 80, CR 833, Flag Hole Road, and Pine Cone Avenue. In essence, no road
improvements will be needed as a result of the projected traffic generated by the Proposed Project in
order to maintain the adopted level of service standards. In the Year 2023, the intersection of Airglades
Boulevard and US 27 will need exclusive turn lanes to and from Airglades Boulevard. Also in 2023,
exclusive turn lanes will be required at the two proposed driveways connecting the project with Flag Hole
Road and US 27.
No negative socioeconomic, environmental justice, or children’s health and safety risk impacts would
likely occur, mitigation measures are not warranted.
5.16.2

METHODOLOGY

5.16.2.1 Socioeconomic Impacts
Socioeconomic impacts having potential to result from the Proposed Project were evaluated based on the
thresholds of significance outlined in FAA Order 1050.1F to include:
•

Extensive relocation of residents and availability of replacement housing;

•

Extensive relocation of community businesses that would create severe economic
hardship for the affected communities;

•

Disruptions of local traffic patterns that substantially reduce the levels of service (LOS) of
the roads serving the airport and its surrounding communities; and,

•

A substantial loss in community tax base.

Impacts were determined through the evaluation of the areas affected by the near-term (2018) and longterm (2023) study years. Potentially affected land use, residences, commercial buildings, and
transportation facilities were identified through GIS analysis and field review.
5.16.2.2 Environmental Justice
Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations,” requires that Federal agencies include environmental justice as part of their
mission by identifying and addressing as appropriate, the potential for disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations, low-income populations, and Native American tribes (DOT, 1997). DOT Order 5610.2,
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low Income Populations, implements Executive Order 12898
(DOT, 1997) and was used by FAA for this analysis.
For purposes of this analysis, minority populations and low-income populations were defined as follows:
•

A minority is defined as a person of Hispanic or Latino origin of any race; Black or African
American; Asian; American Indian or Alaskan Native; and Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders.

•

A low-income person is defined as a person living below poverty. The Census Bureau
uses a set of money income thresholds that vary by family size and composition to
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determine who is in poverty. If a family’s total income is less than the established
threshold, then that family and every individual in it is considered in poverty. The official
poverty thresholds do not vary geographically, but are updated annually to account for
inflation.
Environmental justice impacts were evaluated through quantification of populations and households
affected by land acquisition and potential noise impacts for each alternative to determine if there would be
a disproportionately high adverse impact on minority and low-income populations and households.
Census data was used to determine the populations and households affected by each alternative.
5.16.2.3 Children’s Health and Safety Risks
Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risk,”
requires Federal agencies to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks that may
disproportionately affect children and ensure that its actions address any disproportionate risks.
Environmental health risks and safety risks include risks to health or to safety that are attributable to
products or substances that a child is likely to come in contact with or ingest, such as air, food, drinking
water, recreational waters, soil, or products they might use or be exposed to. This evaluation was based
on the alternatives’ potential to result in direct impacts to children in a residential or business setting
within the DSA.
5.16.2.4 Surface Transportation
For the study years 2018 and 2023, surface transportation conditions were evaluated both with and
without (i.e. No-Action) the proposed air cargo facility that includes ancillary land uses. The No-Action
Alternative includes a minimal increase in the ancillary land uses (i.e. warehousing) within the airport area
abutting US 27. The evaluation included the number of vehicle trips (cars and trucks) anticipated to be
generated during construction of the proposed air cargo facility; plus traffic related to the General Aviation
operation forecasts and ancillary land uses (i.e. warehousing and a truck stop) proposed within the airport
site. For the analysis year 2018, access is to remain at only the US 27/Airglades Boulevard intersection.
For analysis year 2023, two additional access points are proposed, connecting with US 27 east of
Airglades Boulevard and with Flag Hole Road. The surface transportation analysis has been issued as a
standalone traffic technical memorandum and is contained in Appendix K.
5.16.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

This section presents an analysis of the potential impacts associated with the No-Action Alternative and
Proposed Project (year 2018).
5.16.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
The No-Action Alternative assumes that the Proposed Project would not occur; however, other on-going
or planned actions at Airglades Airport that are needed for maintenance, security, or safety reasons
would be implemented. The No-Action Alternative would not result in any associated socioeconomic
impacts, environmental justice impacts, or risk to children’s health and safety in 2018 or 2023.
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5.16.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
Socioeconomic Impacts
As part of the Proposed Project no off-airport residences or businesses would be relocated. The Airport
Sponsor would acquire 226 acres to support the planned airport expansion. Located south of the existing
facility, the additional acreage required would incorporate areas of a single agricultural parcel. This 226
acre parcel represents a small fraction of the more than 30,000 acres owned by Hilliard Brothers-Florida
Ltd. in Hendry County. The conversion of this small portion of the Hilliard Brothers property would have a
nominal effect on the overall agricultural production of the company. No other property would be acquired,
and no other proximate use would be displaced. The effect of the displacement of 226 acres of
agricultural land would not create an economic hardship on the local community or constitute a significant
negative impact to the tax base in the GSA or Hendry County.
Environmental Justice Considerations
Refer to Figure 4.12-1 for a depiction of Census Block Groups present within the SSA and a summary of
race, ethnicity, and poverty characteristics. The presence of relatively large minority and low-income
populations within the SSA suggests a higher potential for disproportionate effects on these population
segments. However, the airport is removed from the County’s population centers and located in a portion
of Hendry County generally reserved for agricultural use. As part of the Proposed Project the Airport
Sponsor would acquire 226 acres of agricultural land. However, the Proposed Project would not result in
the displacement of proximate homes or businesses. Additionally, the noise analysis for the Proposed
Project (2018), discussed in Section 5.14, shows that no residential land uses are located within the DNL
65 dB contour for the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant
noise impact in those areas.
Based on the analysis completed, the Proposed Project (2018) would not result in a disproportionately
high and adverse impact on minorities, ethnic groups, Tribal nations, or low-income populations.
Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
The Proposed Project would not result in the acquisition or relocation of any residences, schools, child
care centers, or other similar facilities. No schools or child care facilities are located in areas that would
be affected by significant changes in noise levels associated with the Proposed Project in 2018 and 2023.
Since there are no schools, daycare centers, or other similar facilities within or adjacent to the DSA and
the proposed improvements associated with this alternative would be located entirely on the restricted
airport property, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to increase environmental health and safety risks
or exposures to children in the surrounding community. There would be no disproportionate health and
safety risk to children resulting from the Proposed Project.
Surface Transportation
In 2015, 547 two-way daily trips are anticipated with the Proposed Project, creating an additional 143 twoway daily trips over the No-Action condition. The surrounding roadways of US 27, SR 80, CR 833, Flag
Hole Road, and Pine Cone Avenue within the study area are not anticipated to require additional off-site
road improvements to maintain their adopted Levels of Service. The US 27/Airglades Boulevard
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intersection will not require additional exclusive turn lanes to accommodate the increase in surface
transportation traffic (i.e. cars and trucks). The surface transportation analysis is documented in
Appendix K.
5.16.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

This section presents an analysis of the potential impacts associated with the No-Action Alternative and
Proposed Project (2023). During the 2023 study year, the Proposed Project would not expand the airport
property beyond the airport boundary evaluated in the study year 2018, but would include additional
onsite warehouse and distribution space, Aircraft Maintenance Repair and Overhaul (MRO) facilities, and
aircraft parking. The added facilities would support a higher intensity of use on the airport. Thus the
potential socioeconomic impacts associated with the Proposed Project (2023) may potentially be higher
than those described above for study year 2018.
5.16.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
The No-Action Alternative assumes no further improvements would be made at the Airglades Airport
besides those that are needed for maintenance, security, or safety reasons. Under this alternative,
aircraft operations would increase consistent with the FAA-approved forecast. Because no on-airport or
off-airport improvements would be made at Airglades, and no on- or off-site impacts would occur, the
No-Action Alternative would not result in socioeconomic, environmental justice, or risk to children’s health
and safety impacts.
5.16.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
Socioeconomic Impacts
There would be no additional land acquisition at Airglades Airport in association with the Proposed
Project in 2023. Thus the relocation impacts would be unchanged from that discussed previously for
study year 2018. No other property would be acquired, and no other proximate use would be displaced.
Environmental Justice Impacts
Refer to Figure 4.12-1 for a depiction of Census Block Groups present within the SSA and a summary of
the population’s race, ethnicity, and poverty characteristics. The presence of relatively large minority and
low-income populations within the SSA suggests a higher potential for disproportionate effects on these
population segments. However, the airport is removed from the County’s population centers and located
in a portion of Hendry County generally reserved for agricultural use. The Proposed Project would not
result in the displacement of proximate homes or businesses. Additionally, the noise analysis for the
Proposed Project (2023), discussed in Section 5.14, shows that no residential land uses are located
within the DNL 65 dB contour for the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result
in a significant noise impact in those areas.
Based on the analysis completed, the Proposed Project (2023) would not result in a disproportionately
high and adverse impact on minorities, ethnic groups, Tribal nations, or low-income populations.
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Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
The Proposed Project would not result in the acquisition or relocation of any residences, schools, child
care centers, or other similar facilities. No schools or child care facilities are located in areas that would
be affected by significant changes in noise levels associated with the Proposed Project in 2023. Since
there are no schools, daycare centers, or other similar facilities within or adjacent to the DSA and the
proposed improvements associated with this alternative would be located entirely on the restricted airport
property, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to increase environmental health and safety risks or
exposures to children in the surrounding community. There would be no disproportionate health and
safety risk to children resulting from the Proposed Project.
Surface Transportation
In 2023, the Proposed Project is anticipated to generate 2,253 two-way daily trips, or an additional 1,526
two-way daily trips over the No-Action traffic volumes. For the 2023 No-Action and the Proposed Project,
no additional off-site road improvements are required to maintain the adopted LOS along these roadways
within the study area. The US 27/Airglades Boulevard intersection will require additional exclusive turn
lanes to accommodate the increase in surface transportation traffic. The traffic analysis is included in
Appendix K.
5.16.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development projects in the Hendry County have little
potential to generate extensive residential and business relocations, alter or degrade local transportation
patterns, or disrupt established or planned communities. The Hendry County Economic Development
Council, in concert with local business and other stakeholders, manages and incentivizes growth in the
county using a variety of public/private partnerships and financial incentives. The limited socioeconomic,
environmental justice, and children’s health impact of the Proposed Project, when considered in addition
to those associated with other development projects, is not expected to lead to substantial cumulative
impacts on any of these management activities.
5.16.6

MITIGATION

Since significant socioeconomic, environmental justice, and children’s health and safety risks, and
surface transportation impacts would not occur under the alternatives, in any of the study years,
mitigation measures are not warranted and they have not been developed by the FAA for inclusion in the
Final EA.
5.16.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

According to FAA Order 1050.1F, significant impacts would occur if there were disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on low-income and minority populations; disproportionate health and safety risks to
children; extensive relocation of residents without sufficient relocation housing available; relocation of
businesses that would create severe economic hardship; disruption of traffic patterns affecting the LOS
on area roads; and a substantial loss in community tax base. The analysis presented above does not
indicate that any of these thresholds would be exceeded.
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5.17

