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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
The Charlotte County Airport Authority (CCAA) (the Airport Sponsor) has prepared this Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA). The Draft EA identifies proposed Five-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
at the Punta Gorda Airport (PGD, or the Airport), hereinafter referred to as the Proposed
Project.
The CCAA has requested environmental approval for the airport development projects identified
in its Five-Year CIP. The Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) decisions and approvals
necessary to implement the Proposed Project constitute Federal actions that are subject to
environmental review under NEPA.
This EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA, the President’s Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Sections (§§) 1500-1508,
FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts, Policies and Procedures, and FAA Order 5050.4B,
National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions. The FAA is the
lead Federal agency to ensure compliance with NEPA for the proposed airport development
actions.
After agency and public comments on this Draft EA have been reviewed and responded to, the
CCAA will prepare and submit a Final EA to the FAA. The FAA will independently review the
Final EA to determine its adequacy under NEPA, CEQ regulations, and FAA’s environmental
policies and procedures. If the Final EA is determined to be adequate, the FAA will decide
whether to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), or prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).
This chapter provides a summary overview and history of PGD, including a summary of existing
facilities and current/projected activity levels. Actions comprising the Proposed Project that are
the subject of this EA are also detailed.

1.1.

AIRPORT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND

PGD is owned and managed by the CCAA. The Airport began in 1941 as an army airfield for
combat pilot training during World War II (WWII) and was given to the Charlotte County Board of
County Commissioners after the war was over. The Airport was formerly known as the Charlotte
County Airport, but the name was later changed to the Punta Gorda Airport.
The CCAA owns over 1,800 acres in central Charlotte County, east of Interstate Highway 75 (I75). PGD is located in Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 1 along the I-75
corridor, three miles east of the City of Punta Gorda and roughly 25 miles north of the City of
Fort Myers. Figure 1.1-1 depicts the location of PGD as it relates to the state of Florida and
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illustrates the area immediately surrounding PGD, including neighborhoods, cities, roadways,
and prominent landmarks.
The CCAA has implemented noise abatement procedures for noise sensitive areas around the
Airport, which include the communities of Burnt Store Meadows, Seminole Lakes, Creekside,
Alta Vista, and Ventura Lakes. Another prominent feature to the east of PGD is the nearly
81,000-acre Fred C. Babcock/Cecil M. Webb Wildlife Management Area (BWWMA) which is
one of the oldest and largest WMAs in the state of Florida. As an environmentally sensitive
WMA, it is important to minimize potential impacts associated with aircraft operations over this
area.
PGD has a Title 14 CFR Part 139, Certification and Operations: Land Airports Serving Certain
Air Carriers 1, and Allegiant Air provides schedule commercial service flights from the Airport.
PGD also serves public, private, and corporate clients that operate a mixed fleet of helicopters,
single and twin-engine propeller aircraft, corporate jets, and experimental aircraft.
The FAA’s National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) report identifies five-year
funding needs for airports eligible to receive Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grants. Each
airport is classified based on annual enplanements (departing passengers).
The 2019-2023 NPIAS (published on October 3, 2018) 2 classifies PGD as a small hub primary
commercial service airport. A small hub primary commercial service airport accounts for 0.05
percent to 0.25 percent of all U.S. commercial passenger enplanements, but has more than
10,000 annual enplanements. Total U.S. enplanements in 2017 were approximately 840 million,
of which PGD recorded 643,563 (0.077 percent) surpassing the 0.05 percent threshold for a
non-hub classification. PGD was the 11th largest NPIAS airport in the state of Florida in 2017.
1.1.1.

EXISTING AIRPORT FACILITIES AT PGD

The airfield elevation at PGD is 25.5 feet (ft.) above mean sea level. PGD’s Airport Reference
Point is located at 26°55’08.18” N Latitude and 81°59’27.33” W Longitude. Primary airside and
landslide facilities supporting operations at PGD are described in the following sections. PGD’s
current Airport Layout Plan (ALP) is included as Figure 1.1-2. For ease of reference, Five-Year
CIP development actions studied in this EA are highlighted on the ALP in red.

1

2

CFR Part 139 requires FAA to issue Airport Operating Certificates to airports that serve scheduled and unscheduled air carrier
aircraft with more than 30 seats. PGD meets this requirement. To maintain this certificate, PGD must meet certain operational
and safety standards.
DOT, FAA. Report to Congress: National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems 2019-2023, 2018.
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Airside Facilities

Airside facilities include the system of runways, taxiways, navigational aids, weather
instruments, and airport traffic control facilities that facilitate aircraft operations. Taken together,
the following airfield features support current operations at PGD.
Runways
Runway 4-22, the Airport’s primary runway, measures 7,193 ft. long by 150 ft. wide. The other
two runways are Runways 15-33 and 9-27, which are 5,688 ft. long and 150 ft. wide and 2,636
ft. long and 60 ft. wide, respectively. Runway 9-27 is intended for use by small single-engine
aircraft when weather conditions permit. Small craft operators in the North and Northwest
General Aviation (GA) areas frequently use this runway due to its proximity and short taxi
distance. Runway 15-33 is an air carrier runway, but is used on a limited basis as its length
does not satisfy the minimum length required by Allegiant Air (6,000 ft.). Furthermore, Runway
15-33 intersects with Runway 4-22 at the approach end of Runway 4, which precludes
simultaneous operations on both runways per FAA regulations. None of the runways have
paved shoulders.
Taxiways
The runways are served by three main taxiways: Taxiway A, Taxiway C, and Taxiway D.
Taxiway A is an asphalt-paved taxiway parallel to Runway 4-22. Taxiway C is a crossfield
taxiway connecting Runway 4-22 to the Terminal Ramp. Taxiway D is an asphalt-paved runway
parallel to Runway 15-33. Taxiways B, E, F and G provide access to aircraft storage hangars
and aircraft terminal facilities located across PGD.
Aircraft Parking Aprons
Existing aircraft parking aprons at PGD include the North Ramp, Commercial/Terminal Ramp,
and the South Ramp. The North Ramp is an asphalt apron northwest of the commercial
passenger terminal which supports GA activity. The southeast portion of this ramp is fenced off
and designated as a Rental Car Return lot. As such, this area is unavailable for GA activities.
The Central/Terminal Ramp is a concrete apron at the commercial passenger terminal that
provides parking positions for air carrier aircraft. There are currently seven aircraft parking
positions available on the 105,000-square foot (SF) (or an approximately 11,667 square yard
(SY)) apron that was recently expanded to provide an additional two aircraft parking positions.
The South Ramp is an asphalt apron south of the commercial passenger terminal and includes
parking positions for GA aircraft.
Other Facilities
An Automated Surface Observation System is located north of Taxiway C and east of Runway
15-33. The system provides automated weather data to pilots via radio frequency and
telephone. Visual aids at PGD include an airport beacon, which is located on top of the Airport
Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment
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Traffic Control Tower (ATCT). All runway ends, except Runway 9-27, have Runway End
Identifier Lights and Precision Approach Path Indicators. Three wind cones are located along
Runway 15-33 and at the both ends of Runway 4-22. One FAA owned and operated remote
transmitter/receiver is installed at PGD.
1.1.1.2.

Landside Facilities

Primary landside facilities at PGD include the commercial passenger terminal (the “Bailey
Terminal”), the ATCT, GA terminal, self-service Aviation Fuel Station at the south end of the
airfield, several aircraft maintenance hangars, Airport Administration, Skyview Café, Charlotte
County Mosquito Control, and a Charlotte County Fire Department Station.
The commercial passenger terminal (Bailey Terminal) is a 66,653-SF building with six aircraft
boarding gates. Originally constructed in 2007 for air carrier service by Skybus Airlines, a
42,000-SF expansion was completed on May 3, 2016 to provide additional gates and
accommodate increased passenger demand associated with the growth in Allegiant Air
operations.
There are a number of GA hangar facilities including the “Warbird” and “200 T Hangars” on the
west side of the airfield, the “600 T Hangars” on the north side of the airfield, and the “throughthe-fence” hangars on the northeast side of the airfield. There are ten CCAA-owned multi-unit Thangars (217 hangars total). There are also five private multi-unit T-Hangars (approximately 80
hangars total) located along Taxiway B adjacent to the approach end of Runway 22. The private
hangars are outside Airport property, but have access to the airfield via a through-the-fence
operating agreement with the CCAA. Other GA facilities available include fueling and aircraft
parking aprons.
The primary fuel storage facilities at PGD are located along Mooney Avenue and consist of four
above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) with a storage capacity of 78,000 gallons of Jet-A fuel
(three 20,000-gallon tanks and one 18,000-gallon tank). A self-service 100LL Avgas (low-lead
aviation gasoline) fuel tank is available for GA users on the south ramp. The CCAA also
operates and maintains five 5,000-gallon Jet-A fuel trucks (two provided by Allegiant and three
provided by Shell) and two 1,000-gallon Avgas fuel trucks.
The primary support facilities at PGD include the Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting facility, the
ATCT, the CCAA airport administration, airport maintenance building, and the ground support
equipment (GSE) maintenance building.
The ground access system includes the terminal curbside, access roadways, ground
transportation services, and parking facilities. The primary airport access point is from Jones
Loop Road interchange at I-75, which is located approximately one mile southwest of the
Airport. Access to the Airport’s commercial passenger terminal is provided from Viking Avenue
via Piper Road. Local access to the Airport is also provided from the north via Golf Course
Boulevard. The terminal roadway is a ground-level, three-lane, one-way curb-front serving
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arrivals on the north side and departures on the south side. Adjacent to the airport
administration building on the south side of Viking Avenue is a cell phone lot for those waiting to
pick up passengers as well as a staging lot for Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) (i.e.,
rideshare companies such as Uber and Lyft). Rental car companies have two primary parking
areas. The rental car ready lot is north of the Bailey Terminal and the return lot is located at the
rental car center in what was formerly the apron for the North Ramp. Multiple parking areas are
designated for passengers, airport employees, and others.
1.1.2.

AVIATION ACTIVITY AT PGD

The FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) is the official forecast of aviation activity for U.S.
airports and is used for the budgeting and planning needs of the FAA. Currently, the TAF
summarizes historic and projected aviation activity at PGD between 2016 and 2040. Table 1.1-1
presents a consolidated summary of the forecasts for passenger enplanements, aircraft
operations, and peaking characteristics.
Table 1.1-1 Existing and Forecast Operations
Metric

Category

Year

Air Carrier
Aircraft Operations

2021

2026

6,327

7,010

7,644

Air Taxi/Commuter

1,266

1,328

1,393

GA

57,646

59,101

60,591

235

160

160

Total Operations

65,474

67,599

69,788

Enplanements

555,230

652,709

711,256

Military
Passenger Activity

2016

Source: FAA TAF (summarized by AECOM), 2016.

1.2.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

A variety of individual landside and airside development projects are included within the CCAA’s
Five-Year CIP for PGD. These individual projects are shown on Figure 1.2-1 and individually
described in the following sections. For the purposes of alternatives evaluation and
environmental impact analysis necessary to complete this EA, the individual projects are
grouped into the following four main categories:
 Improve Runway Safety and Function: this category contains Runway 15-33 and
Runway 4-22 improvements to meet FAA airport design standards, meet operational
requirements of existing airport users, and enhance safety. This includes connected
actions necessary to accommodate, support, and/or enable the execution of the runway
improvements. Individual CIP Project IDs 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 12, and 65, depicted on Figure
1.2-1, are included in this category
 Develop GA Facilities: improvements in this category are necessary to relocate PGD’s
current GA facilities and provide adequate space for the development and operation of
additional facilities by other parties (e.g., flight school). Individual CIP projects comprise
Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment
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building, roadway, and apron construction actions and are represented by Project IDs
53, 54, 58, 59, 60, and 61 on Figure 1.2-1.
 Expand Parking Facilities: Provide additional public and rental car parking facilities
necessary to accommodate current and projected growth in commercial passenger
service at PGD (CIP Project IDs 29, 32, and 35 on Figure 1.2-1).
 Wildlife Hazard Habitat Management: Removal and modification of several wetland
areas on the PGD airfield that attract wildlife hazardous to aviation. This project would
occur in two phases in the Five-Year CIP for the purposes of managing and minimizing
wildlife hazards (CIP Project IDs 20 and 21 on Figure 1.2-1).
1.2.1.

IMPROVE RUNWAY SAFETY AND FUNCTION

1.2.1.1.

RECONSTRUCT/REHABILITATE RUNWAY 04-22 (CIP PROJECT ID 4)

Results of recent in-place California Bearing Ratio (CBR) and asphalt thickness testing
performed on the existing Runway 4-22 limerock base indicate that pavement rehabilitation is
needed on the existing runway to provide adequate pavement strength for the existing aircraft
fleet at operating PGD, as well as to conform to FDOT minimum standards for pavement
condition. The current pavement conditions and potential future rate of pavement deterioration
compels the CCAA to include a reconstruction and rehabilitation of the existing Runway 4-22 in
the Five-Year CIP.
1.2.1.2.

ACQUIRE PROPERTY IN RUNWAY 22 APPROACH RPZ (CIP PROJECT ID 2)

This project consists of acquiring approximately 45 acres of property (fee simple) within the
Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) and under the approach on the north end of Runway 4-22. The
acquisition is necessary to allow the CCAA to exercise appropriate land use controls, remove
obstructions, and protect close-in airspace on the approach to Runway 4.
The FAA’s airport design guidelines recommend that airports own the property underneath
approach and departure areas to the limits of the RPZ, where practicable. The guidelines further
recommend that the RPZ be cleared of all above incompatible ground objects and activities,
where practicable. The purpose of this project is to achieve compliance with FAA guidance for
land uses within RPZs.
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ACQUIRE AVIGATION EASEMENTS (CIP PROJECT ID 1)

This project consists of acquiring an avigation easement 3 for approximately 2.7 acres of
property that will be within the RPZ on the south end of Runway 15-33, once it is extended 593
ft. to the south, as well as, 2.2 acres of property within the existing and future RPZs at the north
end of Runway 4-22.
The purpose of this project is to achieve compliance with FAA guidance for land uses within
RPZs as described in the FAA Memorandum entitled “Interim Guidance on Land Uses within a
Runway Protection Zone” dated September 27, 2012. The acquired easement will include
provisions for land use controls and object height restrictions.
1.2.1.4.

CONSTRUCT HOLDING BAY NEAR APPROACH END OF RUNWAY 4 (PROJECT ID 12)

This project consists of constructing a holding bay west of Taxiway D near the south end of
Runway 15-33 and Runway 4-22. This holding bay will allow pilots to conduct engine run-ups
and pre-flight activities without delaying other aircraft operations. The proposed location will
serve aircraft departing on Runway 4 and Runway 33.
1.2.1.5.

EXTEND AND REHABILITATE RUNWAY 15-33 (CIP PROJECT ID 3)

This project consists of constructing a 593-ft. extension on the south end of Runway 15-33 and
rehabilitating the existing runway pavement. The purpose of this project is to provide a runway
length of 6,281 ft. that is capable of maintaining existing air carrier operations at the Airport
during the period that Runway 4-22 is closed for reconstruction and to bring existing runway
pavements up to good condition. This project will also bring the Runway Safety Area (RSA) and
Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) for the north end of Runway 15-33 into compliance with
Aircraft Design Group (ADG) C-III standards. These standards require an RSA and ROFA that
extend 1,000 ft. beyond each end of the runway. The final selected runway length would be
determined by the operational needs of the airline(s) and the improvements needed to address
RSA compliance.
1.2.1.6.

RELOCATE SEGMENTED CIRCLE/WIND CONE (CIP PROJECT ID 65)

The Airport’s existing segmented circle and wind cone are located inside the ROFA of Runway
15-33. This project would relocate the segmented circle/wind cone to the east side of Runway
15-33, just outside the ROFA (in compliance with FAA design standards).

3

FAA AC 150/5100-17, CHG 6, Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for Airport Improvement Program Assisted Projects,
states that where it is determined that fee title is not necessary, an avigation easement may be used to secure airspace for
airport and runway approach protection and for noise compatibility programs. An avigation easement is a conveyance of
airspace over another property for use by the airport. The owner of an easement-encumbered property (servient property) has
restricted use of their property subject to the airport sponsor’s easement (dominant property) for overflight and other applicable
restrictions on the use and development of the servient parcel.
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RE-CONFIGURE TAXIWAY/RUNWAY ENTRANCE TO RUNWAY 15 (CIP PROJECT ID 7)

This project consists of reconfiguring existing pavement at the north end of Runway 15 where it
intersects with Taxiway E and Runway 9-27. The purpose of this project is to bring the
runway/taxiway intersection into compliance with current FAA design standards. The current
configuration does not meet current design standards because it consists of a wide expanse of
dual use pavements where a taxiway leads direct to the end of a runway.
This project will remove the existing excess pavement between Runway 15-33 and Runway 927 and provide an entrance to Runway 9-27 that is consistent with a standard 90 degree
entrance to a runway end. This project is a safety item that will reduce the likelihood of a runway
incursion at the approach end of Runway 15.
1.2.2.

DEVELOP GENERAL AVIATION FACILITIES

DEVELOP GENERAL AVIATION APRON, BUILDINGS AND PARKING FACILITIES (CIP
1.2.2.1.
PROJECT IDS 53, 54, 58, 60, 61)
The recent PGD Master Plan Update (MPU) evaluated a variety of options for commercial
passenger terminal expansion, and concluded that southward commercial terminal development
would be the most reasonable and prudent development option, although minor northward
construction will also occur. This option would require relocation of the existing GA facilities to
the north of Runway 9-27 and east of the 600 Series T-Hangars on PGD.
As previously addressed in the GA Terminal Relocation Study 4, preliminary space requirements
for a GA terminal constitute an 8,000-SF terminal building with a 10,000-SF hangar and a
3,000-SF restaurant area (to replace Skyview Café) with up to 30 vehicle parking spaces. Final
sizing will be determined during final design. The project also includes the construction of an
approximately 55,000-SF vehicle parking area sufficient to accommodate up to 97 parking
spaces and an approximate 350,000-SF aircraft parking apron sufficient to accommodate 24
ADG II tie-down positions.
A GA aircraft parking apron on the north side of the airfield would require additional taxiway
access. A proposed access taxiway would connect to Taxiway E near the east side of the 600
Series T-Hangars. The proposed taxiway would be built to ADG III standards to support future
operations at the new GA terminal described in following projects. The new terminal apron will
provide space for 24 ADG II aircraft or a fewer number of larger aircraft. This apron would be
designed to accommodate aircraft up to 100,000 pounds (i.e., Gulfstream 650). This would
accommodate nearly all aircraft that are anticipated to use the GA terminal. A taxiway leading to
this apron from Taxiway E is also included in this project.

4

AECOM. Punta Gorda Airport (PGD) GA Terminal Relocation Study. September 2015.
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The existing self-serve fueling facility will be moved from its current location south of the
passenger terminal to a site near the proposed GA terminal, affording fueling capability in
proximity to the new GA terminal, flight schools and the 600 series T-hangars.
Roadway access from Challenger Road will be provided to the 600 Series T-Hangars and
proposed new GA facilities. This includes approximately 800 linear ft. of new roadway. Aside
from providing access to the new facilities, the road is needed to replace access from Henry
Street that will be converted into a perimeter road in the future to bring the RSA for Runway 1533 into compliance with FAA design standards.
1.2.2.2.

CONSTRUCT NEW WMU FLIGHT SCHOOL BUILDING AND PARKING (CIP PROJECT ID 59)

Additionally, CCAA is currently in discussions with flight school operators about expanding or
initiating operations at PGD. Based on operational compatibility, it is prudent to co-locate new
flight school facilities with GA facilities at PGD. Therefore, in addition to relocating the GA
terminal facilities, the Five-Year CIP will include provisions for GA campus development
sufficient for initiation of flight school operations at PGD. Depending on the number of potential
tenants, flight school space requirements may total up to 17,000 SF of hangar space; 12,000 SF
of classroom/office space; approximately 680,000 SF of aircraft parking apron to accommodate
up to 35 ADG-I tie-down positions; and approximately 92,000 SF of vehicle parking area to
accommodate 60 vehicle parking spaces.
This initial phase of this project consists of the construction of a new flight school building and
parking lot for Western Michigan University (WMU), which will be evaluated in this EA. WMU, an
existing airport tenant, presently generates approximately 430 annual flight training aircraft
operations out of its temporary space located at the GA apron. WMU representatives project
that the availability of a new and expanded flight training facility would allow the organization to
expand their education program and generate approximately 20,800 annual aircraft operations
at PGD. The proposed WMU flight school building will provide approximately 10,000 SF of
space for classrooms and flight briefings, etc. The associated parking lot would provide space
for up to 40 vehicles.
1.2.3.