WATER RESOURCES

5.17.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the amount of additional impervious surface area
at the Airglades Airport, which, would result in an increased volume of stormwater runoff entering the
airport’s drainage system. A master stormwater drainage system was constructed by Hendry County
under the ERP 26-00532-S issued by the SFWMD to treat and attenuate stormwater runoff from future
development at the Airglades Airport. The existing master stormwater drainage system includes two
existing interconnected wet detention ponds identified as the East Pond and West Pond. These two wet
detention ponds currently have the capacity to treat and attenuate stormwater from future development
anticipated to occur within the boundaries of the existing Project Drainage Area of 551 acres as detailed
in Section 4.13.2. However, the proposed PAC complex expands the Project Drainage Area by
approximately 968 acres to a total of approximately 1,519 acres. The existing East Pond and West Pond
do not have the storage capacity to treat and attenuate stormwater runoff from the proposed PAC
complex and other development related to the Proposed Project due to the increased contributing
drainage area and large amount of impervious surface that would be added. Therefore, additional wet
detention ponds or expansion of the existing wet detention ponds would be required for the Proposed
Project in order to meet the stormwater regulatory requirements mandated the SFWMD and the FHDD.
The Proposed Project has the potential to exceed applicable State of Florida water quality standards
during construction due to temporary erosion, increased turbidity, sedimentation, and potential release of
fuels and lubricants. Measures to minimize erosion and sedimentation and maintain water quality
throughout the construction phase are available and will be implemented. These measures include
project-specific design measures, BMPs, and pollution control plans designed to prevent a project from
exceeding applicable water quality standards.
Operational impacts would increase because of the expansion of the Airglades Airport. Therefore, the
demand for potable water and wastewater treatment would increase.
Mitigation measures are warranted because water quality impacts would occur with the implementation of
the proposed project.
5.17.2

METHODOLOGY

The analysis of potential impacts to water quality was prepared in accordance with the principal
objectives of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and subsequent Clean Water Act, which are to
restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of national waters. The evaluation of
potential water quality impacts was made by reviewing Federal, state, and county regulations; reviewing
SFWMD permit files for the Airglades Airport; analyzing a conceptual design of the proposed drainage
system; and holding discussions with Hendry County’s Public Works Department.
A review of the current Surface Water Management Permit (No. 26-00532-S) issued by the SFWMD to
Hendry County was conducted. It was determined that permitted changes to the surface water
management system would be required to accommodate the anticipated additional stormwater generated
from the planned airside and landside improvements at the Airglades Airport.
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5.17.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.17.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
Water Quantity, Water Quality and Temporary Construction Impacts
Because the No-Action Alternative does not include construction of new facilities or modification of
existing facilities, the amount of impervious surface at the Airglades Airport would not change and
construction-related water quality impacts would not occur. The amount of storm water runoff generated
at the Airglades Airport would not change and no water quantity or water quality impacts to surface
waters would occur. However, surface waters would continue to be susceptible to runoff from industrial
activity at the airport and industrial park.
Groundwater Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the potential for operational impacts to groundwater resources at the
Airglades Airport would not change because there would be no construction activities or change in the
operation of the airport. The surficial aquifer at the Airglades Airport will continue to be susceptible to
potential affects from fuel storage tanks and industrial activity at the airport and industrial park. The
deeper Floridan aquifer is not susceptible to impacts from surface activities and is less influenced by the
surficial aquifer.
Water Supply Impacts
The No-Action Alternative would not result in an increase in the use of potable water at the Airglades
Airport. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would not result in significant impacts to water supply
systems.
Wastewater Impacts
The No-Action Alternative would not result in an increase in the discharge of wastewater at the Airglades
Airport. The existing on-site WWTP and associated spray field has limited capacity but is sufficient to
handle the current wastewater load generated at the existing facilities located at the Airglades Airport and
Industrial park. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would not result in significant impacts to existing
wastewater treatment systems.
5.17.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
Water Quantity Impacts
Changes to the existing drainage system within the study area would occur as a result of the Proposed
Project. The drainage area associated with the Proposed Project would increase from approximately
2,498 acres to approximately 2,594 acres. The additional 96 acres are located at the south end in the
Land Acquisition area where the south end of the proposed runway and parallel taxiway will be located.
The 2,594 acre drainage area is divided into the Project Drainage Area and the Agricultural Drainage
Area as discussed in Section 4.13.2.
The Project Drainage Area would increase approximately 968 acres from approximately 551 acres to
approximately 1,519 acres. Approximately 340 acres of the 1,519 acre Project Drainage Area would be
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impervious surface such as pavement and buildings. The impervious areas would consist of
approximately 49 acres of existing impervious area as described in Section 4.13.2, and approximately
291 acres of impervious surfaces associated with the proposed Air Cargo facility.
The general drainage patterns and drainage systems for the Project Drainage Area would remain as
described in Section 4.13.2. However, a new drainage system comprised of an interconnected network
of underground piped storm sewer, swales and open channels conveying stormwater runoff to dry
detention ponds and wet detention ponds will be constructed. The proposed drainage system for the
proposed PAC facility incorporates and contributes stormwater runoff to the two existing wet detention
ponds identified as the East Pond and West Pond. However, these two existing wet detention ponds do
not have the storage capacity to treat and attenuate the additional stormwater runoff from the PAC facility
and meet requirements mandated by the SFWMD and FHDD. Therefore, the East Pond would be
expanded to provide an additional area of approximately 101 acres of stormwater storage as shown on
Figures 1.5-2 and 5.17-1.
The groundwater table at Airglades Airport is 1- to 2- feet below existing grade. Therefore, fill will be
required to construct a site that can efficiently drain the stormwater runoff. Some of the fill needed to
raise the site can be obtained from the excavated material from the expansion of the East Pond. Raising
the site grades will make it feasible to construct dry detention ponds as shallow pre-treatment systems
throughout the project area near the pollutant source near the upstream end of the proposed storm sewer
system (Figure 5.17-1). However, the stormwater runoff discharging from the pre-treatment dry detention
ponds are required to be further treated in a final treatment BMP at the downstream end of the
stormwater system, which can only consist of wet detention ponds because the depth of the system
conveying the stormwater runoff from the dry detention ponds to the wet detention pond is below the
groundwater table. Wet detention ponds are a potential safety hazard to aircraft because the permanent
pool of water can attract wildlife such as birds that have been known to disrupt flight operations.
Therefore, the modifications to the East Pond will be designed with features and components to minimize
and reduce use by wildlife as recommended in the FAA AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants
On or Near Airports. Specific features and components that can be included in the design modification to
the East Pond to minimize or reduce wildlife usage are described in Section 6.3.1. The Proposed Project
will be constructed within the existing row crops within the agricultural drainage area. Therefore, the
drainage area to the adjacent agricultural drainage area would decrease from 1,947 acres to
approximately 1,075 acres. The existing drainage systems for the Agricultural Drainage Area described
in Section 4.13.2 would remain within the portions of the agricultural area that are not converted to the
PAC complex. The drainage system for the Proposed Project Drainage Area would remain separated
from the drainage system associated with the Agricultural Drainage Area with berms to block the transfer
of water between the two drainage systems.
Water Quality Impacts
The pollutants associated with stormwater runoff from parking lots, roadways, aircraft aprons, runways,
and taxiways such as oils, greases, heavy metals and other pollutants associated with industrial activity at
airports are expected to increase with the construction of the Proposed Project. Conversely, pollutants
associated with stormwater runoff from the sugarcane fields such as phosphorous and nitrogen will be
reduced because portions of the sugarcane fields will be converted to the proposed PAC complex.
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Most of the pollutants from stormwater runoff at the proposed Air Cargo facility will be from areas where
industrial activity occurs such as aircraft fueling, maintenance facilities, storage facilities, parking lots,
roadways, etc. Pollutants from stormwater runoff from the proposed taxiways and runways will be in low
concentrations where it can be considered a minimal impact.
Temporary Construction Impacts
Approximately 1,067 acres of land, which includes expanding the East Pond, would be disturbed by
clearing, excavation, and construction activities associated with the Proposed Project. Therefore, shortterm and temporary water quality impacts may result from construction activities. The Proposed Project
has some potential to exceed applicable water quality standards in adjacent drainage ways during
construction. The potential impacts may include increases in sedimentation and turbidity during rainfall
events. Since these activities would also involve the use of vehicles and equipment, fuels and lubricants,
and the storage of construction materials, there is a risk of release or spills of construction-related
hazardous materials or petroleum substances. In this regard, the Proposed Project has the potential to
exceed applicable State of Florida water quality standards promulgated in Chapter 62-302 of the F.A.C.
This potential exists as areas of disturbed land would be exposed to rainfall, which could result in
stormwater discharges with suspended solids and sediment transport in excess of applicable water
quality standards. Turbidity and sedimentation have the potential to adversely affect water quality,
aquatic organisms, and benthic habitats. The Proposed Project is also expected to involve the use of
fuels, lubricants, solvents, paints, and other materials during construction. A release, spill, or improper
storage would have the potential to introduce these materials and substances into surface waters in
excess of State of Florida water quality standards. However, project-specific BMPs; implementation of
erosion control measures specified in FAA AC 150/5370-10E, Standards for Specifying Construction of
Airports (FAA, 2011); and the implementation of project-specific design criteria to minimize erosion and
sedimentation would prevent and/or minimize potential water quality impacts. As a result of these control
measures, significant and long-term water quality impacts resulting from construction activities associated
with the Proposed Project would not occur.
Groundwater Impacts
Currently the top of the surficial aquifer is exposed to the surface in the many ditches within the existing
sugarcane fields. However the Proposed Project will add a significant amount of fill above existing grade
to accommodate the construction of the proposed Air Cargo facility. The additional fill above existing
grade provides a protective buffer above the surficial aquifer because pollutants within stormwater runoff
are bound in the upper layer of fill above the surficial aquifer as it infiltrates into the ground. Therefore,
under the Proposed Project, the potential for operational impacts to groundwater resources would be
negligible. However, the surficial aquifer will remain susceptible to contamination by spills and leaking
UST systems. For the same reasons as discussed for the No-Action Alternative, the deeper Floridan
aquifer at this location is not susceptible to impacts that may affect the land surface or surficial aquifer.
There is a possibility of the release of contaminants to groundwater during construction. However,
project-specific BMPs and SWPPPs to be designed for the Proposed Project would prevent or minimize
the potential release of contaminants into groundwater. The BMPs and SWPPPs would require
measures to prevent spills, provide swift response to accidental spills, and define acceptable on-site
storage of fuel and lubricants. Given the availability of regionally-accepted BMPs and the design of
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project-specific plans, the Proposed Project would not have a substantial impact on groundwater
resources.
Water Supply Impacts
The Proposed Project would result in an estimated 0.13MGD increase in the use of potable water at the
Airglades Airport. The majority of the additional water usage will be the washing of aircraft parts in the
MRO building. The MRO building may not be operating at full capacity in 2018 shortly after construction
is complete. Therefore, increased water demand for washing aircraft parts may not reach the highest
anticipated demand during the early operational phases of the Air Cargo facility.
Water usage would also increase with the addition of employees. The new Air Cargo facility is
anticipated to employee approximately 761 employees in 2018 after the construction of the Proposed
Project is complete. These employees will increase the water demand by utilizing water closets and other
miscellaneous water uses.
Increased water demand could also increase if irrigation systems are installed to irrigate landscaped
areas. Water demand for landscaping purposes can be reduced by planting drought tolerant plants that
require minimal water such as plants native to the south Florida.
The airport Sponsor would continue to purchase water from the SSWA to serve the PAC Complex and
other airport operations. SSWA receives potable water from the City of Clewiston. In 2008 the City of
Clewiston completed construction of a 3MGD reverse osmosis water treatment facility to provide
additional system capacity. The City of Clewiston stated the City has sufficient potable water supplies to
accommodate the demand of the PAC complex and associated airport operations through the 2018
operating period (see Appendix D).
Wastewater Impacts
The proposed project would result in an increase in discharge of wastewater from the Airglades Airport
because the project would induce activity that discharges wastewater. As stated above for water supply
impacts the majority of the additional wastewater load will be discharge of the wash water used in the
washing of aircraft parts in the MRO building. Wastewater discharge would also increase with the
addition of approximately 761 employees utilizing water closets and other miscellaneous uses. As part of
the Proposed Project the airport Sponsor would construct a new wastewater treatment facility which
would replace the existing WWTP and accommodate all wastewater from existing and future
development at Airglades Airport. The wastewater treatment facility would be designed to discharge to
the wet detention pond system. Unlike the existing WWTP, the new treatment facility would operate
without the use of spray fields which would reduce the attractiveness of the Airport as a wildlife attractant.
In addition to the proposed WWTP development, Hendry County is evaluating design options for
development of a force main which would connect to the City of Clewiston wastewater system and serve
the Airglades Airport as well as non-airport development in the vicinity of the airport. The County has
received a grant from FDOT for preliminary design of this force main and this effort is ongoing. This force
main system is not included as a component of the Proposed Project. However, development of the force
main system, if completed concurrent or in advance of the Proposed Project, could eliminate the need for
future expansion of the WWTP.
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5.17.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.17.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
No impacts to water quantity, water quality, temporary construction, groundwater, water supply and
wastewater in 2023 for the No-Action Alternative would occur as described for the No-Action Alternative
in 2018.
5.17.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
Water Quantity and Water Quality Impacts
The impervious surfaces associated with the construction of the proposed Air Cargo facility will be
constructed in 2018. Therefore, impacts to water quantity and water quality in 2023 are the same as
those described for the No-Action Alternative in 2018.
Temporary Construction Impacts
The construction of the Air Cargo facility will conclude in 2018. Therefore, no temporary construction
impacts associated with the construction of the proposed Air Cargo facility will occur in 2023.
Groundwater Impacts
Impacts to groundwater in 2023 for the Proposed Project are the same as those described for the
proposed project in 2018.
Water Supply Impacts
The proposed project would result in an increase in the use of potable water at the Airglades Airport
because the project would induce activity that uses water. The facility may be operating at full capacity
and be fully staffed with approximately 1,745 employees in 2023. Therefore, water usage in the MRO
building and water demand for personal uses such as the utilization of water closets and other
miscellaneous uses may reach the highest potential anticipated at the Air Cargo facility by 2023.
Water demand for landscaping could also be higher in 2023 if additional landscaping and irrigation
systems are installed in addition to what may be installed in 2018. However, water demand for
landscaping purposes can be reduced by planting drought tolerant native vegetation.
The City of Clewiston has stated that the City has sufficient potable water supply to accommodate
demand of the PAC complex and associated airport operations anticipated in 2023. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in significant impacts to water supply systems in the long term (see
Appendix D).
The Proposed Project would result in an increase in discharge of wastewater from the Airglades Airport
because the project would induce activity that discharges wastewater. As stated above for water supply,
the facility may be operating at full capacity and fully staffed in 2023. Therefore, increased wastewater
discharges from buildings, water closets and other miscellaneous uses may reach the highest potential
anticipated at the Air Cargo facility by 2023. To meet this need, as part of the Proposed Project the airport
Sponsor would construct a wastewater treatment facility which would accommodate all wastewater from
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the PAC complex and future airport development. The wastewater treatment facility would be designed
to discharge to the existing detention pond system, and would be sized to accommodate wastewater
treatment demands through the 2023 planning period.
5.17.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Very little commercial and industrial development is located within in the vicinity of the Airglades Airport
other than the Airglades Industrial Park (located west of Airport Road and south of U.S. 27), and other
adjacent transportation corridors. Most of the existing land uses are agricultural. The construction of the
proposed PAC complex could result in the growth of residential, commercial and industrial developments
in the vicinity. Therefore, water quality impacts from pollutants associated with agricultural uses such as
heavy nutrient loads could shift to pollutants associated with urban development such as oils, grease,
heavy metals, fuels, chemicals etc.
Future development along US 27, from the Airglades Airport to the City of Clewiston and other reasonably
foreseeable development projects in the vicinity of the Proposed Project could also result in temporary
and permanent impacts to water quality and potentially exceed applicable water quality standards.
Temporary impacts may result from land clearing, site disturbance, and grading associated with
construction activities. Temporary construction impacts could be minimized through the use of projectspecific BMPs and applicable federal, state, and local construction mitigation guidelines. Permanent
water quality impacts could result from stormwater runoff from newly constructed impervious surfaces.
Each component of the Proposed Project would be expected to comply with applicable state regulations
that require on-site attenuation and treatment of stormwater. Because land in the immediate vicinity of
the Airglades Airport is primarily agriculture with no impervious surfaces, the potential of the Proposed
Project to substantially increase stormwater discharges and generate considerable impacts with new
impervious surfaces is high. In summary, the cumulative development projects have potential to generate
water quality impacts. However, it is expected that existing programs, policies, permits and regulatory
requirements would prevent and/or minimize the potential water quality impacts to a level below a
substantial impact. Therefore, the water quality impacts of the Proposed Project and the potential
impacts of other development projects are not expected to lead to substantial cumulative water quality
impacts.
5.17.6

MITIGATION

Measures to minimize erosion and sedimentation and maintain water quality throughout the construction
phase are available and would be developed and implemented for the Proposed Project to prevent or
minimize potential water quality impacts and minimize the potential for exceeding applicable water quality
standards. Mitigation of water quantity and quality impacts will comprise designing a proposed drainage
system that meets the design criteria mandated by the SFWMD to obtain an ERP as well as criteria
mandated by the FHDD and FAA. The proposed drainage system will consist of dry detention ponds and
wet detention ponds designed to treat and attenuate the stormwater runoff from a contributing drainage
area. The wet detention ponds will be designed with features and components recommended in the FAA
AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports to minimize and reduce wildlife
usage. A new WWTP will be constructed within the footprint of the project site to accommodate the
additional load from the proposed Air Cargo facility. The new WWTP would be designed to eliminate the
need for spray fields.
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5.17.7

COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

Water Quantity
The FHDD and the SFWMD require that the peak stormwater discharge entering the receiving water
body, which is the “C-5 Canal”, is no more than three-fourths of an inch in twenty-four hours (3/4 in. / 24
hrs.) over the contributing drainage area to the stormwater management facilities for a 25-year, 72-hour
storm event. The proposed stormwater management facilities will consist of the expanded East Pond and
the existing West Pond, which are currently interconnected with a 60-inch RCP under Airglades
Boulevard. The contributing drainage area to these two interconnected wet detention ponds after the
construction of the Proposed Project will be approximately 1,519 acres. An allowable peak discharge rate
of 47.9 cubic feet per second (cfs) for the 25-year, 72-hour storm event was determined by multiplying
0.75-in//24-hour by the contributing drainage area of 1,519 acres and converting the units to cfs.
A preliminary hydrologic/hydraulic analysis of the 1,519-acre contributing drainage area with the complete
build-out of the Proposed Project was developed to evaluate the conceptual design of the proposed
stormwater management facility and determine the required pond sizes to ensure the peak discharge rate
for the 25-year, 72-hour storm does not exceed the allowable discharge rate of 47.9 cfs. The existing
East Pond is proposed to be expanded by approximately 101 acres to satisfy the discharge rate criteria.
Water Quality
The FDEP places threshold limits identified as Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) on particular
pollutants for impaired water bodies listed in the State’s 303(d) impaired water body list. The receiving
water body for the Proposed Project, the “C-5 Canal”, is not on the State’s 303(d) list. Therefore, there
are no TMDLs listed for this water body.
FAA Order 1050.1F states that if a Proposed Project would exceed water quality standards established
by Federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory agencies; or contaminate public drinking water supply such
that public health may be adversely affected, an EIS may be required unless impacts can be reduced
below threshold levels. This statement provides a threshold that can be used to determine if the potential
impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be considered significant or not.
Measures to maintain water quality are available and would be implemented to minimize construction and
operational impacts. These measures include project-specific design measures, BMPs, and pollutioncontrol plans designed to prevent a project from exceeding applicable water-quality standards. The
public drinking water supplies and wastewater treatment systems would accommodate increases in water
resource demands associated with the development of the project site. Given the nature of the Proposed
Project, it is expected that water quality standards would not be exceeded.
Early coordination of the Proposed Project with federal, state, and local regulatory agencies was
85
The early coordination effort did not identify any specific water
conducted at the outset of this EA.
quality concerns which could not be avoided or mitigated or indicate issues regarding the ability to obtain
necessary permits.
85

URS Corporation. Letter re: Notice of Preparation of Environmental Assessment and Scoping Meeting, Airglades Airport,
Hendry County, FL. August 21, 2013.
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5.18

WETLANDS

5.18.1

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS

The Proposed Project would result in approximately 20.4 acres of impacts to wetlands (exotic wetland
hardwoods and freshwater marshes) and 134.7 acres of impacts to other surface waters (streams and
waterways – chiefly agricultural ditches and canals, which are not typically considered to be state or
federally jurisdictional). Therefore, compensatory mitigation is proposed to offset the impacts to the 20.4
acres of wetlands that would result from the implementation of the Proposed Project.
5.18.2

METHODOLOGY

Pursuant to federal and state wetlands regulations, impacts to wetlands must first be avoided to the
greatest extent practicable and for those impacts which cannot be avoided, they must be minimized.
Assessment of unavoidable wetland impacts includes those areas that would be directly affected by
construction activities such as paving, grading, and clearing activities (impact boundary). The resulting
information was incorporated into a GIS database, which was subsequently used to assess the potential
project related impacts on the wetland communities within the BSA.
Potentially impacted wetlands were further assessed using the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method
(UMAM), Chapter 62-345, F.A.C. The methodology provides a standardized procedure used by all
regulatory agencies in Florida for assessing the functions provided by wetlands and other surface waters,
the amount that those functions are reduced by a proposed impact, and the amount of mitigation
necessary to offset that loss. The wetland function indicators measured by UMAM include:
•

Location and Landscape Support (L&LS),

•

Water Environment (WE), and

•

Community Structure.