EXPAND PARKING FACILITIES

1.2.3.1.
CONSTRUCT BUILDING 111 REPLACEMENT & DEMOLISH EXISTING STRUCTURE (CIP
PROJECT ID 29)
Building 111 is located west of Skylane Way on a parcel designated for the Phase 3 expansion
of the existing long-term parking lot. Construction of a replacement building for this facility is
needed so that the existing structure can be demolished and the Phase 3 parking expansion
can be implemented. The new structure will be located on Cheney Way.
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CONSTRUCT PHASE 3 OF EXISTING LONG-TERM PARKING (CIP PROJECT ID 32)

This project will provide 233 additional parking spaces in the expanded long-term parking lot
once Building 111 has been replaced. This expansion will provide an incremental increase to
long-term parking capacity before construction of an additional long-term lot is necessary on the
west side of Golf Course Boulevard.
1.2.3.3.

CONSTRUCT CELL PHONE & TNC PARKING LOT (CIP PROJECT ID 35)

This project consists of the construction of a 50-space parking lot at the southwest corner of
Viking Avenue and Golf Course Boulevard for cell phone users awaiting arriving passengers
and TNC drivers, such as Uber and Lyft. This is the same location as an existing lot that is also
used for these purposes, but is mostly unpaved. This project includes the construction of a
paved parking surface, marking, lighting, signage and fencing. It is anticipated that the need for
this lot will grow as TNCs continue to grow in importance.

1.2.4.

WILDLIFE HAZARD HABITAT MANAGEMENT

Wetland Mitigation – Phase 1 (CIP Project ID 20) consists of the design, permitting and
construction required to fill approximately 14 acres of existing wetlands on Airport property.
Wetland Mitigation – Phase 2 (CIP Project ID 21) consists of the design, permitting and
construction required to fill approximately 23 acres of existing wetlands on Airport property. The
wetlands to be mitigated in Phase 1 include B1, C, F, and H. The wetlands to be mitigated in
Phase 2 include B2, B3 and I. These projects also include the purchase of required wetland
mitigation credits.
These wetlands were identified in the Airport’s 2016 Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP)
as having the potential to attract hazardous wildlife and are shown on Figure 1.2-1.
Consequently, the plan recommended that wildlife hazards be mitigated in accordance with
Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports. The
WHMP called for evaluating the feasibility of filling, removing, or improving the drawdown time
of the depressional wetlands present in the infield and south of the Airport’s perimeter fence that
become saturated and/or inundated during the wet season to eliminate standing water that is
attractive to wading birds and waterfowl. Removing this habitat, to the greatest extent
practicable, would help eliminate hazardous wildlife attractants at the Airport.

1.3.

ANTICIPATED PROGRAM SCHEDULE AND FUNDING SUMMARY

Table 1.3-1 identifies the anticipated development timing of each CIP project within the FiveYear program, according to the ongoing financial assessment supporting the MPU. This
information forms the basis for the identification of EA study years within which constructionrelated and operational-related impacts will be studied and disclosed in the EA.
The Five-Year CIP is projected to be funded using a variety of funding sources including: FAA
AIP entitlement and discretionary funds; FDOT funds; Passenger Facility Charges (PFC)
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collected at the Airport, and other funds available through CCAA matching, private third parties,
and cash reserves/net revenue (Table 1.3-1). Notably, information presented on Table 1.3-1 is
subject to change pending outcome of the MPU financial evaluation currently underway.

1.4.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The format and content of this EA is as follows:
 Chapter 1.0, Introduction: identifies the Proposed Project, the EA process, and relevant
background information;
 Chapter 2.0, Purpose and Need: discusses the Proposed Project in the context of its
purpose and why it is needed;
 Chapter 3.0, Alternatives: identifies and screens reasonable alternatives to the Proposed
Project considered as part of the environmental evaluation process. The identification
and screening process typically involves a discussion of the evaluation criteria,
alternatives eliminated from further consideration and reasonable alternatives retained
for further study;
 Chapter 4.0, Affected Environment: describes existing environmental conditions within
the EA study areas;
 Chapter 5.0, Environmental Consequences: presents and compares potential
environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project, reasonable alternatives,
and the No-Action Alternative;
 Chapter 6.0, Coordination and Public Involvement: presents information on the
coordination and public involvement steps undertaken throughout the EA process,
including a listing of Federal, state, and local agencies and other interested parties
receiving early coordination material and a copy of the Draft EA;
 Chapter 7.0, List of Preparers, and
 Appendices: as needed, for technical information, coordination records and other
materials.

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

1-14

Punta Gorda Airport

Chapter 1 - Introduction
Table 1.3-1 Anticipated Five-Year CIP Schedule and Funding Summary
Funding by Potential Funding Source ($)

Year

Project
ID

AIP
Entitlement

AIP
Discretionary

2019

20

FDOT

PFC

Other

Total

Wetland Mitigation – Phase 1

$1,169,276

--

--

$129,920

--

$1,299,195

20192020

53

Construct New GA Taxiways
and Apron

$5,252,713

--

$291,817

$291,817

--

$5,836,348

20202021

54

Construct New GA Terminal
Apron & Taxiway

$2,087,936

--

$115,996

$6,431,876

--

$8,635,809

2019

60

Construct Access from
Challenger Road & Close
Access from Henry Street

--

--

$316,081

--

$316,081

$632,162

20192020

58

Construct New GA Terminal and
Parking

--

--

$1,267,905

--

$1,267,905

$2,535,810

20192021

59

Construct New WMU Flight
School Building & Parking

--

--

$2,550,412

--

$2,550,412

$5,100,824

2019

3

Extend and Rehabilitate Runway
15-33

$881,194

$6,851,084

$429,571

$429,571

$849,565

$9,440,985

2020

35

Construct Cell Phone & TNC
Parking Lot

--

--

--

--

$190,442

$190,442

20192020

21

Wetland Mitigation – Phase 2

--

--

--

$2,078,057

--

$2,078,057

2019

52

T-Hangar Door Replacement –
Phase 3

--

--

$393,817

--

$393,817

$787,634

20192020

61

Relocate Self-Serve Fuel Facility

--

--

--

--

$42,703

$42,703

20192020

1

Acquire Avigation Easement in
Runway 33 Approach RPZ
(ARPZ)

--

--

--

--

$20,000

$20,000

2020

4

Reconstruct/ Rehabilitate
Runway 4-22

$4,937,468

$10,754,885

$871,797

$871,797

--

$17,435,947

20202021

2

Acquire Property & Easement in
Runway 22 ARPZ

--

--

--

$506,370

--

$506,370

2022

7

Reconfigure Taxiway/Runway

$1,482,971

--

$82,387

$82,387

--

$1,647,745

Project
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Funding by Potential Funding Source ($)

Year

Project
ID

Project

AIP
Entitlement

AIP
Discretionary

FDOT

PFC

Other

Total

Entrance to Runway 15
2021

29

Construct Building 111
Replacement & Demolish
Existing Structure

--

--

--

--

$1,973,715

$1,973,715

2021

32

Construct Phase 3 of Existing
Long-Term Parking

--

--

$460,859

--

--

$460,859

2022

65

Relocate Segmented
Circle/Wind Cone

--

--

--

--

$26,578

$26,578

2022

12

Construct Holding Bay Near
Approach End of Runway 4

$1,080,816

--

$60,045

$60,045

--

$1,200,906

$16,892,374

$17,605,969

$6,840,687

$10,881,840

$7,631,218

$59,852,088

Total

Note: Anticipated costs as reported by CCAA and contained within the MPU are subject to change due to the ongoing MPU process and other factors.
Sources: PGD MPU, 2017.
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CHAPTER 2 PURPOSE AND NEED
Presented in this chapter is a concise statement of purpose for the Proposed Project as detailed
in Section 1.2, a series of substantiating points as to why the Proposed Project is needed and
will be of benefit to PGD and its users, and an itemized summary of Federal actions requested
of the FAA in reviewing this EA.

2.1.

AIRPORT SPONSOR’S PURPOSE AND NEED

The Airport Sponsor’s purpose for the Five-Year CIP, as well as the underlying need for each
set of improvements, is described in the following sections. The purpose and need statements
are distinct for each of the four categories of CIP projects comprising the EA’s Proposed Project
(described in Section 1.2).

2.1.1.

IMPROVE RUNWAY SAFETY AND FUNCTION

2.1.1.1.

PURPOSE

The purpose of runway and associated airfield improvements within the Five-Year CIP is
threefold: 1) to provide a phased approach to performing pavement rehabilitation and
reconstruction activities on Runway 4-22 and rehabilitation activities on Runway 15-33; 2) to
maintain adequate runway length for the aircraft fleet mix using Runway 15-33 during Runway
4-22 pavement rehabilitation and reconstruction; and 3) to attain or maintain compliance with
design standards, safety criteria and land use compatibility for current and proposed future
RSAs and RPZs on both Runway 4-22 and Runway 15-33.

2.1.1.2.

NEED

Runway Pavement Rehabilitation and Reconstruction
Runway 4-22 is an asphaltic grooved runway measuring 7,193 ft. long by 150 ft. wide, and
serves as the primary air carrier runway at PGD. The runway’s pavement strength is designed
to support runway weight limits of between 45,000 pounds (single wheel main landing gear) and
420,000 pounds (double dual tandem main landing gear). The current pavement condition is
rated as “fair”. In June 2015, FDOT published Pavement Condition Indices (PCI) for airfield
pavements at PGD 5, including along Runway 4-22, and concluded that major rehabilitations
would be required by 2023. PCIs toward the approach end of Runway 4 ranged from 65 (fair) to
82 (satisfactory), while the approach end of Runway 22 ranged between 73 and 82
(satisfactory). The FDOT concluded that the necessary rehabilitations could be accomplished

5

FDOT, Aviation and Spaceports Office. PCN Evaluation Report: Punta Gorda Airport. October 2015.
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via mill and overlay of asphaltic concrete; however subsequent Pavement Classification Number
reports concluded that certain sections are structurally inadequate.
Moreover, in-place CBR testing of lime rock base course along Runway 4-22 was subsequently
performed in April 2017. Asphalt thickness was also measured during these tests. CBR test
borings on the approach end of Runway 4 returned a CBR of 64 at 0.1 inch of penetration.
Stabilized lime rock base course is recommended to have a minimum CBR of 80 in order to
sustain wheel loads of up to 70,000 pounds. Groundwater seepage into bore holes on the
approach end of Runway 22 also occurred during the CBR testing, resulting in CBRs of
between 9.2 and 10.5 and indicating a potential for accelerated base course deterioration.
Asphalt thickness at boring locations along the runway ranged between six and nine inches.
Taken together, the pavement condition data corroborate the need to perform pavement
rehabilitation and reconstruction on Runway 4-22 as soon as practicable within the Five-Year
CIP. It is currently estimated that reconstruction activities involving modification to sub-base and
base course pavements may be required on up to half of the current runway, and that overall
reconstruction and rehabilitation may take nine months or more to complete.
Similarly, Runway 15-33 PCIs reported by FDOT ranged from 65 (fair) to 85 (satisfactory) and
concluded that necessary rehabilitations could be accomplished via mill and overlay of asphaltic
concrete. No subsequent geotechnical studies such as CBR testing have been performed on
Runway 15-33.
Runway Length Requirements
Because Runway 4-22 will not be available for use during its reconstruction and rehabilitation
period, there is need to maintain usable runway length at PGD for operations of air carrier
aircraft that routinely use Runway 4-22. Table 2.1-1 summarizes the runway takeoff and landing
length requirements for the current mix of air carrier aircraft at PGD, and indicates the takeoff
distance and landing distance available for both Runways 4-22 and 15-33.
As shown on Table 2.1-1, Runway 4-22 has sufficient length to support Airbus A319 takeoff
operations up to 95 percent of Maximum Takeoff Weight (MTOW). Runway 4-22 has sufficient
length to support takeoff operations of the A320 and A321 series aircraft, up to 90 percent
MTOW. Overall, Runway 4-22 is sufficient to accommodate existing trip lengths for air carrier
aircraft departing PGD, corresponding to up to 1,250 nautical miles and requiring approximately
80 percent MTOW. Similarly, the landing distance available on Runway 4-22 is adequate for all
air carrier aircraft currently using PGD during wet runway landing conditions.
In contrast, Runway 15-33 has sufficient length to accommodate only the A319, A320 and A321
series aircraft using PGD at 80 percent MTOW, as opposed to up to 95 percent for the A319
and up to 90 percent for the A320 and A321 on Runway 4-22. Similarly, Runway 15-33 landing
distance available is insufficient for all wet runway operations, and would only accommodate dry
runway landings for the A319 and A320.
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Therefore, extending Runway 15-33 to the proposed length of 6,281 ft. would preserve
operational capability of the air carrier fleet to operate at 80 percent MTOW on departure (with
the exception of the MD80), and would allow for dry runway arrivals for all fleet members. Even
with the extension, aircraft arrival weight restrictions and/or pavement enhancements to improve
aircraft performance (e.g., grooved surface) may be required during wet runway conditions. The
minimum runway length would also accommodate achievement of RSA standards as described
in this EA (acknowledging the need for declared distances and displaced thresholds).
Allegiant Airlines’ current plans call for an extended trip length range of 1,800 nautical miles
within the next two to three years, which would not be achievable with the current runway
length. Payload analysis performed by Allegiant Airlines indicates that current length limitations
on Runway 15-33 restricts their ability to land with an average payload and sufficient reserves
per Title 14 CFR 121.369. Extending Runway 15-33 to the proposed length of 6,281 ft. would
alleviate weight penalties imposed on takeoff, which result in Allegiant being weight-restricted
on only 41 percent of the existing operations out of PGD while Runway 4-22 is being
reconstructed. 6
Table 2.1-1 Runway Length Requirements for Air Carrier Fleet at PGD
Takeoff Length Required, by % MTOW
(ft.)
Aircraft

80%

90%

95%

100%

B738

5,802

7,039

7,922

9,218

A321

5,566

7,098

8,747

10,336

A320

5,213

6,744

7,687

8,982

A319

4,977

6,155

7,098

8,276

B737

5,802

7,039

7,922

9,218

MD80

6,800

7,650

8,075

8,500

Takeoff Length (ft.)
Runway 4-22

Runway 15-33

7,193

5,688

Landing Length Required (ft.)
Aircraft

Dry Runway

Wet Runway

B738

5,800

6,700

A321

5,800

6,670

A320

5,000

5,750

A319

4,800

5,520

B737

5,800

6,700

MD80

5,300

6,095

Landing Length (ft.)
Runway 4-22

Runway 15

Runway 33

7,193

5,127

5,297

MTOW = Maximum Takeoff Weight; Takeoff lengths are adjusted to airport elevation, average daily maximum
temperature and runway gradient. Blue-shaded cells indicate length requirements are met with current
Runway 4-22. Orange-shaded cells indicate length requirements are met with current Runway 15-33.
Source: AECOM, 2016.

6

Letter from Thayne Klingler, Director, Airport Affairs at Allegiant Airlines, to James Parish, CEO Punta Gorda Airport re: Runway
15-33 Extension. Dated June 7, 2018. Enclosure included KPGD Runway 15-33 Extension Assessment conducted by Allegiant
Airlines Flight Operations Performance Engineering.
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Runway Safety Area Requirements
Title 14 CFR Part 139, provides certification requirements for airports with scheduled
commercial passenger service. PGD currently holds a Part 139 certificate that allows scheduled
and unscheduled commercial service by aircraft having a seating capacity of more than 30
passengers and must comply with the requirements of the certification program. Part 139.309
requires that each certificate holder provide and maintain safety areas for runways and taxiways
that meet current FAA airport design standards. FAA Order 5200.8, Runway Safety Area
Program, establishes procedures to ensure that all RSAs at Part 139 certificated airports
conform to the applicable RSA standards, to the extent practicable. An RSA at PGD that does
not meet standards, to the greatest extent practicable, places the Airport at risk of losing its Part
139 certification. Loss of this certification would result in the loss of passenger service at PGD.
FAA AC 150/5300-13A (2012) defines the RSA as a defined surface surrounding a runway
prepared or suitable for reducing the risk of damage to aircraft in the event of an undershoot,
overshoot or excursion from a runway. Per FAA standards in AC 150/5300-13A, the RSA must
be free of all objects except those that must be located in the RSA because of their function,
such as visual aids for aircraft approaches. Public roads, airport service roads, Instrument
Landing System localizers, wind cones, and other objects not frangibly-mounted or fixed by
function are not allowed within an RSA.
Table 2.1-2 summarizes FAA runway design standards for ADG C-III aircraft. These standards
require an RSA that is 500 ft. in width and extends 1,000 ft. beyond each end of the runway. As
shown in Table 2.1-2, there is one existing non-standard RSA condition at PGD: Henry Street
transits the Runway 15 RSA which currently restricts the length to 477 ft. Table 2.1-2 also
shows that Henry Street currently restricts the Runway 15 ROFA length to 391 ft. With the
current geometry of Runway 15-33, providing the standard 1,000 ft. by 500 ft. RSA on the north
end of Runway 15, as made possible by the Proposed Project, would at a minimum require
installation of blast pads. Land use compatibility within relocated approach end of Runway 15
would be maintained by acquiring avigation easement, as well as relocating portions of Henry
St. Acquire property within Runway 33 RPZ. A portion of Woodlawn Avenue would be relocated
to maintain land use compatibility on approach end of Runway 33. Extending the approach end
of Runway 33 southward by 593 ft. would reduce the displacement of Runway 15 threshold from
561 ft. to 266 ft.
Runway Protection Zone Requirements
The RPZ is a trapezoidal area at each runway end and/or threshold. The main purpose of RPZs
is to protect people and property on the ground. According to FAA AC 150/5300-13A, the FAA
recommends that airports be able to exercise control over land within the RPZ, which is usually
accomplished through ownership (fee simple title) or an avigation easement. While it is
desirable to keep the entire RPZ clear of all above-ground objects, RPZs should be maintained
clear of all incompatible activities at a minimum. Per FAA guidance, permissible land uses within
RPZs include: farming, irrigation channels, airport service roads, underground facilities and
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unstaffed Navigational Aids (only if fixed by function). The FAA also recommends airports
coordinate with the Airports District Office to remove or mitigate the risk of any existing
incompatible land uses in the RPZ as practical, including public roads.
Table 2.1-2 C-III Runway Design Standards for RSA and RPZ
Runway End
22
15

Item

Standard (ft.)
RSA

4

33

Length beyond departure end

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

477

Length prior to threshold

600

600

600

600

600

Width

500

500

500

500

500

ROFA
Length beyond departure end

1,000

1,000

744

1,000

391

Length prior to threshold

600

600

600

600

600

800

800

800

800

800

Width

ARPZ
Length

1,700

1,700

1,700

1,700

1,700

Inner Width

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,510

1,510

1,510

1,510

1,510

Outer Width

DRPZ
Length

1,700

1,700

1,700

1,700

1,700

Inner Width

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

Outer Width

1,010

1,010

1,010

1,010

1,010

ARPZ = Approach Runway Protection Zone; DRPZ = Departure Runway Protection Zone; ROFA = Runway
Object Fee Area; RSA = Runway Safety Area.
Red cells signify that geometry does not meet design standards.
Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13A, 2012.

CCAA owns the land within the existing Runway 4 RPZ, and both the Runway 9 and 27 RPZ.
However, there are existing parcels of the Runway 15 RPZ, Runway 33 RPZ, and Runway 22
RPZ that are not owned or controlled by the CCAA.
Namely, the existing Runway 15 RPZ is partially outside of Airport property, extending beyond
Challenger Boulevard and into a residential area. Therefore, relocation of the RPZ is necessary
such that it is no longer impacted by Challenger Boulevard. However, land acquisition of the
parcel outside of existing Airport property is necessary to maintain land use compatibility in
accordance with the FAA Memorandum “Interim Guidance on Land Uses within a Runway
Protection Zone” (FAA 2012).
With the Proposed Project, standardization of the Runway 15 RSA would be accomplished by
extending Runway 33 by 593 ft. in order to achieve 719 ft. of RSA, and application of declared
distances to achieve an equivalent level of safety provided by a design standard of 1,000 ft. of
RSA. Extending the approach end of Runway 33 southward by 593 ft. would reduce the
displacement of the Runway 15 threshold from 561 ft. to 266 ft. Extending the runway would
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also in turn extend the Runway 33 RPZ southward into off-airport property, and would cause
Woodlawn Avenue to be located in the RPZs in its current alignment. Because Woodlawn
Avenue is a public road it is considered an incompatible land use in the RPZ and therefore
would need to be relocated. Additionally, for the purposes of land use control, avigation
easements would be acquired for approximately 2.7 acres that will be within the RPZ on the
south end of Runway 33 once it is extended 593 ft. to the south.
Similarly, to support increased control of activities and land uses on the approach end of
Runway 4-22, an avigation easement is necessary for approximately 2.2 acres located within
the existing Runway 22 RPZ. The Five-Year CIP also includes the acquisition of an additional
45 acres of property within the RPZ on the north end of Runway 4-22, which would support a
future extension of Runway 4-22 to the north sometime after the timeframe of the Five-Year
CIP, provided such an extension meets FAA runway extension justification criteria.