UMAM scores and associated mitigation for the wetlands impacted by the Proposed Project are
discussed in greater detail in Section 6.4.
5.18.3

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2018)

5.18.3.1 No-Action Alternative (2018)
The No-Action Alternative assumes that no new facilities associated with the Proposed Project would be
constructed; consequently, there would be no impacts to existing wetlands or other surface waters.
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5.18.3.2 Proposed Project (2018)
As shown in Figure 5.8-1 and quantified in Table 5.18-1, construction of the Proposed Project would
result in approximately 20.4 acres of impacts to wetlands and 134.7 acres of impacts to other surface
waters. The development of alternatives to the Proposed Project included a study of a range of
reasonable alternatives, including different locations and alignments of the proposed runway. While no
practicable alternative avoiding all wetland impacts was identified, wetlands WL A, WL B, WL G, WL H,
and WL I (see Figure 4.14-1) are located outside of the anticipated grading limits of the Proposed Project
and would likely be avoided. No impacts are anticipated to Wetland B, which is covered under a
conservation easement with SWFWMD. Wetlands WL D, WL E, WL J and WL F would be directly
impacted by the Proposed Project.
Other surface waters are not typically considered to be state or federally jurisdictional; therefore,
mitigation would be proposed for the 20.4 acres of wetland impacts. However, the other surface waters
present within the area of disturbance are described in Table 5.18-1 below for disclosure purposes only.
As part of the state and federal permitting process, a request will be made for a formal JD of regulated
waters that could be impacted by the Proposed Project.

TABLE 5.18-1
IMPACTS TO WETLAND AND OTHER SURFACE WATER COMMUNITIES
RESULTING FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT
WL/OSW ID
Wetlands
WL D
WL E
WL F
WL J
Other Surface Waters
Ditches and Canals

1

FLUCFCS Code and Description
619 – Exotic Wetland Hardwoods
641 – Freshwater Marsh
641 – Freshwater Marsh
641 – Freshwater Marsh

FWS Classification

2

Acres of
Impacts

PSS3Cd
PEM1Cd
PEM1Cd
PEM1Cd
Subtotal Wetland Impacts

9.2
2.8
6.7
1.7
20.4

510 – Streams and Waterways
PUB2/4C/Kx
Subtotal Other Surface Waters Impacts
TOTAL WETLANDS AND OTHER SURFACE WATERS IMPACTS:

134.7
134.7
155.1

1

FDOT, 1999.
Cowardin et al., 1979
PEM1J = Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Intermittently Flooded
PSS3C = Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonally Flooded
PEM1F = Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Semi-Permanently Flooded
PSS3Cd = Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonally Flooded, Partially Drained/Ditched
PEM1Cd = Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Seasonally Flooded, Partially Drained/Ditched
PUB2/4C/Kx = Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom, Sand/Organic, Seasonally Flooded/Artificially Flooded, Excavated

2

A UMAM assessment was performed for each wetland proposed to be impacted within the area of
disturbance. Table 5.18-2 shows the results of the UMAM assessment score (delta) for each wetland,
the impact acreage, and the functional loss associated with the impacts. The approximate functional loss
of wetland values as a result of 20.4 acres of impact is 6.10 wetland units. The detailed UMAM
assessment for each wetland is provided in Appendix L. UMAM scores are approximate and have not
been approved by SFWMD or USACE. Approved UMAM scores will be determined during the permitting
process.
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TABLE 5.18-2
UNIFORM MITIGATION ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY (UMAM) ANALYSIS OF
WETLAND AND OTHER SURFACE WATER IMPACTS
RESULTING FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT
1

FLUCFCS Code and Description

FWS
2
Classification

Score
(Delta)

Impact
(Acres)

Functional
Loss
(Wetland
Units)

WL D

619 – Exotic Wetland Hardwoods

PSS3Cd

-0.30

9.2

-2.80

WL E

641 – Freshwater Marsh

PEM1Cd

-0.30

2.8

-0.80

WL F

641 – Freshwater Marsh

PEM1Cd

-0.30

6.7

-2.00

WL J

641 – Freshwater Marsh

PEM1Cd

-0.30

1.7

-0.50

TOTAL:

20.4

-6.10

WL/OSW
ID
Wetlands

1

FDOT, 1999
Cowardin et al, 1979
PEM1J = Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Intermittently Flooded
PSS3C = Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonally Flooded
PSS3Cd = Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Broad-Leaved Deciduous, Seasonally Flooded, Partially Drained/Ditched
PEM1Cd = Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Seasonally Flooded, Partially Drained/Ditched
PUB2/4C/Kx = Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottom, Sand/Organic, Seasonally Flooded/Artificially Flooded, Excavated
2

5.18.4

IMPACT POTENTIAL (2023)

5.18.4.1 No-Action Alternative (2023)
The No-Action Alternative assumes that no new facilities associated with the Proposed Project would be
constructed; consequently, there would be no impacts to existing wetlands or other surface waters.
5.18.4.2 Proposed Project (2023)
All of the proposed impacts to wetlands and other surface waters will occur in the Study Year 2018.
Therefore, no further impacts to wetlands and other surface waters are anticipated in the Study Year
2023.
5.18.5

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Past development in the vicinity of the Airglades Airport includes agricultural land uses, commercial
development, and low to medium residential development. Future area developments in the vicinity of
the Airglades Airport within the City of Clewiston are expected to increase as a result of increased
highway traffic and airport use. Most of the available property has been historically developed for
agriculture and residential use. While the Proposed Project would result in increased residential and
commercial development in the City of Clewiston and surrounding areas in Glades and Palm Beach
Counties, the projected level of development would not result in significant cumulative impacts due to the
existing low density of development and projected level of need for goods and services within the area.
Those activities would be required to provide mitigation to offset any wetland impacts.

5-126

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

5.18.6

MITIGATION

The Proposed Project will require mitigation for the loss of wetland communities. Please refer to Section
6.4 of this EA for the discussion on wetland mitigation.
COMPARISON TO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS

5.18.7

With regard to impact thresholds identified in FAA Order 1050.1F, the following statements can be made:
•

The Proposed Project would not adversely affect the function of wetlands to protect the
quality or quantity of municipal water supplies, including sole source, potable water
aquifers.

•

The Proposed Project would not substantially alter the hydrology needed to sustain the
functions and values of the affected wetlands or any wetlands to which they are
connected. Although 20.4 acres of wetlands and 134.7 acres of ditches and canals would
be impacted by the Proposed Project, it would not substantially alter the hydrology
needed to sustain the functions and values of connected wetlands.

•

Through the use of mitigation measures, the Proposed Project would not substantially
reduce the affected wetlands’ ability to retain floodwaters or storm-associated runoff.
Therefore, threats to public health, safety, and welfare are not expected.

•

The Proposed Project would not adversely affect the maintenance of natural systems that
support wildlife and fish habitat or economically-important timber, food, or fiber resources
in the affected or surrounding wetlands.

•

The Proposed Project would be consistent with applicable state wetland strategies.
Pursuant to federal and state wetlands regulations, impacts to wetlands have been
avoided to the greatest extent practicable and for those impacts which could not be
avoided, they were minimized.
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CHAPTER 6.0
MITIGATION
6.1

INTRODUCTION

As described in FAA 5050.4B, an EA describes the conceptual measures that the Airport Sponsor
proposes to mitigate the identified unavoidable environmental impacts. Conceptual measures are
preliminary, qualitative explanations of each mitigation measure the Sponsor develops in consultation
with the responsible FAA official and expertise of jurisdictional agencies. Consistent with FAA Order
5050.4B, this chapter of the EA presents conceptual mitigation measures that are anticipated to minimize
and/or compensate for unavoidable environmental effects associated with the proposed Airglades Airport
PAC complex and associated improvements.
The Proposed Project would result in unavoidable environmental impacts to the following resource
categories, which would require mitigation. The anticipated conceptual mitigation for each impact
category is briefly summarized below and detailed in the referenced section.
•

Fish, Wildlife and Plants (Section 6.2): A pre-construction survey within the project
area will be conducted in coordination with FWS/FWC to minimize adverse effects on
various wetland-dependent and/or listed species, offsetting unavoidable impacts to these
species, and implementation of FWS standard protection measures for each identified
species. As noted in Section 5.8.3, during a March 2014 field review, two adult caracaras
were observed foraging within the BSA and nesting on top of a billboard located on the
south side of US 27 approximately 200 feet west of the BSA. In correspondence dated
June 16, 2016 FWS stated that a final determination of effect on the crested caracara will
be made upon completion of a formal caracara survey and continued Section 7
coordination with the FWS during the design and permitting phase of the project. As
such, as noted in Section 6.2, below, pre-construction field surveys will be performed to
determine the presence of crested caracara in the project area prior to any site
development activities.

•

Water Resources (Section 6.3): Measures to minimize erosion and sedimentation and
maintain water quality throughout the construction phase are available and would be
developed and implemented for the Proposed Project to prevent or minimize potential
water quality impacts, minimize the potential for exceeding applicable water quality
standards, and to minimize the potential for the creation of Wildlife Hazards. The
proposed drainage system will be designed in coordination with the SFWMD to obtain an
Environmental Resources Permit (ERP) as well as to meet discharge criteria mandated
by the FHDD, as appropriate. The proposed drainage system will consist of dry detention
ponds and wet detention ponds designed to treat and attenuate the stormwater runoff
from a contributing drainage area. All wet pond features will be designed as
recommended in FAA AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near
Airports, to minimize and reduce wildlife usage and the potential for the creation of
wildlife hazards. Design features will include features such as steep or vertical sided
walls, topographic features to eliminate or reduce the growth of aquatic vegetation and
prevent foraging by wading birds.
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A new WWTP is proposed to be constructed as part of the Proposed Project. This new
WWTP would replace the existing WWTP and accommodate existing wastewater
treatment needs and the additional wastewater load from the proposed PAC complex.
The new WWTP would eliminate the need for the existing onsite spray fields and would
serve to minimize and reduce any wildlife usage of the existing spray fields.
•

Wetlands (Section 6.4): The Proposed Project would require mitigation for the loss of
wetlands that provide habitat for listed species. If credits are not available at an approved
mitigation bank to offset the unavoidable wetland impacts resulting from the Proposed
Project at the time of the permitting phase, the Airport Sponsor has proposed a
Conceptual Mitigation option that could include the acquisition of land from a willing seller
within the Florida Forever Devil’s Garden project area (partially located within the East
Caloosahatchee drainage basin and approximately 15 miles southwest of the Proposed
Project), and creating, restoring, and/or enhancing a wetland system that could offset the
6.10 units of functional loss resulting from the construction and operation of the Proposed
Project. More definitive mitigation measures will be identified as a part of the Section 404
permitting process in coordination with the USACE and will be based on the formal JD of
regulated waters that would be impacted by the proposed project.
Preliminary assessment indicates that approximately 6-10 acres of herbaceous wetland
habitat may have to be restored/enhanced/created. Coordination with SFWMD and
USACE would be required during the design and permitting phase of the Proposed
Project to confirm the number of acres that would be required to offset the 6.10 units of
functional loss. Once the mitigation wetland area is completed and deemed successful, it
could then be turned over to the state for further management.