2.1.2.

DEVELOP GA FACILITIES

2.1.2.1.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed GA facility development is: 1) to maintain flexibility to expand the
existing commercial passenger terminal without diminishing or constraining GA facilities; 2) to
furnish a development footprint of at least 25 acres to accommodate sizing and operational
requirements of the GA terminal and one large flight school; and 3) to preserve capability for
future GA expansion.

2.1.2.2.

NEED

Passenger enplanements and air carrier aircraft operations have been increasing at PGD since
2008, which prompted an expansion of the existing commercial passenger terminal to the north
of its existing location over the past several years. Further analysis of commercial passenger
terminal facility requirements in the MPU indicates that between 36,000 and 46,000 SF of
additional commercial terminal space is required, depending on the placement of baggage
make-up areas, by the end of the MPU planning period. The MPU evaluated risks and
opportunities associated with expanding the terminal building further to the north and to the
south. Further northward expansion of the terminal would displace a significant portion of the
rental car ready lot and would potentially require realignment of the existing terminal curb front.
Conversely, expanding to the south would require the relocation of the existing facilities and
Skyview Café, but would provide the ability to realign Viking Avenue for the provision of
expanded curbfront and short-term parking directly in front of the expanded facility. Therefore,
the CCAA elected for expansion primarily to the south within the timeframe of the Five-Year
CIP.
Aside from the potential need to relocate related facilities due to potential southward expansion
of the commercial passenger terminal, requirements for larger facilities accommodating

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

2-6

Punta Gorda Airport

Chapter 2 - Purpose and Need

increasing GA operational and service demand at PGD drive the need for GA facility relocation
alternatives.
A GA Terminal Relocation Study conducted in 2015 examined facility requirements for GA
terminal space, apron space, aircraft and vehicle parking space, and future flight school space
as demand for these facilities continues to rise at PGD. At the time of study, CCAA staff
indicated that the existing GA apron is typically full and a new larger facility would accommodate
both existing and future demand.
In terms of terminal building space, the Relocation Study concluded that peak hour GA
operations at PGD could approach 26 by year 2025, which would require a minimum of 125 SF
of building space per person in the peak hour, or approximately 8,000 SF of total terminal space
(assuming 2.5 persons per peak hour operation). Approximately 10,000 SF of hangar space
would be associated with the terminal facility. Assuming that 80 percent of the overall terminal
building space would be considered office space, and assuming 2.5 persons per peak hour
operation in 2025, it was concluded that at up to 97 vehicle parking spaces for the terminal
facility would be required. Similarly, anticipated growth in itinerant GA operations through 2040
would produce a need for apron space sufficient to accommodate up to 24 ADG-II aircraft
parking spaces (corresponding to approximately 350,000 SF of apron area). The facility
requirements from the Relocation Study also assumed that 3,000 SF of restaurant space with
an associated 30 vehicle parking spaces would be required.
CCAA has been in ongoing discussions with potential flight school tenants regarding initiating
operations at PGD. The 2015 GA Terminal Relocation Study estimated inclusion of one large
flight school and subsequent smaller flight schools adjoining relocated apron area. The FiveYear CIP includes development of the first large flight school, and accordingly it is included as
part of the EA Proposed Project and Alternatives.
Table 2.1-3 summarizes the proposed facility requirements to be met by the Proposed Project
in this EA.

2.1.3.

EXPAND PARKING FACILITIES

2.1.3.1.

PURPOSE

The purpose of expanding the parking facilities is to provide space for the ongoing growth in
commercial passenger service at PGD.

2.1.3.2.

NEED

Current long-term parking lots are located adjacent to the short-term parking lot. Phase 1
expansion of this 771-space facility was completed in October 2016 and Phase 2 of this
expansion was completed in December 2016. Phases 1 and 2 of the long-term parking lot
expansion provided 510 additional parking spaces which were observed to be approximately 90
percent occupied during the last week of December 2016.
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Table 2.1-3 GA Facility Requirements within Five-Year CIP
Item
Building
Area (SF)
Hangar Area
(SF)
Apron Area
(SF)
Tie Downs
(#)
Vehicle
Parking
Area (SF)
Vehicle
Parking
Spaces (#)

Terminal
2016
2021

Restaurant
2016
2021

Flight School
2016
2021

All Areas
2016
2021

6,400

8,000

3,000

3,000

0

10,000

9,400

21,000

11,000

10,000

0

0

0

12,000

11,000

22,000

86,000

350,000

0

0

0

182,000

86,000

532,000

10
(ADG-II)

24
(ADG-II)

0

0

0

25
(ADG-I)

10
(ADG-II)

25
(ADG-I);
24
(ADG-II)

40,000

55,000

23,000

23,000

0

38,000

63,000

116,000

60

97

30

30

0

41

90

168

Source: PGD GA Terminal Relocation Study (AECOM), 2015

As part of the Five-Year CIP, Phase 3 will complete the expansion by removing Building 111
and adding another 233 spaces. Phase 1 and 2 provided a total capacity of 1,281 long-term
parking spaces and this total will increase to 1,514 spaces once Phase 3 is completed. The
Phase 3 expansion is needed to accommodate future demand.
Parking space requirements were estimated as part of the MPU based on forecast Planning
Activity Levels (PAL). PALs are identified and used during the terminal planning process and
enable airport management to properly plan for future demand regardless of when specific
levels of demand actually occur. At PGD, PAL 1 correlates to approximately 650,000 annual
enplanements or 2,516 Peak Month Average Day (PMAD) enplanements. PAL 2 correlates to
approximately 750,000 annual enplanements or 2,903 PMAD enplanements. The forecasted
enplanements by the end of the Five-Year CIP are 652,709 annual or 2,527 PMAD
enplanements; therefore, either PAL 1 or PAL 2 could potentially apply to airport operations at
the end of the Five-Year CIP. Therefore, the parking requirements analysis presented on Table
2.1-4 accounts for both PAL 1 and PAL 2 scenarios.
Based on this demand analysis, with the PAL 1 scenario, the implementation of Phase 3 would
result in a surplus of 16 spaces needed to meet the demand by the end of the Five-Year CIP
and a shortage of 217 spaces without Phase 3. Using the PAL 2 scenario, the implementation
of Phase 3 would result in a shortage of 201 spaces needed to meet the demand by the end of
the Five-Year CIP and a shortage of 434 spaces without Phase 3. Overall, a shortage of
between 217 and 434 spaces would be incurred by the end of the Five-Year CIP if the Phase 3
long-term parking expansion project did not occur.
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Building 111 is located west of Skylane Way on a parcel designated for the Phase 3 expansion
of the long-term parking lot. Construction of a replacement Building 111 is needed so that the
existing structure can be demolished and the Phase 3 expansion can be implemented.
Table 2.1-4 Long Term Parking Space Requirements within Five-Year CIP

Metric
Enplanements
Long Term
Parking
Spaces

Item
Annual
PMAD
Demand
Available
Additional
Spaces
Needed

2016
555,230
2,149
1,221
1,281
-60

Scenario 1: PAL 1 by End
of Five-Year CIP
2021
With
Without
Phase 3
Phase 3
652,709
652,709
2,527
2,527
1,498
1,498
1,514
1,281
-16

+217

Scenario 2: PAL 2 by End
of Five-Year CIP
2021
With
Without
Phase 3
Phase 3
652,709
652,709
2,527
2,527
1,715
1,715
1,514
1,281
+201

+434

PAL = Planning Activity Level; PMAD = Peak Month Average Day
For PGD, PAL 1 approximates 650,000 annual enplanements or 2,516 PMAD enplanements. PAL 2 approximates
750,000 annual enplanements or 2,903 PMAD enplanements. Because the forecast enplanements by the
end of the Five-Year CIP are 652,709 annual or 2,527 PMAD enplanements, it is possible that PAL 1 or
PAL 2 could apply to airport operations at the end of the Five-Year CIP. Therefore, demand analysis
presented on this Table accounts for both PAL 1 and PAL 2 scenarios.
Source: AECOM, 2017.

Cell phone parking is currently provided in an unpaved area on the south side of Viking Avenue,
west of Golf Course Boulevard. This is also the designated waiting area for TNCs. The need for
the addition of the 50-space cell phone/TNC lot coincides with the continued growth of TNCs.
This project is the same location as the existing lot and that lot is also used for these purposes,
but is mostly unpaved. This project includes the construction of a paved parking surface,
marking, lighting, signage and fencing.

2.1.4.

WILDLIFE HAZARD HABITAT MANAGEMENT

As previously stated in Section 1.2.4, the wetlands proposed to be filled and mitigated for
habitat management purposes were identified in the Airport’s 2016 WHMP as having the
potential to attract hazardous wildlife. Consequently, the WHMP recommended that those
wetlands be mitigated in accordance with AC 150/5200-33B.

2.1.4.1.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed habitat management is to allow the CCAA to implement measures
identified in its WHMP to reduce existing wildlife hazard attractants that currently affect existing
airfield operations. Doing so would minimize risk to passengers and flight crews by reducing
wildlife hazards and associated risks to aircraft and airport operations caused by wildlife
activities on and in the vicinity of the Airport.
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NEED

Following a night-time bird strike of a sandhill crane in March 2011, the CCAA was informed by
the FAA Airport Safety Certification Inspector that a Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) was
required to assess potential wildlife hazards on the Airport property. A WHA was conducted
from November 2012 through December 2013 and accepted by the FAA in 2014. Based on the
results and recommendations of the WHA, the FAA requested a WHMP be developed and
implemented at PGD. The WHMP provides management responsibilities for the CCAA and
PGD personnel based on the finding of the WHA in accordance with FAR Part 139.337.
In addition to FAR Part 139.337, the publication Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports, A
Manual for Airport Personnel, Second Edition, July 2005 (FAA/U.S. Department of Agriculture
[USDA]) was used during the preparation of the WHA as a guide to address the specific
objectives of the 2014 WHA. FAA’s AC 150/5200-33B was also used to provide guidance on
identifying land uses that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife on or near public use
airports. These publications show that hazardous wildlife attractants should be avoided or
mitigated within a five-mile range of airports to protect approach, departure, and circling
airspace. In addition, the publications advise that hazardous wildlife attractants must be 10,000
ft. from the nearest Air Operations Area (AOAs) for airports serving turbine-powered aircraft and
5,000 ft. from the nearest AOAs for airports serving piston-powered aircraft.
Wetlands are wildlife attractants for a number of species, including wading birds, that can be a
significant hazard to aircraft due to their size and flocking habits. Based on the results of the
2014 WHA, recommendations were included in the 2016 WHMP. One recommendation
included filling and grading the depressional wetlands that are located on the airfield and that
become saturated and/or inundated during the wet season (identified as Wetlands F, H, and I in
the EA) to eliminate standing water that is attractive to wading birds and waterfowl. In addition, it
was recommended that PGD also evaluate the feasibility of filling, removing, or improving the
drawdown time of the depressional wetlands (identified as Wetlands B1, B2, and B3 in the EA)
in the cattle pasture south of the Airport’s perimeter fence that become saturated and/or
inundated during the wet season. Modifying wetland habitat to reduce hazardous wildlife
attractants should be a high priority since they are located within or near the approach and
departure spaces for Runways 4-22 and 15-33. Minimizing depressional wetlands to the
greatest extent practicable should reduce this wildlife hazard attractant to birds.
The wetlands proposed to be removed from the airfield are of low quality and provide minimal
level of support of wetland functions. Bounded by the AOA and fenced to prevent intrusions
onto the Airport property and pasture, there is little to no access to these areas for other wildlife
besides wading birds. The wetlands receive water through overland flow from the mowed infield
areas and paved runways/taxiways, decreasing the water quality. Nuisance and exotic
vegetation is also present throughout the wetland areas. To offset the loss of wetland functions
and values, all wetland impacts will be mitigated to satisfy all mitigation requirements of 33
United States Code (U.S.C.) 1344 and Part IV, Chapter 373, Florida Statutes (F.S.).
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Alternatives to removing airfield wetlands have been considered, namely, to leave the wetlands
in place and remove or reduce the height of the vegetation to reduce the attractiveness and
roosting of wading birds. As reported in the 2014 WHA, removing or reducing the height of the
vegetation in the airfield wetlands is a short-term management action that requires routine
maintenance and monitoring. This option of removing/reducing vegetation in the wetlands rather
than removing the wetlands is less effective in reducing hazardous wildlife because wading
birds may still be attracted to standing water to forage for prey. Therefore, in order to fully
comply with the 2016 WHMP, removal of wetlands is the intended course of action.

2.2.

FAA’S PURPOSE AND NEED

The FAA’s mission is to ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in the United
States. In furtherance of this mission, the FAA is charged with implementation of Federal
policies under its statutory authorities. It is within the framework of the Airport and Airway
Improvement Act of 1982, 49 U.S.C. § 47101 (as amended), that the FAA is responding to the
Airport Sponsor’s request for the FAA’s unconditional approval of that portion of an updated
ALP that concerns the Proposed Project and associated improvements. Moreover, it is the
statutory policy of the FAA under 49 U.S.C. § 47101 (a)(1) to ensure that the safe operation of
airports and the airway system is the highest priority. Approval of an updated ALP specific to the
Proposed Project ensures compliance with FAA standards for safety, design and operations at
PGD.

2.3.

REQUESTED FEDERAL ACTION

Approval of this EA by the FAA will allow the FAA to undertake several Federal actions
requested by the Airport Sponsor, including (but not limited to) approval of an update to the ALP
depicting the Airport Sponsor’s Proposed Project; allowing the Airport Sponsor to proceed with
site development activities using non-FAA funding; and permission to seek Federal funding
participating for project component(s) deemed eligible by FAA.
The specific requested Federal actions considered in this EA include the following:
 Unconditional approval of those portions of the ALP that depict Proposed Project; and
 Federal approval necessary to proceed with processing of an application for Federal
funding for those development items qualifying under 49 U.S.C. § 47101 et seq.
Appropriate Federal findings would be required prior to FAA approval requested above,
comprised of:
 FAA determination of the effects upon safe and efficient utilization of airspace;
 FAA determination that the project elements conform to FAA design criteria; and
 FAA determination that the project conforms to Federal grant agreements per Federal

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

2-11

Punta Gorda Airport

Chapter 2 - Purpose and Need

Aviation Regulation (FAR) Parts 77, 139, 150, 152, 157, and 169.
FAA acceptance of a NEPA analysis document and issuance of a decision document or finding
is only a determination that the document satisfies applicable environmental statutes and
regulations. FAA’s finding would allow the Airport Sponsor to proceed with site development
activities using non-FAA funding as described, and seek Federal funding participation for project
components as determined eligible by the FAA.
Similarly, FAA approval of an ALP does not indicate the FAA will participate in the cost of any
development proposed. 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 to proceed with
implementing the Proposed Project.

2.4.

TIMEFRAME OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Construction activities associated with the Five-Year CIP will commence within calendar year
(CY) 2019, and will persist until culmination of airport improvements in CY 2021. Therefore, the
first year for environmental analysis of Proposed Project operational impacts will be CY 2021.
For disclosure of potential additional operational impacts due to the Five-Year CIP, the forecast
year 2026 will also be studied in the EA; to the extent such study is warranted under the NEPA.
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CHAPTER 3 ALTERNATIVES
This chapter summarizes the screening process used to identify, compare, and evaluate a
range of alternatives to the Proposed Project, inclusive of: an overview of the structure of the
alternatives screening process and analysis used in this EA; a description of reasonable
alternatives to the Proposed Project, including the No-Action Alternative; a concise statement
explaining why some alternatives were eliminated from further evaluation in the EA; and
identification of reasonable alternatives retained for further evaluation in the EA.
The alternatives analysis was conducted in accordance with the CEQ regulations [40 CFR §
1502.14] and FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, which
require that Federal agencies perform the following tasks:
 Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives and, for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for
their having been eliminated.
 Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail, including the
Proposed Project, so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.
 Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
 Include the alternative of “No-Action.”

3.1.

ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS

The alternatives screening process for projects included in the Five-Year CIP consists of three
levels. A Level 1 evaluation identifies alternatives that would meet the specified purpose of and
need for the Project. Screening Level 2 then evaluates alternatives with respect to operations
and constructability in terms of airfield accessibility; development constraints such as the impact
of each alternative on future development and operation of the Airport; the need to relocate
existing infrastructure; and impacts to existing tenants and surrounding land uses. Finally,
Screening Level 3 examines an alternative’s potential impact on environmental resources such
as streams and floodplains; wetlands; historic and archaeological resources; Department of
Transportation (DOT) Section 4(f) resources; and biological resources.
The alternative screening is applied in a stepwise fashion; that is, only alternative(s) meeting the
Purpose and Need (i.e., Level 1) are further evaluated in terms of operations and
constructability (i.e., Level 2) and, subsequently, potential impact upon key environmental
resources (i.e., Level 3).
Alternatives passing all three levels of screening are carried forward for more detailed analysis
in the EA, whereas alternatives not passing these screening levels are eliminated from further
consideration. As stated previously, pursuant to 40 CFR § 1502.14 and FAA Order 1050.1F,
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and for comparative purposes, the No-Action Alternative is carried forward in the EA regardless
of the screening process results.

3.1.1.

LEVEL 1 ANALYSIS – PURPOSE AND NEED

The Level 1 analysis assessed each runway improvement and GA relocation alternative against
the stated Purpose and Need described in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2, respectively. Only
alternatives which fully satisfied all Purpose and Need criteria were carried forward for Level 2
screening analysis.

3.1.2.

LEVEL 2 ANALYSIS – OPERATIONS AND CONSTRUCTABILITY

This level of the alternatives screening analysis was designed to determine which alternatives,
of those meeting the Purpose and Need, were considered to be feasible and prudent with
respect to project constructability and airport operations. Level 2 criteria specifically addressed
the following considerations:
 Accessibility and Operational Considerations: Expanding on the Purpose and Need, this
criterion further considers requirements and issues associated with providing sufficient
access to each runway both during and following construction. Ease of motor vehicle
access on- and off-airport is also considered. Alternatives that represent the most
accessible and efficient are considered preferable to others.
 Constructability, Considering Cost: An alternative must be reasonable in that it does not
require a disproportionate amount of land clearing, earthworks, site preparation, asset
relocations or other factors that would render it prohibitive in terms of cost or
implementation. Cost effective alternatives are considered preferable to those with a
disproportionately large cost.
 Land Acquisition Requirements: This criterion addresses the need to acquire land for the
development of each alternative. Land acquisition comparisons were made for the total
amount of land to be acquired and the number of business structures and residential
structures to be acquired. Alternatives requiring the least amount of land acquisition are
the most prudent in this regard.
 Land Use Compatibility: Land acquired for a given alternative must already be
compatible with airport use, or must otherwise be rezoned or reused to become
compatible. Roadway and right-of-way access must also be maintained. An alternative
with minimal effect on existing land use is considered more prudent than one with a
larger effect.
 Potential Interference with Planned Airport Development: This criterion addresses the
potential impact of each alternative to directly conflict with planned development at the
Airport or to reduce the efficient future use of airport lands for aviation-related use.
Alternatives that conflict with planned development are considered less preferable,
whereas alternatives that foster or facilitate planned development are more preferable.
Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment
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LEVEL 3 ANALYSIS – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Environmental resource categories that have regulatory requirements (i.e., avoidance and
minimization of impacts) and those resources that are protected under special purpose
environmental laws were evaluated for each alternative passing the Level 2 screening. At the
conclusion of the Level 3 analysis, reasonable alternatives were retained for subsequent
detailed analysis in this EA. Specific environmental resource areas captured in this screening
level comprise:
 Biological Resources: Alternatives were evaluated for the potential to impinge upon
documented critical habitats of threatened or endangered plant and animal species, or
Essential Fish Habitat. Alternatives that resulted in fewer impacts on biotic resources
were considered to be more reasonable and feasible than those with greater impacts.
 DOT Act Section 4(f) Resources: The alternatives screening process evaluated
alternatives based on their potential to result in direct or indirect impacts to properties
protected under Section 4(f) of the DOT Act [codified at 49 U.S.C. § 303(c)], which
provides protection for special properties, including publicly-owned parks, recreation
areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or any significant historic sites. Alternatives that
would have no direct impacts to Section 4(f) resources were considered to be more
practicable than alternatives that resulted in Section 4(f) resource impacts.
 Floodplains: Area of potential impact on natural or beneficial floodplain, or Special Flood
Hazard Area (SFHA) delineated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) was accounted for each alternative. Alternatives with the least amount of
floodplain impact were considered preferable to others.
 Historic and Archaeological Resources: The alternatives screening process evaluated
each alternative on its potential to result in direct impacts to historic and/or
archaeological resources listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP). Alternatives that resulted in fewer impacts to listed resources
were considered to be more feasible and practical than those alternatives that resulted in
a greater amount of impact(s).
 Wetlands and Water Resources: Alternatives were evaluated based on the approximate
acreage of wetlands impacted and the potential for implications on existing stormwater
management and/or surface water quality. Alternatives with few impacts were
considered more prudent and feasible than those generating greater impacts.