The mitigation measures summarized above and detailed in the forthcoming sections are preliminary, and
would only be finalized and implemented by the Airport Sponsor at a time before identified impacts occur,
86
and after the FAA provides: (1) unconditional approval of portions of the ALP that depict the Proposed
Project and its connected actions; and (2) Sponsor acquisition of funding to design and construct the
Proposed Project. As part of the NEPA process, an Advance Notification of the Proposed Project was
sent to state and federal entities, including the SFWMD and the USACE, requesting comments on
potential permit requirements (Appendix D). An additional letter was sent to USACE in October 2013
requesting comments on the initial findings and mitigation options. However, no response has been
received from either agency. Concurrence from the SFWMD and the USACE is not typical during the EA
phase. The permitting agencies will review the mitigation and permitting requirements during the permit
processing phase of the project. The conceptual mitigation presented in this EA is typical of that generally
accepted by the permitting agencies.
6.2

FISH, WILDLIFE AND PLANTS

Potential impacts of the Proposed Project to threatened and endangered species from habitat loss would
occur during construction and operation of the project.
86

The FAA’s “unconditional approval” of an ALP, or portions thereof, signals that: 1) the proposed ALP features are safe and
efficient, 2) the FAA has completed its environmental review, and 3) the FAA has authorized the Airport Sponsor or Project
Proponent to proceed with implementing the Proposed Project.
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In order to avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts to federally- and state-listed species that have
been identified in the Proposed Project area, the following measures will be implemented by the Airport
Sponsor in coordination with FWS and FWC as necessary:

6.3

1.

The FWS standard protection measures for the eastern indigo snake (Appendix E) will
be implemented, as necessary, in coordination with FWS during all construction phases
of the project;

2.

Any necessary state and federal permits will be obtained and coordination with the
appropriate state and federal agencies will occur. If there are unavoidable impacts to
jurisdictional waterbodies, appropriate mitigation to offset adverse impacts to wetlanddependent listed species habitat will be provided;

3.

Prior to construction, appropriate habitats will be surveyed within the project area for
cutthroat grass, eastern indigo snakes, gopher tortoises, gopher tortoise commensal
species, Florida burrowing owls, crested caracara, southeastern American kestrels,
Everglades snail kite, and Florida sandhill cranes. Coordination with FWS and/or FWC
will occur to minimize adverse effects to these species;

4.

Prior to construction, surveys will be conducted within the limits of the Proposed Project
for bald eagle nests. If a nest is observed or documented within 660 feet of the Proposed
Project, coordination with the FWS and FWC will occur.
WATER RESOURCES

Mitigation for any water quantity and quality impacts will consist of designing a proposed drainage system
that meets the design criteria mandated by the SFWMD to obtain an ERP and criteria mandated by the
FHDD and FAA. The proposed drainage system could include dry detention ponds for pre-treatment and
wet detention ponds for final treatment, which would be designed to treat and attenuate the stormwater
runoff from a contributing drainage area of approximately 1,519 acres that includes the proposed PAC
complex.
The contributing drainage area contains approximately 340 acres of impervious area in the DSA identified
for the Proposed Project of which approximately 291 acres are from the proposed PAC complex and 49
acres are existing impervious surfaces associated with the existing Airport and Industrial Park which is
located adjacent to and outside of the DSA. Raising the site elevations with fill is anticipated to make it
feasible to construct shallow dry pre-treatment systems above groundwater elevations because the dry
detention ponds will be placed throughout the site collecting stormwater runoff from small drainage areas
near the upstream end of the proposed storm sewer system. However, the proposed storm sewer
collection system conveying stormwater runoff from the dry detention ponds to the wet detention ponds
for final treatment at the downstream end of the proposed storm sewer system will consist of large pipes
and potentially deep channels that will have flow line elevations below the groundwater table. Therefore,
wet detention ponds are the only feasible final treatment system for this project that meets the permit
criteria mandated by the SFWMD. The wet detention ponds would be designed with features and
components recommended in the FAA AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near
Airports to minimize and reduce wildlife usage.

6-3

Airglades Airport
Environmental Assessment

The conceptual drainage design for the Airglades Airport includes dry detention ponds for the pretreatment of stormwater runoff and wet detention ponds for the final treatment and attenuation of
stormwater runoff. The SFWMD requires all commercial/industrial developments to provide a minimum
dry pre-treatment volume of ½ inch of runoff prior to discharge into the master surface water management
system. Dry pre-treatment ponds are only required to treat the stormwater runoff from areas where
industrial activity occurs such as fueling, maintenance, storage of chemicals and the parking of vehicles
and aircraft. Stormwater runoff from runways and taxiways is not required to be pre-treated in dry
detention ponds because the of the low pollutant loads from these areas as indicated in the Florida
Administrative Conde (F.A.C) 62-330.449 General Permit for Construction, operation, Maintenance,
Alteration, Abandonment or Removal of Airport Airside Stormwater Management Systems. The layout of
the proposed PAC complex indicates industrial activity will take place in a sub-basin of the 1,519-acre
contributing drainage area. The sub-basin where industrial activity would take place encompasses
approximately 265 acres of which approximately 182 acres are impervious. Facilities where industrial
activity would take place include aprons, hangar buildings, parking lots, and roadways. The remaining
109 acres of impervious area consist of runway and taxiway pavement and are not considered industrial.
Therefore, stormwater runoff from the runways and taxiways does not have to be pre-treated in the
proposed dry detention ponds. Stormwater runoff from runways and taxiways can be treated by overland
flow within that adjacent pervious grass area as allowed by F.A.C. 62-330.449. The required dry pretreatment volume for the dry detention ponds is determined by multiplying 265 acres by 0.5-inches, which
equates to approximately 11.05 acre-feet. The conceptual design for Airglades Airport utilizes eight (8)
dry detention ponds that collectively store approximately 12.87 acre-feet of water. The dry detention
ponds have a bottom elevation of 21 feet with overflow weir elevations ranging from 20.8 feet. to 21.1
feet. and the bleeder orifice elevation at 20 feet. The eight outfall structures for the eight dry detention
ponds outfall into a proposed interconnected network of pipes and ditches that convey the stormwater
runoff to the East Pond for final treatment and attenuation.
The two existing wet detention ponds identified as the East Pond and the West Pond do not have the
storage capacity to treat and attenuate the stormwater runoff and meet criteria mandated by the SFWMD
and the FHDD. Therefore, the East Pond is proposed for expansion. The East Pond would be expanded
from a storage volume of approximately 197.55 acre-feet to approximately 516 acre-feet from the normal
water elevation of 17.0 feet, to the top of bank elevation of 20.5 feet. The East Pond expansion would be
along the east and west sides of the East Pond. The west expansion of the East Pond is within the
vacant industrial lots on the east side of Airglades Boulevard where the large spoil pile was created
during the original excavation of the East Pond. The east expansion of the East Pond is located within
the existing sugar cane fields. This would expand the surface area of the east pond by approximately
101 acres from approximately 58.43 acres to 159.43 acres at the top of bank elevation of 20.5 feet.
Wet detention ponds are recommended to be more than 10,000 feet from an airfield that accommodates
turbine-powered aircraft operations according to design guidelines in FAA AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous
Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports. Therefore, during design of the proposed improvements all
efforts will be made to utilize dry-bottom ponds where feasible.
The EA DSA is not large enough to place a wet detention pond 10,000 feet from the proposed Air Cargo
facility and has few open areas large enough to accommodate a wet detention pond large enough to
satisfy the treatment and attenuation criteria mandated by the SFWMD and FHDD. The open spaces
within the DSA that are adjacent to the proposed runway were eliminated as potential sites for wet
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detention ponds because of their proximity to the runway safety area. This includes the open area at the
south end of the Air Cargo facility and west of the proposed taxiway, the open area east of the proposed
runway and the open area north of the proposed runway. Therefore, the best option for pond sites within
the DSA is to expand the existing East Pond within available open space within the DSA adjacent to the
east and west sides of the East Pond.
Since the proposed East pond expansion cannot be located outside of the FAA recommended separation
distance, design modification intended to reduce wildlife attraction will be incorporated as recommended
in FAA AC 150/3200-33B. At a minimum, the design modifications to the East Pond shall include steep
sided banks that are maintained free of vegetation that attracts birds, and rip-rap armored shorelines. In
addition, throughout the design process the Sponsor will evaluate additional measures which could be
incorporated into the pond system design to further avoid and/or reduce potential wildlife hazards
associated with airport operations.
Stormwater would be conveyed to the expanded East Pond through a proposed underground piped storm
sewer conveyance system. All portions of the proposed conveyance system within the runway
approaches would be a closed culvert system to minimize wildlife hazards to arriving and departing
aircraft. This proposed storm sewer system will convey the discharged water to the East Pond, which is
connected to the existing West Pond via a 60-inch Reinforced Concrete Pipe (RCP) under Airglades
Boulevard. No modifications are required for the existing West Pond and the existing outfall structure
located in the West Pond.
The expanded East Pond would be a wet pond due to the high water table at the Airport. Therefore,
based on guidance in FAA AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports, the
pond would be developed with vertical or steep-sided, rip-rap lined banks to minimize the growth of
aquatic vegetation which could serve as a wildlife attractant.
Further, where ponds are located near the Air Operations Area (AOA), AC 150/5200-33B calls for the
application of physical barriers such as wire grids, pillows, or netting, to the extent practical, in order to
minimize aircraft-wildlife interactions. Vegetation located in or around these ponds that would serve as
food or cover for wildlife should also be eliminated. During pond design and construction the airport
Sponsor will evaluate any proposed physical barriers or other features to ensure these systems do not
interfere with either safe aircraft operation or aircraft safety and rescue capabilities.
6.3.1

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Measures to minimize erosion and sedimentation and maintain water quality throughout the construction
phase are available and would be developed and implemented for the Proposed Project to prevent or
minimize potential water quality impacts and minimize the potential for exceeding applicable water quality
standards. These include project-specific design measures and BMPs specified in FAA AC 150/537010C, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports (FAA, 2007h) designed to prevent a project from
exceeding applicable water quality standards. BMPs generally fall into two categories: structural and
non-structural. Structural BMPs are devices or features that minimize the introduction of pollutants (i.e.,
suspended solids) and help remove pollutants from stormwater runoff before being discharged from the
project site. Non-structural BMPs are measures that reduce the generation or accumulation of pollutants
and are sometimes referred to as “source controls.” BMPs and construction-related control measures
would be specifically designed to minimize water quality impacts during construction of Proposed Project
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and would help ensure stormwater discharges that are in compliance with applicable water quality
standards. The Proposed Project would require and implement project-specific BMPs. The development
of BMPs for the Proposed Project would incorporate regionally-accepted methods and practices for
stormwater discharges associated with airport construction activity. Land development and construction
guidance provided in FAA AC 150/5370.10C, Standards for Specifying the Construction of Airports, would
also be incorporated into the project plans and specifications to reduce the potential for erosion and
minimize construction-related impacts. Specific measures and practices that may be implemented are
discussed below.
Design Measures – The final design for the Proposed Project would consider and include design
measures, as appropriate, to minimize erosion potential and sediment transport. Measures may include,
but not be limited to, maintaining slopes that promote sheet flow and minimizing the limits of construction
to reduce exposed land.
Construction Sequencing and Erosion Control Measures – Construction sequencing and phasing
would be specified in the Proposed Project’s final design plan. Construction sequencing is an effective
method to minimize erosion by reducing the amount of exposed land at any one time. In addition to
construction sequencing, erosion-control measures further reduce the potential to exceed water quality
standards. These measures consist of reducing erosive effects of rain on exposed soils through the use
of temporary and permanent soil stabilization measures, stabilizing slopes, and re-establishing vegetation
to stabilize disturbed areas and reduce stormwater flow velocities. Common erosion control measures
that may be used during construction of the Proposed Project includes mulching exposed soils, installing
geotextile fabrics, mats, mulch, or other cover materials to stabilize slopes, installing sod, and seeding
exposed areas to establish ground cover. The Proposed Project would incorporate construction
sequencing and erosion control measures, as appropriate, to minimize exposed land and erosion.
Structural Controls to Minimize Sediment Transport – The use of structural controls during
construction to minimize erosion and sediment transport would be further detailed in the Proposed
Project’s final design plan. Structural controls are available and would be implemented as necessary to
maintain water quality. Potential water quality impacts would be minimized through the use of structural
controls that reduce stormwater velocities and allow settling of solids. Structural controls would include,
but not necessarily be limited to staked-hay bales, silt fences, and floating baffles in adjacent water
bodies. The reduction in velocity and/or detention of stormwater provided by these measures would allow
suspended solids, particularly sediment, to settle out of the runoff and/or be limited to open waters
immediately adjacent to the construction area. The Proposed Project would include the use of structural
controls, as appropriate, to minimize erosion and sediment transport.
Pollution Prevention and Control – Project-specific pollution prevention and waste management plans
would also be developed and implemented to provide an effective means to address the storage,
handling, and disposal of fuels, lubricants, and other materials used in the construction of the Proposed
Project. The Proposed Project would include a requirement that the contractor prepare and implement a
project-specific SWPPP, a solid waste management plan, and a SPCCP documenting measures to
prevent accidental release to the environment, and should they occur, the response procedures and
corrective actions in place to minimize environmental impacts. In addition, the contractor would be
required to comply with Federal, state and local hazardous materials and waste management regulations
to assure proper management of hazardous and other special waste streams for the Proposed Project.
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Collectively, these erosion control measures, BMPs, and pollution prevention plans would be expected to
preclude substantial construction-related water quality impacts and substantially reduce the potential of
the Proposed Project to exceed applicable water-quality standards.
6.3.2

WASTEWATER IMPACTS

All wastewater generated at Airglades Airport is treated at the onsite WWTP and treated effluent is
dispersed onto the associated spray field. This WWTP receives flows from the terminal, some airport
hangars, USN, and Clewiston Tank Wash. FDOT provided funding for expansion of the WWTP and
associated spray field to increase its capacity from 16,400 GPD to 30,000 GPD. A NEPA Categorical
Exclusion was accomplished with the FAA during June 2013 for this action. Construction of the
expanded WWTP was completed in 2015. No ponding of water is allowed on the existing spray field and
storage ponds are in place for treated effluent when the spray field is under water due to heavy rainfall.
The storage ponds have steep banks and are dry except at times during the rainy season. The ponds
and spray field are mowed on a regular basis.
The WWTP and associated spray field has limited capacity. As part of the Proposed Project the airport
Sponsor would construct a new WWTP within the footprint of the project site to accommodate all
wastewater processing requirements from the proposed PAC Complex and other components of the
Proposed Project. The WWTP would be designed with features and components recommended in the
FAA AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports to minimize and reduce
wildlife usage. The wastewater treatment facility would be designed to discharge to the existing detention
pond system. Unlike the existing WWTP, the new treatment facility would operate without the use of
spray fields, which would reduce the attractiveness of the Airport as a wildlife attractant. Further, the
existing spray fields at the Airport would be removed upon completion of the new WWTP
As previously discussed in Section 5.17.3.2, Wastewater Impacts, Hendry County has received a grant to
evaluate design options for development of a force main which would connect to the City of Clewiston
wastewater system, and could serve the Airglades Airport as well as non-airport development in the
vicinity of the airport. However, because this force main system is not included as a component of the
Proposed Project and the timing for potential development of the force main system is currently unknown,
the EA assumes that the Proposed Project would include construction of a new WWTP to accommodate
the projected wastewater demands at the Airport.
6.4

WETLANDS

The Proposed Project would require mitigation for the loss of wetlands. Approximately 20.4 acres of
impact to could result in 6.10 units of functional loss. In correspondence received from USACE on
October 23, 2013 (provided in Appendix D), the USACE stated that, pursuant to the 2008 mitigation rule,
compensatory mitigation at a federally approved mitigation bank is the preferred mitigation method.
Currently, the Proposed Project area does not fall within the service area of a federally approved
mitigation bank. The Jacks Branch mitigation bank located in Hendry County is under development and
has received a conceptual approval permit for construction from SFWMD. The USACE lists the status of
this mitigation bank as pending. No mitigation credits have been released yet. The Proposed Project is
approximately 17 miles northeast of the Big Cypress Mitigation Bank service area. In accordance with
Section 10.2.8 of the ERP Applicant’s Handbook Volume I, the purchase of credits from a mitigation bank
outside the affected drainage basin must provide reasonable assurance the proposed impacts will not
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have unacceptable cumulative impact on similar wetlands types within the same basin based on a
cumulative impact assessment.
If credits are not available at these mitigation banks to offset the unavoidable wetland impacts resulting
from the Proposed Project at the time of the permitting phase, wetland impacts could have to be mitigated
by creating, restoring, enhancing, or preserving wetlands off airport property but within the same drainage
basin. The Proposed Project is located within the East Caloosahatchee drainage basin.
Restoring, enhancing, and/or creating wetlands for mitigation may consist of grading to elevations
sufficient to support appropriate hydrology, planting desirable wetland plant species, and a minimum
of three to five years of quantitative and qualitative monitoring.
Wetland mitigation areas are considered by the FAA to be potential hazardous wildlife attractants.
According to FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33B, the FAA recommends a distance of five miles
between the farthest edge of the airport’s air operation area and the hazardous wildlife attractant if the
attractant could cause hazardous wildlife movement into or across the approach or departure airspace
(FAA, 2007). Based on this information, a conceptual mitigation option was developed that is within the
East Caloosahatchee drainage basin and at least five miles from the Proposed Project.
6.4.1

CONCEPTUAL MITIGATION OPTION

As previously stated, compensatory mitigation at a state and federally approved mitigation bank will be
considered first pursuant to the 2008 USACE mitigation rule. If at the time of the state and federal permit
process credits are not available at a mitigation bank, wetland impacts will be mitigated by creating,
restoring, enhancing, or preserving wetlands off-site within the same drainage basin. The following
mitigation concept is tentative and for disclosure purposes only.
Florida Forever is a conservation and recreation lands acquisition program. When Florida Forever
funding is appropriated by the legislature, it is distributed by the FDEP to a number of state agencies and
programs to purchase public lands in the form of parks, trails, forests, WMAs and more. Devil’s Garden is
a Florida Forever project that is partially located within the East Caloosahatchee drainage basin and
approximately 15 miles southwest of the Proposed Project (see Figure 6.4-1).
The Devil’s Garden project area is 82,995 acres, 11,656 acres of which have been acquired by the state.
Currently, the Devil’s Garden Florida Forever project area consists of ranch land that has been heavily
impacted by agriculture. Non-forested wetlands, including marsh, swale, and wet prairie make up the
dominant natural communities still present on the property. Some of the primary goals of management
for the Devil’s Garden project are to protect, restore, and maintain the quality and natural functions of
land, water, and wetland systems of the state. The Conceptual Mitigation Option includes the acquisition
of land from a willing seller within the Devil’s Garden project area and creating, restoring, and/or
enhancing a wetland system that would offset the 6.10 units of functional loss resulting from the
construction and operation of the Proposed Project. A UMAM assessment was performed to determine
the approximate number of acres needed to offset the 6.10 units of functional loss. Based on the
assessment, approximately 6-10 acres of herbaceous wetland habitat would have to be
restored/enhanced/created. Coordination with SFWMD and USACE would be required during the design
and permitting phase of the Proposed Project to determine the number of acres that would be required to
offset the 6.10 units of functional loss. Once the mitigation wetland area is completed and deemed
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successful, it would then be turned over to the state for further management. As part of the NEPA
process, an Advance Notification of the Proposed Project was sent to state and federal entities, including
the SFWMD and the USACE, requesting comments on potential permit requirements (Appendix D). An
additional letter was sent to USACE in October 2013 requesting comments on the initial findings and
mitigation options. However, no response has been received from either agency. Concurrence from the
SFWMD and the USACE is not typical during the EA phase. The permitting agencies will review the
mitigation and permitting requirements during the permit processing phase of the project. The conceptual
mitigation presented in this EA is typical of that generally accepted by the permitting agencies.
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CHAPTER 7.0
COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
7.1

INTRODUCTION

Early agency coordination and a public involvement program were implemented to ensure information
regarding the proposed airport development and potential environmental impacts were made available to
the general public and public agencies and that input from interested parties was received and
considered in the development of this EA. The primary components of the agency and public
participation program for this EA include:
•

Public and agency Scoping at the beginning of the NEPA process,

•

Publication of the Draft EA for public and public agency review,

•

A combined Public Information Workshop and Public Hearing on the Draft EA, and

•

Public notice of the FAA’s decision of whether to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) or to prepare an EIS.

The following summarizes the public involvement and review process.
7.2

PUBLIC AND AGENCY SCOPING

To ensure all issues and public concerns related to the Proposed Project were identified and considered
at the outset of the EA, the Airport Sponsor (Hendry County) implemented a formal Scoping process.
The Scoping process: 1) informed agencies and the public that an EA was being initiated; 2) informed
agencies and the public of the Proposed Project associated with the privatization of the airport and
development of cargo facilities; and, 3) solicited input and comments related to issues and concerns that
should be addressed in the EA.
A variety of methods were used to inform the public and agencies about the EA Scoping process,
including notices in two local newspapers (both English and Spanish language versions of the notice),
media outlet notifications, agency notification letters, and a project website. A copy of the notice, an
information packet, and Agency Scoping Meeting invitation
letter were mailed to select federal, state, and local officials,
governments, agencies, and Native American tribe officials
and representatives.
An opportunity was afforded to interested agencies,
government officials, and Native American tribe officials
and representatives to meet at the Airglades Airport at
10:00 a.m. on September 19, 2013 for the purpose of
becoming familiar with Airglades Airport and viewing the
proposed project development site. Agency and Public
Scoping Meetings were held on Thursday, September 19,
2013 at the John B. Boy Auditorium in Clewiston, Florida. The Agency Scoping Meeting was held
between the hours of 1:30 p.m. and 3:30 p.m. for federal, state, and local governmental officials, Native
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American tribe officials and representatives, and agencies. The Public Scoping Meeting was between the
hours of 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m.
The Scoping comment period began on August 22, 2013 and closed on October 19, 2013. During this
timeframe, a total of 31 comment submittals were received by Hendry County through mailed comment
letters and comments made to the court reporter at the Scoping meetings. Appendix D of this EA
contains a copy of each Scoping comment submittal. Each comment was considered in the development
of the EA’s scope of study. Documentation and a detailed discussion of the Scoping notification,
meetings, and comments can be found in the Airglades Airport Scoping Report, dated October 29, 2013
(see Appendix D).
The issues identified during the Scoping Process are summarized below.
•

A majority of the Scoping comments received were in favor of the Proposed Project.