3.2.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Not all individual projects in the Five-Year CIP are conducive to the formulation of alternatives.
For instance, some projects (e.g., T-hangar door replacement, relocating wind cones) have
little-to-no potential to significantly impact the existing environment such that avoidance or
construction alternatives have already been considered during the planning phase or can be
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implemented easily during design. Similarly, some individual projects do not have reasonable
and feasible alternatives available aside from the No-Action (e.g., the Runway 4-22
rehabilitation). Therefore, for the purpose of this EA, airside and landside development
alternatives considered in the Five-Year CIP are limited to the proposed Runway 15-33
extension and the relocation of the GA facilities (Table 3.2-1). As shown on Table 3.2-1, the EA
also considers a No-Action Alternative pursuant to the requirements of NEPA.
Table 3.2-1 Alternatives Summary
Project

Alternative

Description

Improve
Runway 15-33

1A:
No Extension –
Realign Golf
Course Boulevard

Standardize RSAs on both runway ends to achieve FAA design
standards, including installation of blast pads on each end.
Maintain land use compatibility within relocated approach end of
Runway 15 by acquiring avigation easement, as well as relocating
portions of Golf Course Boulevard and Henry Street. Extend Piper
Rd. to the north and install connector to maintain connectivity with
Golf Course Boulevard. Relocate AOA fencing on approach end of
Runway 15. Acquire property within Runway 33 RPZ. Reduce the
displacement of Runway 15 threshold from 561 ft. to 266 ft.
(Figure 3.2-1)

1B:
No Extension –
Install Engineered
Materials
Arresting System
(EMAS) on
Runway 15

Standardize RSAs on Runway 33 to achieve FAA design
standards, including installation of blast pad on approach end of
Runway 33. Install EMAS on the approach end of Runway 15.
Maintain land use compatibility within relocated approach end of
Runway 15 by acquiring avigation easement, as well as relocating
portions of Henry Street. Acquire property within Runway 33 RPZ.
Reduce the displacement of Runway 15 threshold from 561 ft. to
266 ft. (Figure 3.2-2)

2A:
Extend Runway
33 – Realign Golf
Course Boulevard

Extend approach end of Runway 33 southward by 421 ft. for a
total length of 6,109 ft. Standardize RSAs on both runway ends to
achieve FAA design standards, including installation of blast pads
on each end. Maintain land use compatibility within relocated
approach end of Runway 15 by acquiring avigation easement, as
well as relocating portions of Golf Course Boulevard and Henry
Street. Extend Piper Road to the north and install connector to
maintain connectivity with Golf Course Boulevard. Relocate
fencing on approach end of Runway 15. Relocate portion of
Woodlawn Avenue to maintain land use compatibility on approach
end of Runway 33. Acquire property within Runway 33 RPZ.
Reduce the displacement of Runway 15 threshold from 561 ft. to
266 ft. (Figure 3.2-3)

2B:
Extend Runway
33 – Install EMAS
on Runway 15

Extend approach end of Runway 33 southward by 444 ft. for a
total length of 6,132 ft. Standardize RSAs on approach end of
Runway 33 to achieve FAA design standards, including
installation of blast pad on approach end of Runway 33. Install
EMAS on approach end of Runway 15. Maintain land use
compatibility within relocated approach end of Runway 15 by
acquiring avigation easement, as well as relocating portions of
Henry Street. Acquire property within Runway 33 RPZ. Relocate
portion of Woodlawn Avenue to maintain land use compatibility on
approach end of Runway 33. Reduce the displacement of Runway
15 threshold from 561 ft. to 266 ft. (Figure 3.2-4)
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Alternative

Description

2C:
Runway 33
Extension Only

Extend approach end of Runway 33 southward by 593 ft. for a
total length of 6,281 ft. Standardize RSAs on both runway ends to
achieve FAA design standards, including installation of blast pads
on each end. Maintain land use compatibility within relocated
approach end of Runway 15 by acquiring avigation easement, as
well as relocating portions of Henry Street. Acquire property within
Runway 33 RPZ. Relocate portion of Woodlawn Avenue to
maintain land use compatibility on approach end of Runway 33.
Reduce the displacement of Runway 15 threshold from 561 ft. to
266 ft. (Figure 3.2-5)

1:
North Option

Relocate facilities to undeveloped airport land on the north side of
Airport property, east of existing T-hangars and south of existing
Challenger Boulevard. Extend Taxiway E and upgrade to a
“restricted” ADG-III taxiway to provide apron access. Construct GA
terminal building and café restaurant totaling approximately
11,000 SF in area, including provision for a parking area to
accommodate up to 97 parking spaces. Construct one large flight
school intended for WMU use, approximately 10,000 SF in area,
with a parking facility large enough to accommodate
approximately 40 parking spaces. (Figure 3.2-6)

2:
South Option

Relocate facilities to an area southeast of the intersection of Golf
Course Boulevard and Beechcraft Avenue, adjacent to the
existing GA apron. Provide taxiway connection from existing
Taxiway D using three ADG-II taxilanes. Construct GA terminal
building and café restaurant totaling approximately 11,000 SF in
area, including provision for a parking area to accommodate up to
97 parking spaces. Construct one large flight school intended for
WMU use, approximately 10,000 SF in area, with a parking facility
large enough to accommodate approximately 40 parking spaces.
(Figure 3.2-7)

3:
Northwest Option

Relocate facilities to an area to the west of the approach ends of
Runway 15 and 9 and north of the Charlotte County Sherriff’s
Office, with provision of a single taxiway access point at the
northern corner of existing Taxiway D. Extend Mooney Avenue to
maintain connectivity between Piper Road and Golf Course
Boulevard. Construct GA terminal building and café restaurant
totaling approximately 11,000 SF in area, including provision for a
parking area to accommodate up to 97 parking spaces. Construct
one large flight school intended for WMU use, approximately
10,000 SF in area, with a parking facility large enough to
accommodate approximately 40 parking spaces. (Figure 3.2-8)

No-Action
Alternative

For comparative purposes under NEPA, impacts of each project
alternative described above will be assessed against the option of
taking no action (i.e., not implementing or constructing the
project).

AECOM, 2017.
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ALTERNATIVES SCREENING RESULTS

3.3.1.

ALTERNATIVES TO IMPROVE RUNWAY SAFETY AND FUNCTION

The results of the three-level alternatives screening process for the Runway 15-33 improvement
alternatives are summarized on Table 3.3-1 and detailed in the following sections.

3.3.1.1.

PURPOSE AND NEED

Criterion #1: Provide a phased approach to performing pavement rehabilitation and
reconstruction activities on both Runways
With the exception of a No-Action Alternative, all Runway 15-33 improvement alternatives
presented in this EA would accommodate the needed phased reconstruction and/or
rehabilitation of Runway 15-33 and Runway 4-22 pavements within the Five-Year CIP.
Construction activities necessary for each individual Alternative support a construction phasing
approach whereby Runway 15-33 would be rehabilitated first via mill and overlay, and
subsequently extended to provide sufficient runway length for existing and projected operations
at PGD, prior to Runway 4-22 closure for rehabilitation/reconstruction. Runway 15-33
rehabilitation and extension activities would occur in FY 2019 and 2020, and Runway 4-22
rehabilitation and construction would occur in Alternatives 1A and 1B and are considered most
efficient in achieving this schedule because they require less pavement work compared to
Alternatives 2A through 2C. However, all alternatives support the construction phasing program
necessary for the Five-Year CIP.
Criterion #2: Maintain adequate runway length for the aircraft fleet mix using Runway 1533 during Runway 4-22 pavement rehabilitation and reconstruction
Commercial air carrier operations currently require runway lengths sufficient to accommodate
existing trip lengths for aircraft departing PGD, corresponding to up to 1,250 nautical miles and
requiring approximately 80 percent MTOW, and these requirements need to be maintained
throughout the Five-Year CIP. Because Runway 4-22 typically provides this operational
capability and will be out of service during pavement rehabilitation and reconstruction, Runway
15-33 must be improved to provide the capability on an interim basis. As described in Section
2.1.1.2, Runway 15-33 has sufficient length to accommodate only the A319, A320 and A321
series aircraft using PGD at 80 percent MTOW. Similarly, Runway 15-33 landing distance
available is insufficient for all wet runway operations, and would only accommodate dry runway
landings for the A319 and A320.
Therefore, extending Runway 15-33 to the proposed length of 6,281 ft. would preserve
operational capability of the air carrier fleet to operate at 80 percent MTOW on departure (with
the exception of the MD80), and would allow for dry runway arrivals for all fleet members. Table
3.3-2 summarizes the declared distances for arrival and departure operations for all Runway 1533 improvement alternatives considered in this EA.

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

3-14

Punta Gorda Airport

Chapter 3 - Alternatives
Table 3.3-1 Runway 15-33 Alternatives Screening Summary
Result

Screening Level

Level 1 – Purpose
and Need

Alt
1A

Alt
1B

Alt
2A

Alt
2B

Alt 2C

No-Action

Provide a phased approach to
performing pavement rehabilitation
and reconstruction activities on both
Runways

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Maintain adequate runway length for
the aircraft fleet mix using Runway
15-33 during Runway 4-22
pavement rehabilitation and
reconstruction

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Attain or maintain compliance with
design standards, safety criteria and
land use compatibility for current
and proposed future RSAs and
RPZs

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Proceed to Level 2 Screening?

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Criteria

No airfield accessibility issues.

Accessibility and Operational
Considerations

--

Constructability, Considering Cost

--

--

--

--

Woodlawn Avenue
realignment is required to
avoid the Runway 33 RPZ, but
roadway function and
connectivity is maintained

Level 2 –
Operations and
Constructability

Land Acquisition and Land Use
Compatibility

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

Runway 15 RSA is less than
standard 1,000 ft., but is
brought into compliance using
declared distances.

--

--

--

--

--

Pavement
rehabilitation and
reconstruction would
not occur

--

$11.6M construction, $20,000
easement

No construction
required

--

2.67 acres easement required
to assure land use
compatibility within Runway 33
RPZ

No required
acquisition or changes
in current land use
compatibility
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Result
Alt
1A

Alt
1B

Alt
2A

Alt
2B

--

--

--

--

--

Biological Resources

--

DOT Section 4(f) Resources

Screening Level

Criteria

Alt 2C

No-Action

--

Compatible with intermediate
and long-term CIP

Neither interferes with
nor supports
development plans

--

--

Yes

Yes

--

--

--

None

None

--

--

--

--

None

None

Floodplains

--

--

--

--

None

None

Historic Architectural/
Archaeological Resources

--

--

--

--

None

None

Wetlands and Water Resources

--

--

--

--

Approx. 0.5 acre impacted

None

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Potential Interference with Planned
Airport Development
Proceed to Level 3 Screening?

Level 3 – Potential
Environmental
impacts

Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis in EA?
Source: AECOM, 2017
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Table 3.3-2 Declared Distances by Alternative and Runway End
Takeoff Length (ft.)

TODA (ft.)

ASDA (ft.)

Landing Distance
(ft.)

Alternative

Runway
15

Runway
33

Runway
15

Runway
33

Runway
15

Runway
33

Runway
15

Runway
33

1A

5,422

5,580

5,688

5,688

5,688

5,688

5,688

5,688

1B

5,422

5,556

5,688

5,556

5,688

5,688

5,688

5,688

2A

6,109

6,000

6,109

6,109

6,109

6,109

5,843

6,109

2B

6,132

6,000

6,132

6,000

6,132

6,132

5,866

6,132

2C

6,281

6,149

6,281

6,149

6,281

6,000

6,018

6,000

ASDA = Accelerate-Stop Distance Available; TODA = Takeoff Distance Available
Source: AECOM, 2017.

Because Alternatives 1A and 1B do not include a runway extension, they do not provide the
minimum operational length for any declared distance (corresponding in most instances to
5,688 ft. per Table 3.3-2) and therefore do not meet the stated Purpose and Need criterion.
Accordingly, existing operations would be hampered with these alternatives. Alternatives 2A and
2B provide the minimum operational length for departures, but not landings on Runway 15.
Alternative 2C is the only alternative which can fully satisfy the stated Purpose and Need
criterion, by providing 6,281 ft. of usable runway departure and landing lengths during the
Runway 4-22 reconstruction/rehabilitation.
Criterion #3: Attain or maintain compliance with design standards, safety criteria and
land use compatibility for current and proposed future Runway Safety Areas and Runway
Protection Zones
With the exception of a No-Action Alternative, all Runway 15-33 improvement alternatives
presented in this EA would attain or maintain compliance with design standards, safety criteria
and land use compatibility for current and proposed future RSAs and RPZs. Current FAA
standards require an RSA that is 500 ft. wide and extends 1,000 ft. beyond each end of the
runway. At PGD, Henry Street transits the Runway 15 RSA restricting the length to 477 ft. Henry
Street also restricts the Runway 15 ROFA to a length of 391 ft. Realigning both Henry Street
and Golf Course Boulevard would standardize Runway 15 RSA and the ROFA.
FAA guidance recommends airports gain an interest in RPZs, such as fee title, lease, or
avigation easement. The existing Runway 15 RPZ is partially outside of Airport property,
extending beyond Challenger Boulevard and into a residential area. In order to mitigate this
non-standard condition, all alternatives include the relocation of the RPZ such that it is no longer
impacted by Challenger Boulevard. However, this will still require CCAA to obtain control of the
remaining parcel outside of existing Airport property by incorporating applicable land use
controls into a restrictive easement.
Alternatives 1A and 2A achieve a standard RSA and ROFA for Runway 15 by diverting Golf
Course Boulevard to Henry Street where it will connect with Piper Road. In lieu of relocating
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Golf Course Boulevard, Alternatives 1B and 2B achieve a standard RSA by utilizing an EMAS.
While a standard EMAS eliminates the need to divert Golf Course Boulevard, it does not
improve the runway operational distance. Alternative 2C does not require the relocation of Golf
Course Boulevard or the installation of an EMAS at the Runway 15 end. In order to increase the
achievable RSA to 719 ft., Alternative 2C requires the relocation of the Henry Street entrance to
the Series 600 T-Hangar, instead providing access via Challenger Boulevard. The remainder of
the required RSA geometry is achievable through the use of declared distances. Extending the
approach end of Runway 33 southward by 593 ft. would reduce the displacement of Runway 15
threshold from 561 ft. to 266 ft. The extension of Runway 33 in Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 2C
requires the realignment of Woodlawn Avenue in order to maintain the RPZ of Runway 33 clear
of public roads.
Therefore, all five Alternatives under consideration meet the stated Purpose and Need with
respect to compliance with design standards, safety criteria and land use compatibility in RSAs
and RPZs.
Conclusion
As documented in the preceding sections and summarized on Table 3.3-1, all five Alternatives
considered for improving runway safety and function within the Five-Year CIP meet the stated
Purpose and Need in terms of construction phasing flexibility (Criterion #1), and attainment of
RSA/RPZ standards and land use compatibility requirements (Criterion #3). However, only
Alternative 2C meets the Purpose and Need in terms of providing 6,281 ft. of usable runway
length during the Runway 4-22 reconstruction/rehabilitation activities. Therefore, only Alternative
2C is carried forward to Level 2 alternatives screening.

3.3.1.2.

OPERATIONS AND CONSTRUCTABILITY

Arriving and departing aircraft would remain able to access all runways, taxiways, and parking
areas with implementation of Alternative 2C, so the Alternative promotes airfield accessibility
and there are no constraints related to the efficiency and safety of aircraft ground-based
movements. Nothing about the Alternative would diminish the ability of motor vehicle or other
airport traffic to use the public and airport access roadways around PGD, so the Alternative also
maintains landside accessibility. Alternative 2C is compatible with planned airport development
within intermediate and long-term planning horizons; however, further extension of Runway 33
to the south would be constrained if ever required.
As stated previously, the Alternative would provide only 719 ft. of RSA on Runway 15 compared
to the standard 1,000 ft.; however, the shortfall could be mitigated using declared distances on
Runway 15-33. Extending the approach end of Runway 33 southward by 593 ft. would reduce
the displacement of Runway 15 threshold from 561 ft. to 266 ft. Also previously, mentioned,
implementing the Alternative would shift the RPZs of Runway 33 southward by 593 ft., which
would then require 2.67 acres of easement to be acquired on off-airport property in order to
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maintain land use control in the RPZs, and would also require Woodlawn Avenue to be
realigned out of the RPZ area.

3.3.1.3.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

Based on the currently available data and recent field studies, Alternative 2C would likely not
impact any biological resources, as there is little potential for suitable habitat of rare, threatened
or endangered species within the project extent (see Sections 4.3 and 5.3 and the Biological
Assessment (BA) provided in Appendix B). No DOT Section 4(f) resources (see Sections 4.5
and 5.5) would be physically impacted by the implementation of Alternative 2C, nor would it be
constructed within the 100-year floodplain (see Sections 4.13 and 5.15).
Although portions of PGD are documented as a potential historic resource due to the property’s
historic use as an Army air base, construction and other direct ground disturbance activities
would occur in an area of the property that is already heavily disturbed (see Sections 4.8 and
5.8 and the Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) provided in Appendix C). Further,
soil profiles in these areas are not conducive to the preservation of intact archaeological
resources; therefore, impact to cultural resources associated with this Alternative is unlikely.
Approximately 0.5 acre of freshwater marsh wetland would be located in the RSA grading area
of a newly-extended Runway 33, and impacts to this wetland would require mitigation (see
Sections 4.12 and 5.14). However, this wetland is proposed to be removed and fully mitigated
as part of the Proposed Project, and the mitigation requirements associated with removal of the
wetland are fully identified and documented in this EA. Coordination with the Southwest Florida
Water Management District (SWFWMD) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) will be
required during the design and permitting phase to determine specific mitigation requirements.
Therefore, based on Level 3 environmental screening analysis, Alternative 2C (as well as the
No-Action Alternative) is carried forward for detailed environmental impact analysis in this EA.

3.3.2.

ALTERNATIVES TO RELOCATE GA FACILITIES

The results of the three-level alternatives screening process for the GA relocation alternatives
are summarized on Table 3.3-3 and detailed in the following sections.

3.3.2.1.

PURPOSE AND NEED

Criterion #1: Maintain flexibility to expand the existing commercial passenger terminal
without diminishing or constraining GA facilities
All three alternatives under consideration meet the stated Purpose and Need criterion because
their implementation would not preclude further expansion of the existing commercial passenger
terminal. Alternative 1 maximizes commercial terminal expansion flexibility because it relocates
the entire GA complex to a completely separate area of the Airport and allows for either
northward or southward expansion concept for the commercial passenger terminal. Alternative 3
is similar in this regard. Alternative 2 would allow northward expansion of the current
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commercial passenger terminal only, because the proposed GA complex under this Alternative
would occupy any potential commercial passenger terminal expansion space available to the
south.
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Table 3.3-3 GA Relocation Alternatives Screening Summary

Screening
Level

Level 1 –
Purpose and
Need

Result
Criteria

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

No-Action

Maintain flexibility to expand the
existing commercial passenger
terminal without diminishing or
constraining GA facilities

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Furnish a development footprint
of at least 25 acres to
accommodate sizing and
operational requirements of the
GA terminal and one flight school

Yes, 33.7 acres

Yes, 27.0 acres

No, 23.1 acres

No

Preserve capability for future GA
expansion

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

--

None

--

No construction
required

--

No required
acquisition or
changes in current
land use

Proceed to Level 2 Screening?