•

Agricultural growers, cargo brokers, freight forwarders located in South Florida provided
comments that were all in favor of the Proposed Project.

•

FDEP noted that the Proposed Project will likely require drinking water and domestic
wastewater collection and treatment permits from the state, depending on the anticipated
water demand and the wastewater flows. The construction project would also require an
ERP for stormwater management and wetland impacts from the SFWMD.

•

State Route 80 and US Highway 27 – The Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) is Florida’s
high priority network of transportation facilities important to the state’s economy and
mobility. Both SR 80 and US 27 in the vicinity of the Airglades Airport are considered to
be SIS facilities and are anticipated to have sufficient capacity to support the trips that
would be generated from the Proposed Project.

•

A site-specific access development plan with a revised traffic impact analysis will be
required for highway access improvements.

•

The Florida Department of Economic Opportunity notes that Hendry County continues to
experience the highest unemployment rate in Florida and development at the airport will
enhance the region’s economic base, create entrepreneurial opportunities and enhance
the region’s competitiveness.

•

The Proposed Project is consistent with the FCMP.

•

The Proposed Project will not affect historic properties.

•

The following endangered species should be taken into consideration: wood stork,
eastern indigo snake, Florida panther, and crested caracara.

•

The Proposed Project should include measures to minimize adverse effects on the
Eastern indigo snake. The Proposed Project is unlikely to affect wood storks and habitat
for the Florida panther. The Proposed Project should consider measures to protect and
conserve migratory birds.
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7.3

•

The proposed site appears to contain Waters of the United States, including wetlands
and tributaries. A JD for the entire site is recommended.

•

Unavoidable impacts to Waters of the U.S. and wetlands will require mitigation.
Mitigation at a federally-approved mitigation bank is preferred.

•

The Proposed Project may require air quality permits. Specific air quality permit needs
will be determined as the project is further developed.
DRAFT EA AVAILABILITY FOR REVIEW

The Draft EA was made available for review by the general public and interested parties from
commencing March 17, 2017. The public comment period on the Draft EA extended from March 17
through May 5, 2017.

Notification of the document's availability was accomplished through legal

advertisements in newspapers of local circulation - The Clewiston News, Glades County Democrat, and
the Hendry-Glades Sunday News.

The Notice was published twice prior to the date of the Public

Hearing. Publication dates were March 16, 2017 and April 13, 2017. A Spanish language version of the
Notice was also published on the same days in the same newspapers. In addition, a postcard mailer
announcing availability of the Draft EA and the Public Hearing was distributed to approximately 3,000
addresses within the SSA identified for this EA (see Figure 4.12-1). Appendix M-1 contains a copy of the
Notice, the Spanish Language version of the Notice, affidavits of publication obtained from the publisher,
and a copy of the postcard mailer. The Draft EA was also made available for review at the locations listed
below, and electronically for viewing or download from project web site at www.airgladesea.com.
•
•
•
•
•

Hendry County Clerk of Courts. LaBelle, FL
Clewiston Public Library, Clewiston, FL
Barron Library, LaBelle, FL
Glades County Public Library, Moore Haven, FL
Harlem Public Library, Clewiston, FL

Copies of the Draft EA were distributed to federal, state and local agencies. A list of agencies receiving
the Draft EA is provided in Appendix M.
Anyone wishing to comment on the information and conclusions in the Draft EA was invited to do so at
any time during the advertised public review and comment period. The public was requested to submit all
comments in written form to the following address:
Mr. Charles Chapman IV
Hendry County Administrator
Post Office Box 2340
LaBelle, Florida 33975
7.4

PUBLIC HEARING

A combined Public Information Workshop and Public Hearing was held from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. on
April 19, 2017 at the John B. Boy Auditorium, located at 1200 WC Owen Avenue, Clewiston, Florida
33440. The public hearing was held to consider the social, economic, and environmental effects of the
Proposed Project, and to receive comments from the public and government agencies. Information,
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maps, and diagrams explaining the Proposed Project and potential impacts to the environment were
made available for inspection. Airport representatives and their consultant were on hand to discuss the
Proposed Project and answer questions. Comment forms and court reporters were available for the
public to submit written comments or provide verbal comments during the Public Hearing. No formal
presentation was made during the Public Hearing.
The Public Hearing began with an informal review of informational display boards followed by a brief
introduction and overview of the hearing’s purpose from a Public Hearing officer. Members of the public
then provided oral and written comments. The Public Hearing was attended by 255 members of the public
including representatives of Hendry County and AIA. Comment forms were available for attendees to
submit written comments at the meeting. During the Public Hearing, the following comments were
collected:
•

24 completed comment forms; and

•

27 private comments recorded by court reporter.

7.5

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA

As noted above, the Draft EA comment period began on March 17, 2017 and closed on May 5, 2017.
During this timeframe, a total of 79 comment submittals were received by Hendry County through mailed
comment letters and comments received at the Public Hearing. Appendix M-2 of this EA contains a copy
of each comment submittal including verbal comments to the court reporter.

All comments were

inventoried and reviewed. Each comment submittal was categorized by subject and commenter and
incorporated into a Comment/Response database system. Copies of all comment letters are provided in
Appendix M-2 of this report. The following sections summarize the comments received. Summaries of
the comments received and a response to each specific comment are included in Appendix M-2 of this
report.
7.5.1

FEDERAL AGENCY COMMENTS

The EPA and U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) were the only federal agencies that submitted Draft EA
comments. Other Federal agencies and organizations that received copies of the Draft EA but who did
not provide comments include the USACE, NMFS, FWS, FEMA, FHWA, National Park Service,
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and NRCS.
7.5.2

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES COMMENTS

Native American Nations / Tribes that were provided copies of the Draft EA include: the Seminole Tribe
of Florida (STOF), Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, and the Poarch
Band of Creek Indians. The STOF provided comments on the Draft EA in a letter dated May 18, 2017.
The FAA provided a letter responding to the STOF comments (Appendix D). Additional comments were
provided by the STOF in a letter dated July 19, 2017. Responses to all comments are addressed in
Appendix M. No other comments were received from Native American Nations / Tribes.
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7.5.3

STATE AGENCY COMMENTS

The Florida State Clearinghouse provided correspondence on April 24, 2017 that provided comments on
the Draft EA from the FDOT, SFWMD, FWC, and the Florida Division of Historical Resources. A letter
written by the FWC on April 10, 2017 also provided comments on the Draft EA.
7.5.4

LOCAL MUNICIPALITIES/LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS/REGIONAL PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS

Draft EA comments were solicited from local governments and municipalities, local elected officials, and
the regional planning organizations.

Draft EA comments were received from the City of Clewiston,

Glades County elected officials, Hendry County Economic Development Council, and the City of LaBelle.
7.5.5

PUBLIC AND SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP COMMENTS

Seventy-eight public comments were received on the Draft EA, majority of which were in favor of the
Proposed Project.
7.5.6

COMMENTS RECEIVED (BY CATEGORY)

As noted a total of 79 individual comments were received during the Draft EA comment period. Each
comment was reviewed and categorized (i.e., aircraft noise, air quality, historic resources, etc.). Each
individual comment was entered into a Comment/Response database – either verbatim from the
comment submittal or summarized to capture the intent and meaning of the comment. A tabulation of the
Draft EA comments that were received, by entity and category, is provided in Table 7.5-1. Please note
that some comments were divided into multiple categories based on the content; therefore, the totals in
Table 7.5-1 differs from the total amount of individual comments (79) reported above.

In addition,

comments entered in categories other “In Support Of” may have also expressed support of the project but
were not duplicated into this category
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TABLE 7.5-1
NUMBER OF DRAFT EA COMMENTS BY ENTITY AND CATEGORY

Category
Purpose and Need
Noise
Air Quality
Coastal Resources
DOT Act: Section 4(f)
Fish, Wildlife and Plants
Historic and
Archaeological Resources
Natural Resources and
Energy Supply
Secondary (Induced)
Impacts
Socioeconomic Impacts,
Environmental Justice,
and Children’s
Environmental Health and
Safety
Water Quality
Wetland
Coordination/Public
Involvement
Surface Transportation
In Support of the Project*
TOTAL:

Federal
Agency
1
1
1

State
Agency

Native
American
Nations /
Tribe

Local
Municipalities/
Elected Officials/
Regional Planning
Organizations
2

2

Public/
Special
Interest
Groups
13
1
1

2
1

1

2

1

1

1
1
1

19

19

2

3

1

2
1

1

8

Total
15
2
2
2
1
2

6

1

10
12

2

3

1
29
68

1
29
85

*

Comments entered in other categories may have also expressed support of the project but were not duplicated
into this category.
Source: Compiled by AECOM, 2017.

7.6

FINAL EA

The Draft EA has been revised as necessary to summarize and incorporate comments received during
the public and agency review period. Hendry County and the FAA have considered all substantive
comments received from the general public, agencies, and organizations in development of the Final EA.
Summaries of comments received, responses, and any necessary revisions to the EA have been
incorporated into the Final EA. Hendry County has submitted the Final EA to the FAA for review and
determination of whether to issue a FONSI or to prepare an EIS.
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CHAPTER 8.0
LIST OF PREPARERS
8.1