Accessibility and Operational
Considerations

Level 2 –
Operations and
Constructability

Constructability, Considering
Cost

Landside access
limited to Challenger
Boulevard via Golf
Course Boulevard
Requires upgrade of
existing Taxiway E
to support ADG-II
operations
Estimated cost
$25M. New
supporting
infrastructure
required, which may
inflate costs

Land Acquisition and Land Use
Compatibility

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

No issues

Landside access via
Golf Course
Boulevard and/or
Beechcraft Avenue
Provides three
access taxilanes via
Taxiway D
Estimated cost
$16M. Existing
infrastructure can be
utilized
Mitigation/permitting
costs for wetland,
stormwater, etc.,
may inflate costs
No issues
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Result

Screening
Level

Criteria

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

No-Action
compatibility

Maximizes flexibility
for future
development

Provides expansion
space for future
development, but
southward extent is
limited by existing
40:1 departure
surface, RPZ and
ROFA of Runway 422

--

Neither interferes
with nor supports
development plans

Yes

Yes

--

Yes

Biological Resources

None

None

--

None

DOT Section 4(f) Resources

None

None

--

None

Floodplains

None

Approx. 9.9 acres
impacted

--

None

Historic Architectural/
Archaeological Resources

None

None

--

None

Wetlands and Water Resources

None

Approx. 2.2 acres
impacted

--

None

Yes

No

No

Yes

Potential Interference with
Planned Airport Development

Proceed to Level 3 Screening?

Level 3 –
Potential
Environmental
impacts

Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis in EA?
Source: AECOM, 2017
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Criterion #2: Furnish a development footprint of at least 25 acres to accommodate sizing
and operational requirements of the GA terminal and one large flight school
The 2015 GA Terminal Relocation Study identified a need for a minimum of 25 acres of
development footprint to accommodate GA relocation and flight school development at PGD.
Alternative 1 provides the largest potential development footprint at approximately 34 acres,
with significant opportunity to extend the footprint eastward without intervening with existing
facilities or airfield areas normally required to be kept free of structures or objects. Alternative 2
also satisfies the minimum acreage requirement at 27 acres of development space. At
approximately 23 acres, Alternative 3 falls short of the minimum required area.
Criterion #3: Preserve capability for future GA expansion
Alternative 1 (Figure 3.2-6) meets the building area, parking area and apron size requirements
for the terminal, restaurant, and one large flight school discussed in Section 2.1.2.2, providing
24 ADG II aircraft parking positions for the GA terminal with the potential to add at least 12
additional positions in the future. It provides 26 ADG I aircraft parking positions for the large
flight school with the capability of adding at least 26 additional positions in the future. Further, it
provides potential for ten ADG I parking positions each for three smaller flight schools in the
future for a total of 30 additional parking positions. The 2015 GA Terminal Relocation Study
estimated that up to 70 acres of development space would be available with this Alternative.
Alternative 2 (Figure 3.2-7) also meets the building area, parking area and apron size
requirements for the terminal, restaurant and one large flight school (Section 2.1.2.2). The
Alternative provides up to 34 ADG II aircraft parking positions for the GA terminal in its current
configuration, and also allows for 23 ADG I parking positions for the flight school with the
capability to add up to 23 additional positions in the future. Like Alternative 1, it provides
potential for ten ADG I parking positions each for three smaller flight schools in the future for a
total of 30 additional parking positions. As noted in subsequent sections, the configuration of the
site as well as proximity to safety and obstruction surfaces limits the southward expansion
capability of this Alternative in the future.
Alternative 3 (Figure 3.2-8) meets the building area, parking area and apron size requirements
for the terminal, restaurant and one large flight school discussed in Section 2.1.2.2. Provision of
28 ADG II aircraft parking positions for the GA terminal is possible with this Alternative, although
there is no expansion capability. Similarly, 25 ADG I aircraft parking positions would be
available for one large flight school, with the ability to accommodate up to 20 ADG I positions for
two smaller flight schools at some future time, although there is no expansion capability.
Based on the foregoing description, Alternatives 1 and 2 fully satisfy the stated Purpose and
Need criterion by preserving capabilities for future GA expansion, whereas Alternative 3 does
not.
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Conclusion
As documented in the preceding sections and summarized on Table 3.3-3, all three Alternatives
considered for relocating and developing GA facilities within the Five-Year CIP meet the stated
Purpose and Need in terms of accommodating commercial terminal expansion plans (Criterion
#1). However, only Alternatives 1 and 2 meets the Purpose and Need in terms of providing a
minimum 25 acres of development space (Criterion #2). Similarly, only Alternatives 1 and 2
satisfy the Purpose and Need with respect to preserving future GA expansion capabilities
(Criterion #3). Therefore, Alternative 3 is not carried forward to Level 2 alternatives screening.

3.3.2.2.

OPERATIONS AND CONSTRUCTABILITY

Alternative 1 provides adjacency to Runway 9-27 for takeoffs and landings for category B-I
aircraft, which is typical of aircraft types that would utilize the GA terminal and flight schools.
The site provides visibility to the entire airfield but requires upgrade of Taxiway E to
accommodate ADG II aircraft operations. Landside access is limited to Challenger Boulevard
via Golf Course Boulevard. Because the area of Alternative 1 is currently undeveloped, new
supporting infrastructure would be necessary to develop the area, which may present cost
considerations compared to other potential development options. The land use of the Alternative
1 and surrounding areas is considered fully compatible for GA development and no acquisitions
or easements on private property are required.
Alternative 2 provides three taxilanes from Taxiway D for airside access (two ADG II taxilanes
and one ADG I taxilane) but maximizes distance to Runway 9-27 compared to Alternative 1.
The Alternative maintains connection to the existing GA parking apron and self-service fueling
station and allows the rental car quick turnaround facility to remain in place. As mentioned
previously, expansion capability is finite due to the configuration of facilities at this site and
proximity to Runway 4 approach areas, Runway 22 departure area, and associated safety and
obstruction surfaces (i.e., the 40:1 departure surface, RPZs and ROFA of Runway 4-22). Airfield
visibility is limited to the southern areas of the airfield. Landside access is provided by Golf
Course Boulevard and/or Beechcraft Avenue, and there is potential to add a new intersection
with Piper Road. Existing supporting infrastructure can be utilized in development of this
Alternative which provides cost efficiency; however this efficiency can potentially be offset by
required permitting and mitigation costs associated with wetlands/floodplain involvement and
stormwater management requirements.

3.3.2.3.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

Alternatives 1 and 2 would likely not impact any biological resources based on currently
available data and recent field studies, as there is little potential for suitable habitat of rare,
threatened or endangered species within the project extent (see Sections 4.3 and 5.3 and the
BA provided in Appendix B). No DOT Section 4(f) resources would be physically impacted by
the implementation of these alternatives (see Sections 4.5 and 5.5).
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Although portions of PGD are documented as a potential historic resource due to the property’s
historic use as an Army air base, construction and other direct ground disturbance activities
associated with Alternative 2 would occur in an area of the property that is already heavily
disturbed. Because the area of Alternative 1 is generally undisturbed, further cultural resources
survey would be warranted to ascertain potential impacts, however, soil profiles in these areas
are not conducive to the preservation of intact archaeological resources; therefore impact to
cultural resources associated with this Alternative is unlikely.
Alternative 2 impacts approximately 2.2 acres of herbaceous wetland habitat and is sited within
9.9 acres of 100-year floodplain area designated by FEMA. Executive Orders (EO) 11998,
Floodplain Management, and 11990, Protection of Wetlands, each require that Federal
agencies such as FAA do not approve or support actions that impact wetlands or floodplain
areas, if practicable alternatives exist to avoid these impacts.
Because Alternative 1 does not impact the 100-year floodplain and involves no wetland areas, it
is considered a practicable alternative to avoid floodplain impacts per EO 11998 and wetland
impacts per EO 11990. Therefore, based on Level 3 environmental screening analysis,
Alternative 2 is eliminated from detailed study in the EA. Alternative 1 (as well as the No-Action
Alternative) is carried forward for detailed environmental impact analysis in this EA.
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CHAPTER 4 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
4.1.

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a description of the relevant existing 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

Based on the EA Proposed Project identified in Section 1.2, a Direct Study Area (DSA) was
delineated within which direct physical impacts of the Proposed Project (i.e., construction
footprint) will be characterized and disclosed. To account for indirect ground disturbance
activities that may occur during construction, such as materials and equipment staging, the DSA
includes a 100-ft buffer. The DSA also coincides with the proposed Biological Study Area (BSA)
and archaeological resources Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Proposed Project, which will
be used for the purposes of Section 7 coordination, pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended (87 Stat. 884; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (ESA) and Section 106 coordination
pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), respectively.
An Indirect Study Area (ISA) was also delineated to assess potential secondary impacts not
related to the construction footprint of the Proposed Project, and corresponds to the area within
the composite 60 decibel day-night average sound level (DNL 60 dB) of the Proposed Project
and retained alternatives. The ISA also serves as the historic resources APE and will also be
used to identify, disclose and evaluate potential impacts on eligible historic architectural
resources protected by the NHPA, and other potentially incompatible land uses. Evaluations in
the ISA will include a constructive use assessment on DOT Section 4(f) resources.
Finally, a Socioeconomic Study Area (SSA) was established to broadly characterize conditions
of relevance within the Airport vicinity, relating to socioeconomic and environmental justice
conditions that would be relevant to evaluation of the Proposed Project. The SSA is comprised
of U.S. Census Block Groups at least partially located within one mile of the PGD boundary
(Block Groups 12015103022, 120150105012, 120150102004 and 12015102003).
Refer to Figure 4.1-1 for a graphical depiction of the study areas delineated for the EA.
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE EVALUATION

FAA Order 1050.1F calls for the analysis of the environmental resource categories identified
below.















Air Quality
Biological Resources
Climate
Coastal Resources
DOT Section 4(f) Resources
Farmlands
Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention and Solid Waste
Historical, Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural Resources
Land Use
Natural Resources and Energy Supply
Noise and Noise Compatible Land Use
Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and Children’s Health and Safety Risks
Light Emissions and Visual Effects
Water Resources (Wetlands, Floodplains, Surface Water/Groundwater Resources, and
Wild and Scenic Rivers)

All of the environmental resource categories listed above were considered for applicability in
defining/establishing the affected environment outlined in this Chapter, as well as evaluating the
potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Project as detailed in Chapter 5.0.
Table 4.1-1 summarizes the boundaries of study for each of these categories, in the context of
the EA study areas described in Section 4.1.1. As indicated on Table 4.1-1, the following
resources were determined either not present or not measurably impacted by the Proposed
Project:
 Wild and Scenic Rivers: Established pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS) is an inventory of rivers having
outstanding natural, cultural or recreational values, jointly administered by the Bureau of
Land Management, National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
the U.S. Forestry Service. NWSRS rivers are afforded full protection under the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, or have been identified by Congress as “study rivers” potentially
eligible for protection under the Act. Additionally, the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI)
catalogs rivers m the minimum eligibility requirements of the Act and are afforded some
protections under the Act pending detailed study.
There are no rivers listed to the NWSRS within five miles of PGD. Two water bodies
located within five miles of PGD have been included in the NRI: the Peace River and
Shell Creek. The Peace River is described in the NRI as a meandering blackwater
stream lined with limestone banks and forested swamplands. It has been included in the
NRI on the grounds of having scenic, recreational, geological, biological and
historical/cultural values which would potentially afford its protection under the Act. Shell
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Creek is a connected waterbody to the Peace River, described in the NRI as a scenic
stream with excellent water quality. It is listed on the basis of having scenic, recreational
and historical/cultural value that could potentially merit protection under the Act.
However, due to the distance of these resources from PGD, no further evaluation in this
EA is warranted.
Table 4.1-1 Environmental Resources Evaluated
Category

Study Boundaries (Fig. 4.1-1)
APE
BSA
DSA
ISA
SSA

Air Quality
Biological Resources (including fish, wildlife and plants)
Climate
Coastal Resources
DOT Section 4(f)
Farmlands
Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention and Solid
Waste
Historical, Architectural, Archaeological and Cultural
Resources
Land Use
Natural Resources and Energy Supply
Noise and Noise Compatible Land Use
Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, Children’s
Health and Safety Risks
Light Emissions and Visual Effects
Wetlands
Floodplains
Surface/
Groundwater Resources
Wild and Scenic Rivers
Sources:

4.1.2.

x

x

x

x

x
x
x

x
x

x

x
x

x

x

x
x
x

x
x
x

x
x
x
x

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

STUDY YEARS

CY 2016 will be studied for the purposes of establishing environmental and operational existing
conditions at PGD, which constitutes the Affected Environment for this EA.
Based on information provided on Table 1.3-1, construction activities associated with the FiveYear CIP will commence within CY 2019, and will persist until culmination of the Airport
improvements in CY 2022. However, only minor CIP projects are slated for construction in 2022
(to be completed same-year) and neither of these two projects would have a significant bearing
on analysis of operational impacts. Therefore, in order to maintain consistency with the MPU
forecast years, the first year for environmental analysis of Proposed Project operational impacts
will be CY 2021. For disclosure of potential additional operational impacts due to the Five-Year
CIP, the forecast year 2026 is also studied in the EA; to the extent such study is warranted
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under the NEPA. Analysis of environmental consequences related to the Proposed Project for
CYs 2021 and 2026 are addressed in Chapter 5.0 of this EA.

4.2.

AIR QUALITY

Pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and its amendments, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (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 National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) meant to safeguard public health (i.e., primary NAAQS) and
environmental welfare (i.e., secondary NAAQS). 7
EPA delegates 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 require 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.

4.2.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

4.2.1.1.

AIR QUALITY MONITORING

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 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. According to

7

EPA. National Ambient Air Quality Standards. February 20, 2018.
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the EPA’s Green Book listing of nonattainment areas, Charlotte County is listed as
attainment/unclassifiable for all current NAAQS8.
The current NAAQS are summarized on Table 4.2-1, along with EPA data from the nearest
available air monitoring stations for the period of 2015-2017. Of note, only O3, PM10 and PM2.5
concentrations are monitored within 25 miles of PGD; pollutant monitoring data from moredistant monitors are excluded from the summary. Available data indicate no current violations of
the NAAQS for O3, PM2.5, and PM10. As stated above, per EPA’s Green Book, the PGD area is
considered attainment/unclassifiable of all NAAQS.
Table 4.2-1 Air Monitoring Data Summary (2015-2017)

Pollutant

CO
[76 FR 54294,
Aug 31, 2011]
Pb
[81 FR 71906,
October 18, 2016]
NO2
[75 FR 6474, Feb
9, 2010] [77 FR
20218, April 3,
2012]
O3
[80 FR 65292,
Oct 26, 2015]

Particle Pollution
[78 FR 3085, Jan
15, 2013]

SO2
[77 FR 20218,

8

Averaging
Time
8-hour

Level
9 ppm

1-hour

35 ppm

Rolling 3
month
average

0.15
3
μg/m

1-hour

100 ppb

Annual

53 ppb

8-hour

0.070 ppm

PM2.5
Annual
(primary)
PM2.5
Annual
(secondary)
PM2.5
24-hour

Form
Not to be exceeded
more than once per
year
Not to be exceeded

12 μg/m

3

15 μg/m

3

35 μg/m

3

PM10
24-hour

150 μg/m

1-hour

75 ppb

98th percentile of 1hour daily maximum
concentrations,
averaged over 3 years
Annual mean
Annual fourth-highest
daily maximum 8-hour
concentration,
averaged over 3 years
Annual mean,
averaged over 3 years
Annual mean,
averaged over 3 years

3

98th percentile,
averaged over 3 years
Not to be exceeded
more than once per
year on average over
3 years
99th percentile of 1hour daily maximum

Concentration
(Monitor ID, Distance from
PGD)
12-071-0005
(21 miles
12-071-2002
SSE)
(24 miles S)
--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

0.060

6.2

--

13.5

--

Not
exceeded

--

--

--

EPA. Nonattainment Areas of for Criteria Pollutants (Green Book). https://www.epa.gov/green-book. February 20, 2018.
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Averaging
Time

3-hour

Level

0.5 ppm

Form
concentrations,
averaged over 3 years
Not to be exceeded
more than once per
year

Concentration
(Monitor ID, Distance from
PGD)
12-071-0005
(21 miles
12-071-2002
SSE)
(24 miles S)

--

-3

-- = not monitored; FR = Federal Register; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million; μg/m = micrograms per
cubic meter of air
Sources: FR, as above; and EPA AirData (https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data), accessed February 20,
2018.

4.2.1.2.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AIR EMISSIONS INVENTORY

PGD produces emissions of criteria air pollutants and their precursors due to the operation of a
variety of mobile and stationary combustion sources at PGD. Under current conditions, the bulk
of these emissions are produced due to aircraft operations. Many larger commercial aircraft
utilize Auxiliary Power Units (APU) to provide comfort air and power to instrumentation while at
the gate, if not using gate infrastructure to do so. GSE are also used to service arriving and
departing aircraft in terms of assisting in aircraft pushback from the gate, refueling, moving
baggage and freight, cleaning and restocking aircraft, and other functions. Motor vehicle traffic
on airport roadways and the operation of stationary combustion devices also contribute to
emissions from PGD operations, but to a nominal degree.
For the purpose of describing existing conditions, an inventory of aircraft emissions at PGD is
provided on Table 4.2-2. Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) are also disclosed on Table
4.2-2. See Sections 4.4 and 5.4 of this EA for discussion of GHG emissions.
Table 4.2-2 Existing Conditions Emissions Inventory (CY 2016)
1

Source
Aircraft

CO
398.9

Emissions (tons)
NOx PM2.5 PM10 SO2
36.5
0.8
0.8
3.9

VOC
13.9

GHG Emissions
(metric tons)
CO2e
9,611.7

CY = Calendar Year; CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent;
GHG = greenhouse gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate
matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; PM10 =
particulate matter equal to or less than 10 micrometers in diameter;
SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds.
1
NOx and VOC are considered precursors to criteria pollutant formation (O3 and
PM2.5)
Sources: AEDT 2d, 2017.

4.3.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Airport was evaluated for potential occurrences of federally and state listed plant and
animal species. The ESA requires that all Federal agencies undertake programs for the
conservation of endangered and threatened species and prohibits Federal agencies from
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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 has
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), F.S., “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.

4.3.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

As part of the NEPA process, an Advance Notification of the Proposed Project was sent to the
FDEP and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), requesting comments
on potential effects of the Proposed Project on listed species and potential permit requirements
(Appendix A). In addition, an official species list was requested from the USFWS Information
for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) database and is provided in Appendix B.
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:
 Listed species accounts;
 2014 WHA completed at PGD;
 USFWS and FWC listings of species known to occur or potentially occurring in Charlotte
County;
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 Online database sources from the USFWS, FWC, and Florida Natural Areas Inventory
(FNAI); and
 Field observations of habitats and wildlife species.
A BA was required in support of this EA due to the potential for listed species to occur within the
BSA and the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on these species. A copy of the BA for
the Proposed Project is contained in Appendix B. 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 USFWS received a copy
of the BA on December 22, 2017 for review. Comments were received from FWC on January
22, 2018 stating no objections. A request for additional information (RAI) was received from
USFWS on April 4, 2018 stating that a Wood Stork Foraging Analysis is needed for the USFWS
to initiate Section 7 Consultation for the Proposed Project. FAA’s response to the RAI was
submitted to the USFWS on April 17, 2018. On June 15, 2018, a second RAI was received from
the USFWS requesting that acoustic surveys for the Florida bonneted bat be conducted. FAA’s
response to that RAI was submitted to the USFWS on August 8, 2018.
During the Section 7 consultation process, the FAA informed the USFWS on August 6, 2018
that the CCAA had cleared approximately 164 acres of potential wildlife habitat, approximately
27 acres of which were located within the BSA. This clearing was conducted without the
necessary environmental approvals from the FAA. In response to a request by the USFWS, the
FAA provided additional information and figures depicting the areas that had been cleared. In a
letter dated October 31, 2018, USFWS addressed the recent land clearing at PGD by stating
that it is the USFWS policy not to consult on development activities after-the-fact (i.e., where
land or tree clearing has been completed). Therefore, for these areas, the USFWS could not
provide either: 1) a concurrence for a determination by the FAA that the Proposed Project will
not adversely affect a federally listed species, or 2) authorization to the FAA for any incidental
take that may have occurred. USFWS also stated in their response that in some cases, they can
consult on the portions of Proposed Project where land clearing has not occurred, and complete
the consultation pursuant to the ESA. As stated in the final USFWS response, the requirements
of Section 7 are fulfilled and further action is not required. Agency Coordination letters are
provided in Appendix A.
Documented occurrences of rare species likely to occur within Charlotte County were obtained
from FNAI’s Searchable Tracking List website (FNAI, 2017) and observations recorded during
the 2012, 2013 and 2016 field inspections by AECOM ecologists.
The following information was reviewed prior to field reviews to characterize habitat features
and land use patterns within the BSA:
 U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute Topographical Quadrangle Map, Cleveland, FL,
1987;
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 Aerial photographs, Scale: 1 inch = 200 ft. (FDOT APLUS 2014);
 USDA, Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), Web Soil Survey of Charlotte
County, Florida. (http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx) (NRCS
2017);
 Florida Association of Professional Soil Scientists, Hydric Soils of Florida Handbook,
Fourth Edition (Hurt, 2007);
 FDOT, Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS)
Handbook, Third edition (FDOT 1999);
 SWFWMD, FLUCFCS Geographic Information System (GIS) Database (SWFWMD
2016);
 USFWS, Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States
(Cowardin, et al., 1979); and
 FDEP, Map Direct Gateway (http://ca.dep.state.fl.us/mapdirect/gateway.jsp).
Multiple field reviews of the Airport property were conducted during a year-long WHA at the
PGD. The WHA was conducted from November 2012 to October 2013. On December 21,
2016, an additional field review was conducted within the BSA. During the field reviews, each
vegetative community and land use type within the BSA was visually inspected to assess
approximate boundaries and document dominant vegetation. Exotic plant infestations and other
disturbances such as erosion and existing structures (i.e. riprap) were noted. Field activities
also included identifying wildlife and signs of wildlife usage within the BSA and within adjacent
habitats.

4.3.1.1.

EXISTING LAND USE AND VEGETATIVE COVER

Based on research and field reviews, ten upland community types, three wetland community
types, and one surface water community type are present within the BSA (Figure 4.3-1). The
individual wetlands are depicted on Figure 4.3-1.
All vegetative habitats and land uses within the BSA were classified using FLUCFCS (FDOT
1999). Wetland habitats were also classified using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin, et. al.,
1979). A summary description of each land use/vegetative cover type is provided below. Table
4.3-1 summarizes the acreage of each land use/vegetative cover type within the BSA. Each
land use/vegetative cover type on Table 4.3-1 is then summarized in the following sections.
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Table 4.3-1: Existing Land Use and Vegetative Communities within the BSA
Vegetative
Community/Land Use
Uplands
Residential, low density
Residential, high density
Commercial and services
Open land
Cropland and pastureland
Other open lands (rural)
Shrub and brushland
Pine flatwoods
Hardwood conifer-mixed
Transportation

1

FLUCFCS
Code

USFWS Classification

110
130
140
190
210
260
320
411
434
810

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

2

Subtotal Uplands
Wetlands
Wetland scrub

631

Freshwater marshes

641

Wet prairies

643

Other Surface Waters
Streams and waterways
(ditches)

510

Palustrine, scrub-shrub, broad-leaved
deciduous, seasonally flooded (PSS1C)
Palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally
flooded (PEM1C)
Palustrine, emergent, persistent, intermittently
flooded (PEM1J)
Subtotal Wetlands
Palustrine, emergent, persistent, seasonally
flooded, excavated (PEM1Cx)
Subtotal Other Surface Waters
TOTAL

Acres in
BSA
3.8
0.4
3.8
4.6
27.5
58.6
7.9
4.4
20.6
177.3
308.9
1.1
15.0
21.0
37.1
0.2
0.2
346.2

NA = Not applicable
1
FDOT, Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS) Handbook, 1999.
2
Cowardin, Lewis M., et.al. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the
United States. 1979.
Sources: as above; also AECOM 2013, 2016.

Upland Land Use/Vegetative Cover Descriptions
Residential, Low Density / Residential, High Density
FLUCFCS: 110 / 130
Residential, low density land use consists of rural areas with less than two dwelling units per
acre. These residences are often found among other land uses such as agriculture or
pastureland. Within the BSA, portions of this land use type are located northeast of Runway 22
and comprise 3.8 acres of the BSA. Residential, high density land use consists of urban housing
developments and includes a 0.4-acre portion of the Ventura Lakes community located
southeast of Runway 33 on the south side of Woodlawn Drive.
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110

260

260

110

190
643

810

411

260

510

810

140

434

434

810

643
631
810

810

LEGEND

810

510

Biological Study Area

FLUCFCS Description

110 - Residential Low Density
< 2 Dwelling Units
130 - Residential High Density
140 - Commercial and
Services
210

810

190 - Open Land

810

190

210 - Cropland and
Pastureland

320
810

260 - Other Open Lands
(Rural)

810

810

641

320 - Shrub and Brushland
411 - Pine Flatwoods

643

643
641

411

434 - Hardwood-Conifer Mixed
510 - Streams and Waterways
631 - Wetland Scrub

210

260

641 - Freshwater Marshes
643 - Wet Prairies

210

810 - Transportation
320
210

130

210

º

0

Feet
1,800

Sources: SWFWMD, 2016; FDOT APLUS, 2014.
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Commercial and Services
FLUCFCS: 140
Commercial and services are predominantly associated with the distribution of products and
services. Within the BSA, this land use type consists of cleared land used by the Suncoast
Trucking Academy. This land use type comprises 3.8 acres of the BSA.
Open Land / Other Open Lands (Rural)
FLUCFCS: 190 / 260
Open land includes undeveloped land within urban areas that does not typically exhibit any
structures or any indication of intended use. Within the BSA, open land is located on the west
side of the Airport west of Piper Road as well as northeast of Runway 22 and comprises 4.6
acres of the BSA. Other open lands (rural) include agricultural open lands whose intended
usage cannot be determined. Within the BSA, several areas defined as other open lands (rural)
are located southeast of Runway 33, north of Challenger Road, and northeast of Runway 22.
Other open lands (rural) comprise 58.6 acres of the BSA.
Cropland and Pastureland
FLUCFCS: 210
Cropland and pastureland includes agricultural land which is managed for the production of row
or field crops as well as improved, unimproved, and woodland pasture. The majority of the
cropland and pastureland within the BSA is grazed by cattle and located on the south side of the
Airport property. This land use type comprises 27.5 acres of the BSA.
Shrub and Brushland
FLUCFCS: 320
Shrub and brushland typically consists of saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), gallberry (Ilex
glabra), wax myrtle (Morella cerifera), and other shrubs and brush. Within the BSA, this
vegetative cover type is located southeast of Runway 33 on the south side of Woodlawn Drive
and comprises 7.9 acres of the BSA.
Pine Flatwoods
FLUCFCS: 411
Within the BSA, small portions of pine flatwoods systems are located northeast of Runway 22
as well as southeast of Runway 33 and are dominated by slash pine (Pinus elliottii). Other
vegetative species present in these areas include saw palmetto, gallberry, and bushy
broomsedge (Andropogon glomeratus). Pine flatwoods comprise 4.4 acres of the BSA.
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Hardwood - Conifer Mixed
FLUCFCS: 434
This vegetative cover type is reserved for those forested areas in which neither upland conifers
nor hardwoods achieve a 66 percent crown canopy dominance. Within the BSA, these areas
predominantly consist of live oak (Quercus virginiana), slash pine, Australian pine (Casuarina
equisetifolia), cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto), saw palmetto, wax myrtle, cogon grass (Imperata
cylindrica), and bushy broomsedge. Hardwood - conifer mixed is located on the north side of the
Airport and comprises 20.6 acres of the BSA.
Transportation
FLUCFCS: 810
This land use type in the BSA includes unpaved areas within the infield and outfield areas of the
Airport that are dominated by ruderal grasses, sedges, and forbs that are regularly mowed as
part of airport maintenance and operations. This land use type also includes the runways,
terminals, service buildings, navigational aids, fuel storage, parking lots, and roadways. The
transportation land use comprises 177.3 acres of the BSA.
Wetland and Other Surface Water Land Use/Vegetative Cover Descriptions
Streams and Waterways (Ditches)
FLUCFCS: 510
USFWS: PEM1Cx
Streams and waterways include linear water bodies such as rivers, creeks, canals, and ditches.
Within the BSA, this classification type includes small portions of ditches excavated through the
grassed infields that are seasonally inundated by surface water during the wet season and
intermittently flooded after rainfall events in the dry season. Vegetation in the ditches is
regularly mowed during airport maintenance activities. The ditches are part of a stormwater
management system that directs water off the Airport property generally northwest toward the
Peace River watershed. They are under the jurisdiction of the SWFWMD through Environmental
Resource Permit (ERP) Number 4900164.025 issued in 2003. Ditches comprise approximately
0.2 acre of the BSA.
Wetland Scrub
FLUCFCS: 631
USFWS: PSS1C
Wetland scrub is associated with topographic depressions and poorly drained soils consisting of
low scrub species. Within the BSA, the center portion of Wetland F is comprised of wetland
scrub habitat and is located within the infield area between Runways 9-27 and 15-33. This
wetland type predominantly consists of Carolina willow (Salix caroliniana), cattail (Typha spp.),
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and Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius). Wetland scrub comprises approximately 1.1
acres of the BSA.
Freshwater Marshes
FLUCFCS: 641
USFWS: PEM1C
Freshwater marshes are non-forested areas usually confined to low-lying areas consisting
predominantly of herbaceous vegetation. Within the BSA, this wetland community type is
located in the infield and outfield areas in the southern portion of PGD and includes Wetland B3
and the center portion of Wetland C. Dominant vegetation in these areas consist of water
pennywort (Hydrocotyle spp.), beakrush (Rhychospora spp.), bushy broomgrass, torpedo grass
(Panicum repens), and cattail. Vegetation within Wetland B3 is regularly grazed by cattle.
Freshwater marshes comprise approximately 15.0 acres of the BSA.
Wet Prairies
FLUCFCS: 643
USFWS: PEM1J
Wet prairies are composed of grassy vegetation and are distinguished from marshes by a
reduced hydroperiod and more transitional wetland species. Within the BSA, Wetlands B1, B2,
H, I, and the outer perimeter of Wetlands C and F are classified as wet prairies and located
within the outfield and infield areas of PGD. During the dry season, these areas are typically
mowed during airport maintenance activities. Dominant vegetation within these areas consist of
water pennywort, beakrush, bushy broomgrass, and torpedo grass. Vegetation within Wetlands
B1 and B2 are regularly grazed by cattle. Wet prairies comprise approximately 21.0 acres of the
BSA.

4.3.1.2.

WILDLIFE

The unpaved infield grasses within the BSA provide potential habitat for various lizards, snakes,
field birds, gallinaceous birds, shrews, rats, rabbits, skunks, coyotes, and bobcats. However,
these areas are regularly mowed as part of regular airfield maintenance and as required by the
WHMP which limits the amount of sufficient cover provided to these species. The ditches and
freshwater herbaceous wetlands in the BSA provide potential habitat for various snakes, turtles,
wading birds, and raccoons. The utilization of these habitats on the Airport property by largebodied mammals (i.e., deer, feral pigs, coyotes, etc.) is limited due to existing wildlife exclusion
and security fencing around the AOA.

4.3.1.3.

LISTED SPECIES

The BSA was evaluated for potential occurrences of federally and state listed plant and animal
species. Federally listed species are those plant and animal species protected by the Federal
government pursuant to the ESA. Federally listed species are classified as endangered or
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threatened. State listed species are those plant and animal species managed by the state of
Florida pursuant to Chapter 5B-40 F.A.C. and Chapter 68A-27 F.A.C., respectively. State listed
species are classified as endangered, threatened, species of special concern (animals), or
commercially exploited (plants). During the 2012, 2013 and 2016 field reviews, the BSA was
assessed for the presence of, or potential use by, federally and state listed plant and animal
species. The following literature and online data sources were used to collect information
concerning the potential presence of federally and/or state listed species within the BSA:
 USFWS, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, 50 CFR 17.11 and 17.12
(USFWS 2015);
 USFWS, IPaC (https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac) (FWS 2017);
 FWC, Florida’s Endangered Species, Threatened Species, and Species of Special
Concern, Chapter 68A-27 F.A.C. (FWC 2017);
 FWC, Eagle Nest Locator website (http://myfwc.com/eagle/eaglenests/nestlocator.aspx)
(FWC 2017);
 FNAI, Charlotte County Tracking List, (http://fnai.org/bioticssearch.cfm), updated July
2017 (FNAI 2017);


FDACS, 2010 Notes on Florida’s Endangered and Threatened Plants: Botany
Contribution No. 38, 5th edition; and

 NatureServe Explorer maps and database (http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/),
accessed July 2017 (NatureServe 2017).
For a listed species to be considered potentially occurring within the BSA, appropriate habitat
for reproduction, nesting, foraging, feeding, or resting must be present in the BSA and the BSA
must be located within the species’ geographical range. The listed species with potential to
occur within the BSA are described below. Table 4.3-2 provides a summary of the listed and
protected species with potential to occur within the BSA.
Flora
A review of state and federally listed plants that occur within Charlotte County and their
preferred habitats was performed prior to field reviews. Listed plant species have been
documented within Charlotte County; however, most of these plant species are located within
xeric scrub habitat that is not present in the BSA. In addition, the majority of the BSA is
routinely mowed and maintained for airport operations. General field reviews did not detect the
occurrence of any protected plant species within the BSA.
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Table 4.3-2: Listed Species1 Potentially Occurring within BSA
Federal
2
Status

State
3
Status

NL

T

NL

T

E

E

Sleeping beauty
waterlily

NL

E

Shallow ponds, canals, sloughs.

Giant orchid

NL

T

Pine flatwoods.

Eastern indigo
snake

FT

FT

Gopherus
polyphemus

Gopher tortoise

C

T

Pituophis
melanoleucus
mugitus

Florida pine
snake

NL

T

Birds
Aphelocoma
coerulescens

Florida scrub jay

T

FT

Athene cunicularia
floridana

Florida
burrowing owl

NL

T

Antigone
canadensis
pratensis

Florida sandhill
crane

NL

T

Scientific Name
Plants
Acrostichum
aureum
Calopogon
multiflorus

Common Name
Golden leather
fern
Many-flowered
grass-pink

Deeringothamnus
pulchellus

Beautiful
pawpaw

Nymphaea
jamesoniana
Pteroglossaspis
ecristata
Reptiles
Drymarchon corais
couperi

Egretta caerulea

Little blue heron

NL

T

Egretta tricolor

Tricolored heron

NL

T

Falco sparverius
Paulus

Southeastern
American
kestrel

NL

T

Mycteria americana

Wood stork

T

FT
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Habitat Preference
Brackish and freshwater marshes.
Dry to moist flatwoods with longleaf pine,
wiregrass, and saw palmetto.
Open slash pine or longleaf pine flatwoods
with wiregrass and dwarf live oak in the
understory.

Various habitats with the exception of open
water.
Dry upland habitats, including disturbed
habitats such as pastures, old fields, and
road shoulders.
Open canopies and dry sandy soils;
sandhill and former sandhill, old fields and
pastures, but also sand pine scrub and
scrubby flatwoods. Often coexists with
pocket gophers and gopher tortoises.
Fire-dominated xeric oak communities on
well drained sandy soils.
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.
Prairies, freshwater marshes, and
pastures.
Permanently and seasonally flooded
wetlands, streams, lakes, and swamps,
and in manmade impoundments and
ditches.
Permanently and seasonally flooded
wetlands, streams, lakes, and swamps,
and in manmade impoundments and
ditches.
Open pine habitats, woodland edges,
prairies and pastures.
Nests in inundated forested wetlands.
Forages in freshwater marshes, swamps,
flooded pastures.
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Federal
2
Status

State
3
Status

NL

T

Platalea ajaja

Roseate
spoonbill

Polyborus plancus
audubonii

Audubon’s
crested
caracara

T

FT

Rostrhamus
sociabilis plumbeus

Everglade snail
kite

E

FE

Mammals
Eumops floridanus

Florida
bonneted bat

E

FE

Puma concolor
coryi

Florida panther

E

FE

Sciurus niger
avicennia

Big Cypress
(mangrove) fox
squirrel

NL

T

NL

SSC

Sciurus niger
Sherman’s fox
shermani
squirrel
Other Species of Concern
Haliaeetus
Bald eagle
leucocephalus

4

NL

4

NL

Habitat Preference
Marine tidal flats and ponds, coastal
marshes, mangrove-dominated inlets and
pools, and freshwater sloughs and
marshes.
Open country with scattered cabbage
palms, cabbage palm/live oak hammocks,
and shallow ponds/sloughs.
Large, open freshwater marshes and lakes;
open water areas without emergent
vegetation required for foraging; nests 1-5
m above water in low shrub/tree, sawgrass,
maidencane habitat.
Roosts in upland forests with mature trees
or artificial structures; forages near open
freshwater wetlands, upland forests, and
shrub.
Variety of habitats including upland forests,
prairies, wetlands.
A variety of forested habitats with open to
moderately dense understory and shrub
cover. A mosaic of pine flatwoods, cypress
swamps, and hardwood hammocks.
Sandhills, pine flatwoods, pastures.
Nests in tall trees. Forages near bodies of
water.

Note:
F = Federal; T = Threatened; SSC = Species of Special Concern; E = Endangered; NL = Not Listed; C = Candidate
1
As reported by the “FNAI Tracking List, Charlotte County” http://www.fnai.org. (FNAI 2017) and the USFWS IPaC
“Official Species List” (USFWS 2017).
2
As listed by the USFWS in 50 CFR 17 (http://www.fws.gov/endangered/), updated February 2015 (USFWS 2015).
3
Plant species listed by the FDACS pursuant to Chapter 5B-40, F.A.C., updated 2010 (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 May 2017 (FWC, 2017).
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. The bald eagle is also managed in Florida
by the FWC's bald eagle rule (Chapter 68A-16.002, F.A.C.).