LIST OF PREPARERS

As required by FAA Order 5050.4B, the names and qualifications of the principal persons contributing
information to this EA are identified. It should be noted, in accordance with Section 1502.6 of the CEQ
regulations, the efforts of an interdisciplinary team, consisting of technicians and experts from various
fields of study were required to accomplish this study. Specialists involved in this EA included those in
such fields as airport planning; biology; historic/archaeological; water resources; and other disciplines.
AIRPORT SPONSOR
Charles T. Chapman IV – County Administrator, Hendry County, Florida.
Shane Parker, P.E. – Public Works Director, Hendry County, Florida.
Frederick C. Ford. A.A.E – Airport Manager, Hendry County, Florida.
AECOM (FORMERLY URS CORPORATION) - PRIME CONSULTANT
Paul Sanford – Project Manager/Airport Environmental Planner. BS Environmental Science and Policy,
9 years of experience in environmental assessment and impact analyses. Responsible for project
management, document production, technical writing. Prepared Natural Resources and Energy
Supply, and Light Emissions/Visual Impacts analysis. Prepared air quality analysis and technical
documentation
Paul Behrens – Project Manager (former). MS Biology, B.S. Marine Science, 33 years of experience in
environmental assessment and impact analyses. Responsibilities include project management,
agency and public coordination, environmental and aviation planning, environmental impact
analyses, and technical writing.
Peter Green, AICP – Project Manager (former). B.S. Environmental Resource Management and
Planning, M.P.A. Public Administration/Coastal Zone Studies, 22 years’ experience.
Responsibilities include project management and coordination, environmental and aviation
planning, Public Involvement Program coordination, document production, quality assurance/quality
control (QA/QC) management, and technical writing. Mr. Green resigned from URS in 2014.
Russell P. Forrest, GISP – Deputy Project Manager. B.A. Zoology; M.S. Environmental Engineering. 30
years of experience. Responsibilities project management and coordination, public involvement,
environmental impact analysis, technical writing, and document production.
Marvin Brown – Senior Architectural Historian and Historian. B.A. and M.A. American Civilization, J.D.
Law, 31 years of experience. Responsible for historic and architectural-historic evaluation and
Section 106 coordination.
Daniel Cassedy – Archaeologist. Ph.D., M.A., and B.A. in Anthropology, 32 years of experience.
Responsible for archaeological evaluation.
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Daniel Botto – Senior Airport Environmental Planner. B.S. Aviation Business Administration, 18 years of
experience. Responsible for technical writing, and quality assurance of noise modeling and noise
impact analysis.
Susan Durrance – Senior Ecologist. BS, Education; BS, Environmental Sciences; 13 years of
experience. Responsible for field investigations, BAs, mitigation strategies, and technical writing.
Tia Norman – Ecologist. BS – Environmental Science. 9 years of experience. Responsible for
environmental permitting, listed and protected species, mitigation, conservation, restoration,
wetland delineations, monitoring, wildlife surveys, habitat assessments.
Tom Pride – Senior Environmental Scientist. M.S. Biology, 26 years of experience. Responsibilities
include oversight of wetlands and protected species evaluations and quality assurance reviews of
biological studies.
Adam Purcell – City Planner. MSP, Urban and Regional Planning. 10 years of experience. Responsible
for the evaluation of sociocultural, Section 4(f), and secondary and induced effects.
Russell Pratt, P.E. – Project Engineer. Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering 29-year experience.
Responsibilities include evaluation of water quality impacts and floodplain impacts.
Domingo Noriega, PE – Traffic Engineer. B.S. Civil Engineering, 30 years of experience. Responsible for
oversight of surface transportation analysis for existing and future levels of service, travel demand
forecasting, and quality assurance of technical documentation.
Bob Johnson, AICP – Transportation Planner. BS- Urban Planning, 35 years of experience. Responsible
for existing traffic and future traffic projections and technical documentation.
Vickie Scott – Senior Transportation Planner. 33 years of experience. Responsible for traffic noise
analysis and technical documentation.
Robert O’Donnell - Transportation Planner. BS Civil Engineering, MA Aviation Management, MPA, 16
years Project Development and Environmental (PD&E). Responsible for traffic noise analysis,
freight studies, and long range transportation planning.
Robert Morris – Senior CAD Specialist. 22 years of experience. Responsible for CAD, project drawings,
and analysis.
Dale Edgar – GIS Analyst. B.A. Geography, 11 years of experience.
mapping, database development, and data analysis.

Responsibilities include GIS

Kimberly Chenoweth – Environmental Planner. B.S. Aviation Management. 3 years of experience.
Responsible for document preparation.
Robin Nagy – Document Specialist. 41 years of experience. Responsible for the overall document
production process including word processing, document editing, and assembly.
CRAWFORD MURPHY & TILLY, INC. – SUBCONSULTANT
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Laura Sakach, P.E., AICP – Project Manager. B.S. Civil Engineering, 27 years of experience in
environmental assessment and impact analysis. Responsibilities include technical writing, purpose
and need, and alternatives analysis.
Doug Gregory, CM – Planner, B.S. Aeronautical Science, 12 years of experience in aviation planning.
Responsible for aviation planning, airspace coordination, forecasts, and alternatives analysis.
Charles Taylor, P.E.

- Senior Project Engineer, B.S. Civil Engineering, 33 years of experience in

aviation design. Responsible for project construction schedule and cost estimates.
Lana Sumner, AICP – Senior Planner. B.S. Aeronautical Administration, 25 years of experience in
environmental assessment and impact analysis. Responsible for noise analysis and QA/QC.
Adam Durrin – Planner. B.S. Aviation Management. Responsible for aviation planning and alternatives
analysis.
Boyd Nowicki – GIS Specialist. A.S. Building Construction, 26 years of experience. Responsible for
CAD, GIS, project drawings and analysis.
Ryan Johnson – GIS Specialist. A.S. Mechanical Engineering. 23 years of experience. Responsible for
CAD, GIS, project drawings and analysis.
Dan Naumovich – Document Specialist. B.S. Marketing. M.A. Communications. 21 years of experience
in professional writing and editing. Responsible for editing and QA/QC.
Pete Steenland (Sidley Austin Brown & Wood – Sub-consultant to CMT) – B.A. Science J.D., 43 years
of experience in NEPA compliance. Responsible for QA/QC legal sufficiency review of purpose
need and alternatives.
KB ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES, INC. – SUBCONSULTANT
Michael Kenney – Air Quality Scientist. B.A. Environmental Science, M.S. Environmental Engineering
Science, 30 years of experience. Responsible for QA/QC of air quality impact assessment and
interpretation and presentation of air quality results.
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CHAPTER 10.0
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS, ACRONYMS

A
AADT
ACHP
ACMC
ACRP
ACS
AIA
AIP
ALP
ALS
AOA
APE
APPP
APU
ARFF
AST
ASTM
ATCT
ATO
AVGAS

Average Annual Daily Traffic
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Aircraft Conversion And Modification Center
Airport Cooperative Research Program
American Community Survey
Airglades International Airport, LLC
Airport Improvement Program
Airport Layout Plans
Approach Light System
Air Operations Area
Area of Potential Effect
Airport Privatization Pilot Program
Auxiliary Power Unit
Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting Facility
Aboveground Storage Tanks
American Society for Testing And Materials
Air Traffic Control Tower
Air Traffic Organization
Aviation Gasoline

B
BA
BEBR
BLS
BMPs
BSA

Biological Assessment
Bureau of Economic and Business Research
Below Land Surface
Best Management Practices
Biological Study Area

C
CAA
CBSA
CEQ
CFA
CFR
CFS
CO
CO2
CY
CZMA

Clean Air Act
Core Based Statistical Areas
Council on Environmental Quality
Core Foraging Area
Code of Federal Regulations
Cubic Foot Per Second
Carbon Monoxide
Carbon Dioxide
Calendar Year
Coastal Zone Management Act

D
dB
dBA
DDMS
DFIRM

Decibel
A-weighted decibels
Disaster Debris Management Sites
Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map
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DHR
DNL
DOT
DSA

Division of Historic Resources
day-night average sound level
U.S. Department of Transportation
Detailed Study Area

E
EA
EIA
EIS
EMS
EPA
ERP
ESA

Environmental Assessment
Energy Information Administration
Environmental Impact Statement
Emergency Medical Services
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Resource Permit
Endangered Species Act of 1973

F
F.A.C.
FAA
FAC
FCBF
FCMP
FDACS
FDEO
FDEP
FDOT
FEMA
FHDD
FHWA
FIRM
FLUCFCS
FMSF
FNAI
FONSI
FPPA
FWC
FWP
FWS

Florida Administrative Code
Federal Aviation Administration
Florida Association of Counties
Florida Customs Brokers & Forwarders Association, Inc.
Florida Coastal Management Program
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Florida Department of Economic Opportunity
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Florida Department of Transportation
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Flag Hole Drainage District
Federal Highway Administration
Flood Insurance Rate Maps
Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System
Florida Master Site File
Florida Natural Areas Inventory
Finding of No Significant Impact
Farmland Protection Policy Act
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Forecast Working Paper
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

G
GA
GAO
GCTLs
GHG
GIS
gWh
GSA
GSE

General Aviation
U.S. General Accounting Office
Groundwater Cleanup Target Levels
Greenhouse Gas
Geographic Information System
Gigawatt-hours
Generalized Study Area
Ground Support Equipment

H
HAP

Hazardous Air Pollutant
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HCCP

Hendry County Comprehensive Plan

I
ICRP
ILS
INM
IRIS

Interconnected Pond Routing
Instrument Landing System
Integrated Noise Model
Integrated Risk Information System

J
JD

Jurisdictional Determination

L
L&LS
Leq(h)
LOS
LWCF

Location and Landscape Support
Equivalent Levels
Level of Service
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act

M
MBTA
MDC
MDCSA
mg/kg
MIA
MRO
MS4S/MS4
MSA
MSGP
MSW

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Miami-Dade County
Miami-Dade County’s System of Airports
Milligrams per kilogram
Miami International Airport
Maintenance, Repair, and Overhaul
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems
Metropolitan Statistical Areas
Multi-Sector General Permit
Municipal Solid Waste

N
NAAQS
NAC
NASA
NAVAIDs
NCHRP
NEPA
NFIP
NGVD
NHPA
NLR
NMFS
NO2
NOAA
NOx
NPDES
NPL
NRCS
NRHP

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Noise Abatement Criteria
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Navigational Aids
National Cooperative Highway Research Program
National Environmental Policy Act
National Flood Insurance Program
National Geodetic Vertical Datum
National Historic Preservation Act
Noise Level Reduction
National Marine Fisheries Service
Nitrogen Dioxide
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Nitrogen Oxide
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priority List
Natural Resources Conservation Service
National Register of Historic Places
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NWI

National Wetland Inventory

O
O3
OMB
OFA

Ozone
U.S. Office of Management and Budget
Obstacle Free Area

P
PAC
PAH
Pb
PD&E
PM

Perishable Air Cargo
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
Lead
Project Development and Environment
Particulate Matter

Q
QA/QC

Quality Assurance/Quality Control

R
RACEC
RAO
RCRA
REDI
ROFA
RPZ
RSA

Rural Area of Critical Economic Concern
Rural Area of Opportunity
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Rural and Economic Development Initiatives
Runway Object Free Area
Runway Protection Zone
Runway Safety Area

S
SCTLs
SFHA
SFWMD
SHPO
SIP
SIS
SLUCM
SMP
SO2
SPCC
SR
SSA
SSWA
SWPPP

Soil Cleanup Target Levels
Special Flood Hazard Area
South Florida Water Management District
State Historic Preservation Office
State Implementation Plan
Strategic Intermodal System
Standard Land Use Coding Manual
Strategic Airport Master Planning
Sulfur Dioxide
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan
State Road or State Route
Socioeconomic Study Area
South Shore Water Association
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

T
THPO

Tribal Historic Preservation Officers
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TMDLs
TSD

Total Maximum Daily Loads
Treatment, Storage, or Disposal

U
UMAM
USACE
USAF
USC
USDA
USGS
USTs

Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Air Force
U.S. Code
United States Department of Agriculture
United States Geological Society
Underground Storage Tanks

V
VOC

Volatile Organic Compounds

W
WE
WHA
WSV
WHMP
WMA
WTE
WWTP

Water Environment
Wildlife Hazard Assessment
Wildlife Site Visit
Wildlife Hazard Management Plan
Wildlife Management Area
Waste-to-Energy
Wastewater Treatment Plant
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