Federally Listed Faunal Species
 Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi): The eastern indigo snake is
listed as threatened by the USFWS. The indigo snake can be found in a variety of
habitats including mesic flatwoods, swamps, wet prairies, xeric pinelands, and scrub
areas. It may use gopher tortoise burrows for shelter to escape hot or cold ambient
temperatures within its range. While suitable habitat is available for this species in the
BSA, no eastern indigo snakes were observed during the field reviews.
 Florida scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens): The Florida scrub jay is listed as
threatened by the USFWS and is typically found in early successional stages of firedominated xeric oak communities located on well-drained, sandy soils. Preferred habitat
Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment
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consists of scrub oaks between three and ten ft. tall with open sand and scattered
clumps of herbaceous vegetation. The BSA is located within the USFWS Consultation
Area for the scrub jay and is included in a Habitat Conservation Plan approved
December 2014 by USFWS for all of Charlotte County. However, no xeric oak scrub
communities are located inside the BSA and no scrub jays were observed within the
BSA during the field reviews.
 Audubon’s crested caracara (Polyborus plancus audubonii): The crested caracara
is listed as threatened by the USFWS and inhabits open country, such as dry prairie and
pasturelands with scattered cabbage palms, cabbage palm/live oak hammocks, and
shallow ponds and sloughs, and requires cabbage palms or live oaks with low-growing
surrounding vegetation for nesting. Although the BSA is located within the USFWS
Consultation Area for this species, only marginally suitable foraging habitat is available
within the BSA and no individuals or nests were observed within the BSA during the field
reviews.
 Everglade snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus): The snail kite is federally
listed as endangered by the USFWS due to habitat degradation and loss. This species
prefers large open freshwater marshes and lakes with shallow water and feeds
exclusively on apple snails (Pomacea paludosa). The BSA is not located within the
USFWS Consultation Area for the snail kite. While marginally suitable foraging habitat
exists for this species in the BSA within the freshwater wetlands, no snail kites or apple
snails were observed during the field reviews.
 Wood stork (Mycteria americana): The wood stork is listed as threatened by the
USFWS. This wading bird species is opportunistic and uses various habitat types,
including forested wetlands, freshwater marshes, swamps, lagoons, ponds, tidal creeks,
flooded pastures, and ditches for feeding. A specialized feeding technique commonly
referred to as “groping” limits the wood stork to feeding in shallow water. This species
can be expected to use the ditches and marshes within the BSA for seasonal foraging;
however, existing wildlife hazard management activities actively discourage foraging on
Airport property. The USFWS has defined the core foraging area (CFA) for the wood
stork in Charlotte County as an 18.6-mile radius from breeding colonies. Based on
information provided by the USFWS, the BSA is located within the 18.6-mile radius CFA
of seven active wood stork nesting colonies. As shown on Figure 4.3-2, six of the
colonies are located approximately two to seven miles north of PGD in the Charlotte
Harbor Estuary east of I-75. A seventh colony is located approximately 18 miles
southeast of PGD along the Caloosahatchee River. During the 2016 field reviews,
several wood storks were observed foraging within Wetland B3.
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 Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus): The Florida bonneted bat is listed as
endangered by the USFWS. Roosting habitat includes forested areas such as pine
flatwoods, royal palm hammocks, mixed or hardwood hammocks, and cypress domes
with tall, mature trees with snags or cavities. Artificial roosting structures include
buildings, bridges, and bat houses. Foraging habitat consists of sources of drinking
water and prey including open freshwater wetlands, upland and wetland forests, and
shrub habitats. The BSA is located within the USFWS Focal Area and Consultation Area
for this species. However, only marginally suitable habitat is available within the upland
forests and the wetland areas and no individuals or cavities were observed visually
within the BSA during the field reviews. For this EA, the USFWS requested a Florida
bonneted bat acoustical survey and roosting survey. These surveys and their results are
discussed in detail within Section 5.3.2.3, and provided within Appendix A, of this EA.
 Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi): The Florida panther is listed as endangered
by the USFWS and prefers large forested communities and wetlands that are generally
inaccessible to humans for diurnal refuge. The BSA does not fall within the USFWS
Consultation Area or the “Primary” or “Secondary” Zones for this species. Marginally
suitable habitat is available for this species in the forested upland areas; however, the
majority of the BSA is mowed and maintained by the Airport and is located inside the
Airport’s existing boundary fence, which discourages large mammals and their prey from
entering the Airport property.
State Listed Faunal Species
 Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus): The gopher tortoise is listed as threatened
by the FWC and is considered a candidate species by USFWS due to habitat loss,
degradation, and a declining number of individuals. The gopher tortoise requires welldrained, loose, sandy soils for burrowing, and low-growing herbs and grasses for food.
Marginally suitable habitat for gopher tortoises is present within the BSA; however, no
gopher tortoise burrows were observed within the BSA during the field reviews.
 Florida pine snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus): The Florida pine snake is
listed as threatened by the FWC and prefers sandhill, old fields, and pastures with sandy
soils as well as sand pine scrub and scrubby flatwoods. It may use gopher tortoise
burrows for shelter to escape hot or cold ambient temperatures within its range.
Marginally suitable habitat for this species is available in the BSA within the pine
flatwoods and grassy upland areas; however, no pine snakes were observed within the
BSA during the field reviews.
 Florida burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia floridana): The Florida burrowing owl is
listed as threatened by the FWC. This species inhabits high, sparsely vegetated, sandy
ground including dry prairie, pastures, airports, and road rights-of-way for nesting.
Within the BSA, suitable habitat for this species is available within the grassed infield
areas. During the 2012-2013 WHA at PGD, several pairs of burrowing owls and their
burrows were observed within the grassed infields.
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 Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor), and roseate
spoonbill (Platalea ajaja): The little blue heron, tricolored heron, and roseate spoonbill
are listed as threatened by the FWC. These wading birds nest and forage among both
fresh and saltwater habitats such as freshwater marshes, coastal beaches, mangrove
swamps, cypress swamps, hardwood swamps, wet prairies and bay swamps. Suitable
habitat for these wading birds is available within the BSA within the wetlands. During the
2016 field review, several roseate spoonbills were observed foraging within Wetland B3.
During the 2012-2013 WHA at PGD, little blue herons and tricolored herons were
observed roosting in Wetland F.
 Southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus): The southeastern
American kestrel is listed as threatened by FWC and is non-migratory. The species
utilizes open habitats for foraging and nests in tree cavities. Habitats such as pine
scrub, dry prairies, mixed pine and hardwood forests, and pine flatwoods are preferable
for the southeastern American kestrel. Suitable foraging habitat for this species is
available in the BSA within the mowed infield grasslands. During previous visits to PGD,
several American kestrels were observed foraging in the AOA and perched on existing
signs and fences. However, no nests have been observed or documented within the
BSA.
 Florida sandhill crane (Antigone canadensis pratensis): The Florida sandhill crane is
listed as threatened by the FWC. The sandhill crane is associated with shallow
freshwater areas, pasture, and open woods habitats. Habitats such as wet and dry
prairies, marshes, and marshy lake margins are preferred. Suitable habitat for this
species is available in the BSA within the mowed infield grasslands, wet prairies, and
ditches. During previous visits to PGD, several sandhill cranes were observed foraging
in the AOA, but no nests have been observed or documented within the BSA.
 Sherman’s fox squirrel (Sciurus niger shermani): The Sherman’s fox squirrel is listed
as a species of special concern by the FWC. This species prefers high pine sandhills,
pine flatwoods, pastures and other open, ruderal habitats with scattered pines and oaks.
Marginally suitable habitat for the Sherman’s fox squirrel is available within the BSA in
the mowed infield grasslands and upland forests; however, no fox squirrels were
observed within the BSA during the field reviews.
 Big Cypress (mangrove) fox squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennia): The Big Cypress fox
squirrel is listed as threatened by the FWC. This species utilizes a variety of forested
habitats with open to moderately dense understory and shrub cover, including pine
flatwoods, cypress swamps, and hardwood hammocks. Marginally suitable foraging
habitat for the Big Cypress fox squirrel is available within the BSA area in the mowed
infield grasslands and upland forests; however, no fox squirrels were observed within the
BSA during the field reviews.
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Other Species of Concern
 Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus): Though the bald eagle has been removed
from Federal and state listings, it is still protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act in accordance with 16 U.S.C. § 668 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in
accordance with 16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712. The bald eagle typically uses riparian habitat
associated with coastal areas, lake shorelines, and river banks. The nests are generally
located near water bodies that provide a dependable food source. The FWC online bald
eagle nest locator website indicates that there are no nest sites documented within one
mile of the BSA and none were observed within the BSA during the field reviews. The
nearest documented bald eagle nest is located approximately 1.5 miles east of PGD.

4.3.1.4.

DESIGNATED CRITICAL HABITAT

The BSA was also evaluated for the occurrence of listed species critical habitat designated by
Congress in 50 CFR 424. No designated critical habitat for any federally listed species occurs
within the BSA.

4.4.
4.4.1.

CLIMATE
RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

Florida’s climate is classified as humid subtropical. Seasonal weather patterns are controlled by
the interaction of the subtropical jet stream with a semi-permanent high pressure system
situated off the Atlantic Coast known as the Bermuda High.
Punta Gorda currently experiences an annual average maximum temperature of 84.5 degrees
Fahrenheit and an annual average minimum temperature of 63.1 degrees, with summer maxima
averaging 90.1 degrees and winter minima averaging 51.6 degrees. The maximum temperature
exceeds 95 degrees for 16.69 days on average in a given year; temperatures are below 32
degrees for 1.8 days on average within a given year. Annual average precipitation totals 48.83
inches. The area experiences roughly 71 days per year with precipitation exceeding 0.1 inch
and 3.53 days per year with precipitation exceeding two inches.
The Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council published the City of Punta Gorda Climate
Change Adaptation Plan in 2009, which included an assessment of climate vulnerabilities for the
City of Punta Gorda and a public involvement process for the identification of adaptations that
would be in accordance with existing long-range planning for the area. Priority vulnerabilities
were identified in the following eight areas: fish and wildlife habitat degradation; inadequate
water supply; flooding; unchecked or unmanaged growth; water quality degradation; education
and economy and lack of funds; fire and availability of insurance. The top consensus
adaptations for each area of vulnerability included: seagrass protection and restoration;
xeriscaping and native plant landscaping; indication in comprehensive plans which areas will
retain natural shorelines; constraining locations for high risk infrastructure; restricting fertilizer
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use; promoting green building alternatives through education, taxing incentives and green
lending; and drought preparedness planning.
As indicated on Table 4.2-2, operations of aircraft at PGD emit an estimated 882 metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) annually under existing conditions.

4.5.

DOT SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES

Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 (re-codified and renumbered as Section 303(c) of 49
U.S.C.) 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. Section 4(f) which stipulates that the use of land from these resources cannot be
approved unless the following conditions apply:
 There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of land; and the action
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use;
or
 The project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the protected resource
resulted from the use.
Special consideration needs to also be given to noise sensitive areas within Section 4(f)
properties (including, but not limited to, noise sensitive areas within national parks; national
wildlife and waterfowl refuges; and historic sites, including traditional cultural properties) where
the land use compatibility guidelines in Title 14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility
Planning, are not relevant to the value, significance, and enjoyment of the area in question.

4.5.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

A review of available information from a variety of sources including Charlotte County, local
municipalities, and state databases, documented the location of publicly-owned parks,
recreational areas, wildlife, and waterfowl refuges within the vicinity of PGD (Figure 4.5-1).
Of note, the Charlotte County Speedway is considered a recreational use area that is publicly
owned (by the CCAA); therefore it is considered a Section 4(f) resource. The next nearest
resources are Carmalita Park, located 0.5 mile to the northwest of the PGD property line, and
the BWWMA, located approximately 1.2 miles east. Of note, these resources are outside of
PGD property and outside of the EA study areas.
Similarly, several other Section 4(f) resources are located outside of, and adjacent to, PGD,
although as shown on Figure 4.5-1 none of these resources are located within the study areas
delineated for this EA. Refer to Section 4.8.1 for a summary of cultural resources that may
potentially be eligible for Section 4(f) protections.
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FARMLANDS

4.6.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), the NRCS of the USDA uses
soil survey information to identify the extent to which soils are classified as Prime, Unique, or
Statewide/Locally Important farmland, defined as follows:
 Prime Farmland: soils which have the best combination of physical and chemical
characteristics for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed and other agricultural
crops. Prime farmlands require minimal use of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides or other products
to maximize agricultural yield.
 Farmland of Unique Importance: soils which are used for producing high-value food and
fiber crops. Unique farmland has unique qualities conducive to producing high quality
crops and/or high yields of such crops
 Statewide/Locally Important Farmland: soils designated as “important” by a state or local
governmental entity.
The NRCS has published soil survey data for Charlotte County, presented on Figure 4.6-1. As
shown on Table 4.6-1 approximately 153 acres of farmland of unique importance are situated
within the DSA. Portions of these soils on existing Airport property are considered by the NRCS
to be farmland of unique importance.
Table 4.6-1 Farmlands in the DSA
Category
Farmland of unique importance
Not prime farmland
Grand Total
Source: NRCS, 2016.

4.7.

On-Airport
129.8
146.0
275.8

Acres
Off-Airport
23.2
47.2
70.4

Total
153.0
193.2
346.2

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, POLLUTION PREVENTION AND SOLID WASTE

To characterize the affected environment with respect to current/historical contamination at
PGD, and to evaluate potential for hazardous waste and contamination related impacts on the
CIP, an environmental records search was performed by Environmental Data Resources (EDR)
which queried available environmental records from 102 Federal and state environmental
databases. Of the 102 databases searched, records located on or surrounding PGD property
were uncovered within the following 18 databases:
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AST Facility Information: contains information about registered AST as reported
by the FDEP
Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS): contains compliance data on air
pollutant point sources regulated by Federal, state and local air regulatory
agencies
Department of Waste Management Contaminated Sites (DWM CONTAM): lists
active or known sites that need cleanup but are not actively being worked on
because agency does not currently have funding
Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS): records and stores
information on releases of oil and hazardous substances reported to the National
Response Center of the U.S. Coast Guard
FDEP Cleanup Sites (CLEANUP SITES): includes locations of waste cleanup
sites from various state programs
Financial Assurance: listing of hazardous waste, solid waste, or storage tank
facilities obligated to provide financial assurance under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS): former defense site properties where the
USACE has evaluated the need to take, is actively taking, or has historically
taken, remedial actions
Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System (HMIRS): contains
hazardous materials spill incident data reported to the DOT
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST): contains inventory of reported
LUST incidents
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES): indicates that a
facility currently maintains or has historically obtained a discharge permit under
the NPDES
Oil and Hazardous Materials Incidents (SPILLS): statewide oil and hazardous
materials incidents occurring inland
RCRA NonGen: registrants are currently or have historically been subject to
RCRA regulations for non-generators of hazardous waste. A non-generator
status signifies that hazardous waste is not currently generated by the facility.
RCRA Conditionally-Exempt Small Quantity Generator (CESQG): registrants are
currently or have historically been subject to regulations for CESQG under the
RCRA. Conditionally exempt signifies that the facility generates 100 kilogram (kg)
or less of hazardous waste per calendar month, accumulates 1,000 kg or less of
hazardous waste at any time, and/or generates or accumulates less than 1 kg of
acutely hazardous waste per calendar month.
RCRA Small Quantity Generator (SQG): registrants are currently or have
historically been subject to regulations for SQG under the RCRA. A SQG
generates more than 100 and less than 1,000 kg of hazardous waste during any
calendar month and accumulates less than 6,000 kg of hazardous waste at any
time, or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste during any calendar month
and accumulates more than 1,000 kg of hazardous waste at any time.
Responsible Party Sites Listing (RESP PARTY): catalogs open, inactive, and
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closed sites with contamination clean-up responsibility
Solid Waste and Landfilling Facilities (SWF/LF): inventory of solid waste disposal
facilities or landfills. May be active or inactive facilities, open dumps, or other
entities failing to meeting RCRA Subtitle D Section 4004 criteria for solid waste
landfills or disposal sites
Tier 2 Facility Listing (TIER2): a listing of facilities which store or manufacture
hazardous materials, and which are required to submit chemical inventory
reports
Underground Storage Tanks (UST): contains storage tank facility information.
Tanks which have leaked or are otherwise in noncompliance with applicable
regulations are also listed in the LUST databases

Available historical aerial photographs were also collected and evaluated. The results of the
evaluation are presented in the following sections.

4.7.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

The results of the environmental records searches described above are depicted graphically on
Figure 4.7-1. Results are also described in detail on Table 4.7-1 for those records that likely
occur on existing and proposed Airport property based on best available geographic data.
Records occurring within or immediately adjacent to the DSA for this EA (i.e., within 150 ft.) are
highlighted in red.
Table 4.7-1 Environmental Records Search Summary
Map
ID

1

Site Name

Charlotte County Airport
Authority
(28000 Airport Road)
(see also Map ID #’s 3,8)

Database(s)

AST, ERNS,
Financial
Assurance,
HMIRS,
LUST,
NPDES,
RESP
PARTY,
SPILLS,
TIER2, UST

Description
Four 4,000-gallon USTs containing aviation fuels
removed as of 1989 with clean closure notifications
from FDEP. Currently registered AST include: three
20,000-gallon jet fuel ASTs; one 20,000-gallon
Avgas AST; one 12,000-gallon Avgas AST; one
1,000-gallon unleaded gasoline AST; one 3,000gallon unleaded gasoline AST; one 1,000-gallon
vehicular diesel AST; and two 1,000-gallon
generator diesel ASTs. Two additional 10,000-gallon
jet fuel ASTs are also recorded in the registry
information however are marked as removed/out of
service.
The CCAA has undertaken a series of remediation
and cleanup actions since 1997 pertaining to
petroleum discharges from an old fuel pipeline as
well as tank overflows into an oil-water separator
system. As of August 2010, no further remedial
actions related to the oil-water separator
remediation are required. The CCAA maintains
financial assurances for the purposes of storage
tank registry and compliance.
Identified as responsible party related to historically
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Map
ID

Site Name

Charlotte County Sherriff
Office – Air Wing
(28000 Airport Road,
Bldg. 107)
(see also Map ID #29)
Clarke Mosquito Control
(28000 Airport Road
Hangar 115)

2

3

4
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Database(s)

RESP PARTY

Identified as responsible party related to fuel
releases reported in 2002 (used oil drum leakage)
and 2003 (Jet A discharge). No further remedial
action is required related to these discharges.

RCRA1
CESQG

Registered as a CESQG of hazardous waste under
the RCRA as of 2001. No violations reported.

Transportation Security
Administration
(28000 Airport Road Rm
101)

RCRA1
CESQG

Pulsafeeder, Inc.
(27101 Airport Road)

NPDES,
RCRA
2
NonGen

Charlotte County Airport
Authority
(27245 Beechcraft Ave)
(see also Map ID #’s 1,8)

TIER2

Charlotte County
Mosquito Control
(27221 Beechcraft Ave)

UPS
(28101 Challenger Blvd)

Description
reported fuel and hydraulic oil spills, but all spills are
reported to have been contained with no further
cleanup action required. History of constructionrelated NPDES discharge permits for airport
improvement projects. The CCAA has also
participated in TIER2 chemical reporting for the
period of 2011 through 2014.

AST,
CLEANUP
SITES, DWM
CONTAM,
Financial
Assurance,
LUST, RCRA2
NonGen ,
TIER 2, UST

AST, Financial
Assurance,
HMIRS,
RCRA1
CESQG ,

Registered as a CEQSG of hazardous waste under
the RCRA as of 2008. Specific wastes include
ignitable waste (D001), corrosive waste (D002),
reactive waste (D003) and 2-propanone (U002). No
violations reported.
Registered as of 2011 under the RCRA as a handler
of hazardous waste (used generator oil classified as
ignitable waste). The current non-generator status
signifies that hazardous waste not currently
generated by the facility. The facility historically
received notices of compliance violations under the
RCRA in 1998-1999 but compliance violations have
been rectified. The facility has an active NPDES
stormwater discharge permit issued in 2015,
expiring in 2020.
The facility participated in TIER2 chemical reporting
for the period of 2005 through 2008 (vehicular
diesel, gasoline and aviation fuels).
Two 2,000-gallon UST historically registered to
facility have been removed. Four AST containing
vehicular diesel, pesticides and waste oil were also
historically registered but are reported to be
removed as of 2002. A petroleum discharge was
reported in 1988 from one of the USTs.
Contamination assessments, well monitoring, and
remedial actions have been ongoing to present.
The facility was registered as a RCRA nongenerator of ignitable hazardous waste and has a
record of participating in TIER2 chemical reporting
from 1993 to 1994 (diesel fuel oil, gasoline, and
chloropicrin).
Registered as a CEQSG of hazardous waste under
the RCRA as of 2005. Specific wastes include
ignitable waste (D001), corrosive waste (D002),
reactive waste (D003), lead (D008) and mercury
(D009). No violations reported. A hydrochloric acid
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Database(s)
TIER 2

5

Brothers Marine
(27125 Beechcraft Ave)

RCRA-SQG

6

Commerce Park Center
(28000 Challenger Blvd)

NPDES

7

Tarmac Punta Gorda #2
(8145 Golf Course Blvd)

AIRS, AST,
Financial
Assurance,
TIER2

Charlotte County Airport
Authority
(7500 Golf Course Blvd)
(see also Map ID #’s 1,3)

TIER2

FedEx Express
(7569 Golf Course Blvd)

NPDES

City of Punta Gorda
Booster Pump Station
(4300 Henry St)

AST, Financial
Assurance,
SPILLS,
TIER2

Charlotte County
Sherriff’s Office 911
Center
(7474 Utilities Rd)

AST, Financial
Assurance

Amerace Electronic
Components
(7474 Utilities Rd)

RCRA
2
NonGen

Southern Crane and
Tractor Supply, Inc.
(7413 Utilities Rd)

ERNS, RCRA1
CESQG

8

11

12

13

3

Description
spill at the facility was reported in 2010 that was
completely contained with no further incident.
The facility maintained financial assurances for the
purposes of storage tank registry and compliance in
2011, related to a 10,000-gallon vehicular diesel
AST installed in 2008 and removed in 2011. The
facility also participated in TIER2 chemical reporting
from 2008 to 2010 (diesel fuel oil).
Historically registered as a SQG of an unspecified
hazardous waste. The facility received numerous
compliance violations in 1992 related to this
registration; however, no subsequent violations or
information has been reported.
Record of minor NPDES surface water discharge
permits registered to this location.
Facility historically possessed a minor source air
emissions permit. One 10,000-gallon vehicular
diesel AST registered in 1988 but removed as of
2009, during which time the facility maintained
financial assurances for the purposes of storage
tank registry and compliance. The facility also
participated in TIER2 chemical reporting from 2002
to 2007 (diesel fuel oil, fly ash, Portland cement).
The facility participated in TIER2 chemical reporting
periodically using this address throughout 1993 to
2006, and in 2010. Chemicals included hydrotreated
light distillate petroleum, Avgas, jet fuel, vehicular
gasoline, diesel fuel oil, and kerosene.
Facility held an active multi-sector stormwater
generic permit from 2008 to 2013, as well as an
active stormwater no-exposure certification generic
permit issued in 2016 and set to expire in 2021.
Minor spill reported in 1998; incident closed. Facility
has one 3,000-gallon generator diesel AST
registered since 1991 and maintains the requisite
financial assurances. The facility has also
participated in TIER2 chemical reporting between
1993 and 2014 (diesel fuel oil).
Facility has one active 1,500-gallon generator diesel
AST registered since 1999 and maintains requisite
financial assurances for the purposes of storage
tank registry and compliance.
Historically registered as both a SQG and nongenerator of hazardous waste under the RCRA,
specifically with reference to ignitable waste (D001),
lead (D008), spent halogenated solvents (F001),
spent non-halogenated solvents (F0003), and
ethane (U228). Most recent registration was for a
non-generator status in 1996.
An unidentified caller reported illegal dumping of
motor oil into a canal directly behind the facility in
1997. Historically registered as a CESQG of
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Database(s)

15

Silver King Boat
Company
(26855 Airport Rd)

RCRA1
CESQG

16

Asphalt
Developers/Sunland
Paving Co.
(4201 Henry St)

AIRS, AST,
Financial
Assurance,
TIER2

17

Amerigas Propane
(7251 Utilities Rd)
Charlotte County
Sherriff’s Office –
Clandestine Drug Lab
Cleanup
(7301 Utilities Rd)

TIER2
RCRA
2
NonGen

Metal Tech Controls Corp
(7355 Utilities Rd)

RCRA
2
NonGen

26

Unknown

FINDS

27

Punta Gorda Army
Airfield

FUDS

31

PGD Distance Measuring
Equipment (DME)
Charlotte County Sherriff
Office – Air Wing
(Mooney Ave, Bldg. 107)
(see also Map ID #1)
Charlotte County Fire
Station #7
(Mooney Ave)
7451 Golf Course Blvd

33

Charlotte County LF#1

28
29

30

NPDES

Description
hazardous waste under the RCRA, with compliance
violations reported in 1997.
Registered as a CESQG of hazardous waste under
the RCRA as recently as 2011. Specific compounds
include ignitable waste (D001) and spent nonhalogenated solvents (F003). The facility received
violation notices related to this status in October
2011 that were resolved in December 2011.
Possessed a synthetic minor air emissions permit
through 2013. Facility currently has one in-service
12,000-gallon AST with non-regulated contents and
one in-service 1,500-gallon vehicular diesel AST
registered and maintains the requisite financial
assurances. One 6,000-gallon AST was removed as
of 2003. The facility has participated in TIER2
chemical reporting for the period of 2002 through
2014, reporting storage and usage of petroleum
asphalt compounds.
Facility has participated in TIER2 chemical reporting
(propane) intermittently between 1993 and 2014.
Facility is registered as a non-generator of
hazardous waste under the RCRA as recently as
2013, with respect to ignitable (D001), corrosive
(D002) and reactive (D003) wastes. No violations
found.
Facility is registered as a non-generator of
hazardous waste under the RCRA as of 2003,
reporting ignitable waste storage/handling (D001).
No violations found.
Environmental data indicates that an air emissions
permit was registered to a facility in this general
facility but no additional information is reported.
The PGD property was used between 1942 and
1945 as a military installation as the Punta Gorda
Army Airfield. The facility was conveyed to Charlotte
County in 1947. Site inspections related to the
previous use as an army installation were conducted
in 1991 due to an undetermined status of historical
UST; however, no pertinent contamination features
were uncovered. Further remedial action
requirements were then terminated.
General minor NPDES water discharge permit
obtained in 2008; terminated 2013.

LUST

Fuel releases reported in 2002 (used oil drum
leakage). No further remedial action is required
related to these discharges.

NPDES

General minor NPDES water discharge permit
obtained in 2007; terminated 2012.

SPILLS
SWF/LF

Minor spill reported in 2001; incident closed.
Old dump ceased operations in the early 1970’s. No
active groundwater monitoring in place. Subsurface
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Database(s)

36

Charlotte County
Speedway
(8655 Piper Rd)

RCRA
2
NonGen

37

7375 Utilities Rd

HMIRS

38

Gulf Shore Seafood

SWF/LF

43

Charlotte Grove
(28272 Wharton Ave)

AST

Description
monitoring conducted in 2002 to support planned
roadway construction in the vicinity indicates no
contamination concerns with respect to buried
waste.
Historically registered as a non-generator of
ignitable hazardous waste (D001) under the RCRA
as of 1998. Received compliance violations (used
oil) in March 1998 that were resolved in May 1998.
A transport-related spill referencing FedEx Express
was reported at this address in 2006. The spill was
cleaned up with no further incident reported.
Illegal dumping complaints registered in 1993 but
reference dumping off-site (i.e., Peace River).
One 1,000-gallon vehicular diesel AST removed with
clean closure in 2001. One in-service 500-gallon
unleaded gasoline AST registered as of 2001. No
compliance violations reported.

Source: EDR, 2016; individual databases as noted. Records in red occur directly in the DSA or within 150 ft. of the
DSA.
1
Conditionally exempt signifies that the facility generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste per calendar month,
accumulates 1,000 kg or less of hazardous waste at any time, and/or generates or accumulates less than
1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per calendar month.
2
A non-generator status signifies that hazardous waste not currently generated by the facility.
3
A SQG generates more than 100 and less than 1,000 kg of hazardous waste during any calendar month and
accumulates less than 6,000 kg of hazardous waste at any time, or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous
waste during any calendar month and accumulates more than 1,000 kg of hazardous waste at any time.
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HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f) requires that Federal agencies take into
account the effect of their undertakings on any site that is included in or eligible for inclusion in
the NRHP, and implementing regulations published at 36 CFR 800 define the measures to be
implemented to attempt to identify and mitigate impacts to such historic properties. The Section
106 process consists of four steps: 1) Initiate the Section 106 Process; 2) Identify Historic
Properties; 3) Assess Adverse Effects; and 4) Resolve Adverse Effects.

4.8.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

A Phase IB CRAS was conducted for the Proposed Project in December 2017 to identify the
potential for cultural resources within the APE established for this EA (Appendix C). Field work
was conducted on December 13 and 14, 2017, and included the excavation of 19 shovel test
pits (STPs). No archaeological sites were identified within the APE. An archaeological and
historical literature and background information search pertinent to the project APE was
conducted to determine the types, chronology, and locations of previously recorded cultural
resources and studies within or near the APE.
This included an appraisal of area physiographic and soils information, as well as a search of
the Florida Master Site File (FMSF), NHRP nomination forms, and cultural resource
management reports on file at the Florida Division of Historical Resources (FDHR) in
Tallahassee.
The project area is located within the Gulf Coastal Lowlands physiographic region and is located
approximately eight miles east of the confluence of the Peace River and the Myakka River. This
region consists of level to nearly level plains and is characterized by poor drainage (USDA
1981). The geology of this region consists of Pleistocene sands and muck underlain by PlioPleistocene age limestone and shelly sediments (Scott et. al. 2001). Soils on the property
include 17 different types. There are no well-drained soils or major water drainages mapped on
the property (USDA 1981). Areas of moderate to well-drained soils generally exhibit an elevated
potential for cultural resources when located within 100-200 meters of a water source.
Examination of the FMSF indicated that no national register-listed or –eligible sites are present
within the Airport property or within a one-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius, but there are a number
whose status remains unevaluated. The FMSF documents that there are four previously
recorded archaeological sites, 12 cultural resource studies, 13 standing resources, eight
resource groups, one cemetery, and one bridge present within one mile of the APE (Figure 4.81 and Table 4.8-1). PGD is the location of one of these resource groups, which is called the
Punta Gorda Army Airfield (8CH2058), and is the sole resource within the APE(s) for this EA.
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Table 4.8-1 Previously Recorded Cultural Resources
Category
Archaeological
Sites

FMSF Site
ID
8CH0067
8CH0634
8CH0637
8CH0644
8CH0645
8CH0646

Standing
Structures

8CH0654

Wilder Barn

8CH0655

Martin Place

8CH0656

26148 Glasgow
Avenue

8CH1627

4024 Taylor Road

8CH1970
8CH1805
8CH1806
8CH1807
8CH1808
8CH2718
8CH2719
8CH0649
8CH1587

Resource
Groups

Cemetery

Name
Solana
Creekside
Residence #1
Old Pecan
Royal Scrub Site
29005 Jones Loop
Road, Building A
29005 Jones Loop
Road, Building B

26195 Airport
Road
127 Peace Island
Drive
3410 Country Club
Drive
115 Peace Island
Drive
113 Glenholm
Avenue
Doctors House
Compound
Doctors House
Compound 2
Seminole Gulf
Railway
Red Fish Lodge
Resource Group

8CH2054

US 17

8CH2056

Riverside Drive

8CH2058

Punta Gorda Army
Airfield

8CH2059

Jones Loop Road

8CH2061

US 41/Tamiami
Trail

8CH2064

Taylor Road

8CH1908

Indian Springs
Cemetery

Description
Unknown

Temporal
Affiliation
Unknown

NRHP
Status
Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown
Terrestrial
Frame
Vernacular
Frame
Vernacular
Frame
Vernacular
Frame
Vernacular
Masonry
Vernacular
Frame
Vernacular
Frame
Vernacular
Masonry
Vernacular
Masonry
Vernacular
Masonry
Vernacular
Masonry
Vernacular
Masonry
Vernacular

Unknown
Prehistoric

Unknown
Not eligible

ca. 1945

Not eligible

ca. 1955

Not eligible

ca. 1956

Not eligible

ca. 1924

Not eligible

ca. 1956

Not eligible

ca. 1924

Unknown

ca. 1930

Not
evaluated

ca. 1926

Unknown

ca. 1957

Unknown

ca. 1956

Unknown

ca. 1957

Unknown

ca. 1955

Not eligible

No style

ca. 1955

Not eligible

ca. 1920

Unknown

ca. 1930

Not eligible

ca. 1940

Unknown

ca. 1940

Unknown

1940s-present

Unknown

1930s-present

Unknown

1950s-present

Unknown

1930s-present

Unknown

ca. 1886

Unknown

Linear
Resource
Building
Complex
Linear
Resource
Linear
Resource
Designed
Historic
Landscape
Linear
Resource
Linear
Resource
Linear
Resource
Cemetery
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Category
Bridge

FMSF Site
ID
8CH1903

Source: FMSF, 2016.
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Name
Alligator Creek
Bridge

Description
RR Bridge

Temporal
Affiliation
ca. 1950

NRHP
Status
Unknown

PGD is recorded as a resource group (8CH2058) due to its role in WWII as the Punta Gorda
Army Airfield. The property was classified as a designed historic landscape and has not been
evaluated for listing in the NRHP by the Florida Division of Historic Resources, which acts as
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).
PGD has been in operation since the 1940s and many ground-disturbing operations have
occurred during its time of operation. The Phase IB study revealed that areas of disturbed soil,
airport dumping, reclaimed land, re-deposited fill, and drainage ditches are present throughout
the Airport property, mainly within and adjacent to the runways and hangars. The main Airport
property has been cleared of vegetation; however, there are areas containing naturally forested
areas, mainly in the eastern portion of the project area. The built environment mainly includes
the runways and access roads. Within the boundaries of the modern Airport, the current study
revealed the presence of three WWII-era resources, one masonry vernacular structure, one
concrete pad with iron ring airplane tie downs, and one concrete pad. There is also a WWII-era
canal paralleling the southeastern runway.

4.9.

LAND USE

4.9.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

A review of existing and future land use within the EA study areas was conducted using parcel
data available from the Charlotte County Property Appraiser, the results of which are
summarized in the following sections.

4.9.1.1.

EXISTING LAND USE

As shown on Figure 4.9-1 and Table 4.9-1, land use within the DSA is predominantly classified
as Governmental and Agricultural (296 acres of the 346 acre total), although 3.4 acres of
residential land use is also documented. There is substantial coverage of Governmental and
Agricultural land uses within the ISA as well (793 acres of the 962 acre area); approximately 99
acres of Residential, Commercial and Industrial land uses are also documented. Refer to
Section 4.10.1.1 for further details on noise compatible land uses within these areas.

4.9.1.2.

FUTURE LAND USE

The Board of County Commissioners approved the Charlotte 2050 Comprehensive Plan on July
20, 2010. The Comprehensive Plan establishes development and preservation priorities, goals,
objectives and policies.
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Table 4.9-1 Existing Land Use
Category

Agricultural
Commercial
Condominium
Co-ops, Mobile Homes, Assisted Care Living Facilities
Government
Industrial
Institutional
Miscellaneous
Non-agricultural Acreage
Not Specified
Other/Not Defined
Residential
Grand Total

Source: Charlotte County Property Appraiser, 2016.

DSA
136.2
20.4
0.0
0.5
159.5
1.0
0.0
5.2
16.2
0.1
4.3
2.9
346.2

Acres

ISA
308.8
21.4
0.1
18.3
484.5
38.5
0.0
8.5
45.7
2.9
7.2
29.3
962.2

The Future Land Use element of the Comprehensive Plan has been established to define areas
within Charlotte County that are suitable for various land use activities through the year 2030,
and establishes types and locations of land uses allowed in the County and the policies
designed to guide those land uses.
Future land use information from the Comprehensive Plan is summarized on Figure 4.9-2 and
Table 4.9-2 for the ISA and DSA established for this EA. As shown, a vast majority of both the
DSA and ISA are designated as the Enterprise Charlotte Airport Park (340 acres for the DSA
and 902 acres for the ISA), although some fringe agricultural areas and residential land uses
are included within each of these study areas. According to Policy 5.2.1 of the Future Land Use
element of the Comprehensive Plan, the Enterprise Charlotte Airport Park is recognized by the
County as an economic district. This area is established for the sustainment and promotion of
economic development by protecting existing infrastructure and prioritizing new infrastructure
improvements. Economic districts such as the Airport Park are given first priority for the
extension of urban services and facilities in economic areas, consistent with Objective 5.1
(Economic Development) of the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use element.
Table 4.9-2 Future Land Use
Category
Agriculture
Enterprise Charlotte Airport Park
Low Density Residential
Not Specified/Defined
Rural Estate Residential
Grand Total

DSA
4.0
340.4
0.6
1.2
0.0
346.2

Source: Charlotte County Property Appraiser, 2016.
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ISA
30.8
902.0
14.9
11.8
2.7
962.2
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4.10. NOISE AND NOISE COMPATIBLE LAND USE
The evaluation of the PGD 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. DNL is a 24-hour time-weighted-average noise
metric expressed in A-weighted decibels (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.
Title 14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A provides Federal compatible land use guidelines for several
land uses as a function of DNL values. The ranges of DNL values reflect the statistical variability
for the responses of large groups of people to noise. Compatible or non-compatible land use is
determined by comparing the predicted or measured DNL values at a site to the values listed at
Title 14 CFR Part 150 (Table 4.10-1). It should be noted that Title 14 CFR Part 150 land use
compatibility guidelines shown in Table 4.10-1 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.
Table 4.10-1 Land Use Compatibility with Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Levels

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

Below
65 dB

65-70
dB

Y

N

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

80-85
dB

Over 85
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

25
2
Y

30
3
Y

N
4
Y

N
N
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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
Nature Exhibits & Zoos
Amusement, Parks, Resorts, Camps
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water
Recreation
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Below
65 dB
Y

65-70
dB
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y

Y

Y

Yearly DNL
70-75
75-80
dB
dB
25
30
2

Y
30

7

Y
25

80-85
dB
N

3

Y
N

Y

8

Over 85
dB
N

4

N
N

Y

8

Y

6

Y

8

Y

6

Y

7

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

5

Y

5

N

N

N

Y
Y
Y

N
Y
Y

N
N
Y

N
N
N

N
N
N

N
N
N

Y

Y

25

30

N

N

Source: Title 14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1, January 1998.
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 noise-compatible 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 denoted in red highlighting.
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RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

4.10.1.1. EXISTING CONDITION AIRCRAFT NOISE EXPOSURE AND LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY
The Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT version 2d) is FAA's standard tool for
determining the predicted noise impact in the vicinity of airports. Statutory requirements for
AEDT use are defined in FAA Order 1050.1F, Order 5050.4B, and Title 14 CFR Part 150.
AEDT 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 AEDT contouring program
draws contours of equal DNL to be superimposed onto land use maps. For this document, DNL
contours of 65 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. AEDT can calculate sound levels at any specified point so that noise
exposure at representative locations around an airport can be obtained.
The existing condition (i.e., 2016) noise contour for operations at PGD is provided on Figure
4.10-1. Using land use information obtained from the Charlotte County Property Appraiser (see
Section 4.9 for details), noise exposure was evaluated with respect to the DNL 65 dB contours,
the results of which are shown on Figure 4.10-1 and quantified on Table 4.10-2. Further detail
on the noise modeling data is provided in Appendix F.
Table 4.10-2 Existing Conditions Noise Exposure Estimate
Land Use Type
Agricultural
Commercial
Condominium
Co-ops, Mobile Homes, Assisted Care Living Facilities
Government
Industrial
Institutional
Miscellaneous
Non-agricultural Acreage
Residential
Total

DNL 65 to 70 (acres)
64.4
2.1
0.0
0.0
276.8
0.3
0.0
0.5
7.8
0.0
351.8

Sources: AEDT2d, 2017; Charlotte County Property Appraiser, 2016.

FAA defines DNL 65 as the threshold of noise compatibility for residential land uses. DNL 60 is
considered a compatible sound level for all land uses defined at Title 14 CFR Part 150 (Table
4.10-1). As shown on Figure 4.10-1, the DNL 65 and higher contour does not leave the Airport
property; therefore, there are no residential land uses within the boundary of the noise contours.
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4.10.1.2. NOISE SENSITIVE SITES
In order to characterize the existing affected environment with regard to noise-sensitive
resources (schools, churches, parks, recreational areas), a series of 19 discrete receptor grid
points were selected and modeled using AEDT. The sites selected represent the nearest noise
sensitive sites (NSS) within or adjoining the ISA established for this EA. Each of the 19 sites
(grid points) are listed in Table 4.10-3 and shown on Figure 4.10-2. AEDT-modeled noise
levels at each of the grid point locations are also shown in Table 4.10-3. As shown, predicted
noise levels at the selected NSS under existing conditions are well below DNL 65 dB.
Table 4.10-3 Noise Sensitive Sites
NSS
ID
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Name

Jones Loop Road
Doctor's House Compound 2
Doctor's House Compound
29005 Jones Loop Road, Building B
29005 Jones Loop Road, Building A
Royal Scrub Site
New Life Family Ministries Inc.
Fred C. Babcock-Cecil M. Webb Wildlife
Management Area
Punta Gorda Open Bible Church
Independent Pentecostal Church
Eastside Baptist Church
YMCA Afterschool At East Elementary
East Elementary School
East Elementary Early Childhood Program
PG Jehovah’s Witness
Charlotte County Speedway
Punta Gorda Alliance Church
Florida Southwestern State College - Charlotte
Campus
Carmalita Park

Type
Historic Resource Group
Historic Structure
Historic Structure
Historic Structure
Historic Structure
Archaeological Site
Religious Institution

DNL
(dB)
49.82
51.93
52.10
49.64
49.61
50.51
42.51

Managed Area

43.16

Religious Institution
Religious Institution
Religious Institution
Daycare
School
Daycare
Religious Institution
Public Park/Recreational Area
Religious Institution

45.33
44.16
45.77
45.47
45.4
45.25
49.73
52.97
44.69

School

45.00

Public Park/Recreational Area

43.81

Sources: Charlotte County GIS, 2017; FMSF, 2017; AEDT 2d, 2017.
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4.11. SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S
HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS
4.11.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

An SSA was established to support the analysis of social and economic conditions in the area of
the Proposed Project. The SSA encompasses the U.S. Census Block Groups at least partially
located within one mile of the PGD boundary (Block Groups 12015103022, 120150105012,
120150102004 and 12015102003). The SSA serves as the focus of the evaluation of direct,
indirect, and secondary and cumulative socioeconomic effects. Refer back to Figure 4.1-1 for a
depiction of the U.S. Census Block Groups in Charlotte County that combine to form the SSA.
Information pertaining to the existing social and economic characteristics of the SSA was
gathered from data published by the U.S. Census Bureau. Specifically, 2011-2015 American
Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates was used to identify the income/poverty and
racial/ethnic characteristics of the population within the SSA and serve as the basis for the
assessment of economic activity and employment.

4.11.1.1. POPULATION
Table 4.11-1 describes the population present within the SSA, Charlotte County, and the state
of Florida. In 2015, the population of Charlotte County was estimated at 165,783 residents. The
SSA was estimated to contain 7,596 residents. Analysis shows that the population density
within the SSA (286 people per square-mile) is considerably lower than that generally seen in
the state (349 people per square-mile).
Additionally, ACS estimates show that approximately 61 percent of the adult population within
the SSA attained a high school diploma or higher level of education compared to 72 percent in
Charlotte County. Approximately nine percent of the population within the SSA holds a
bachelor’s or higher degree.

4.11.1.2. AGE, RACE AND ETHNICITY
The racial, ethnic and age composition of the population present within the SSA, Charlotte
County, and the state is shown in Table 4.11-1. Data from the ACS reveals that the White
population comprises approximately 91 percent of the SSA’s total. The median age in the SSA
is 46.5 years compared to 57.3 years in Charlotte County and 41.4 years in the state of Florida.

4.11.1.3. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
Within the SSA, there are approximately 5,636 residential parcels on 16,986 acres of land. On a
parcel basis, residential areas make up 69 percent of the SSA. Of the residential parcels
present, approximately 31 percent support single family homes, 11 percent support mobile
homes, and 15 percent support multi-family homes (see Table 4.11-2).
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Table 4.11-1 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/Alaskan
Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Island
Some Other Race
Two or More Races
Ethnicity
Hispanic
Households
Average Household Size

SSA
Number Percent
7,596
100.0

Charlotte County
Number Percent
165,783
100.0

Florida
Number
Percent
19,645,772
100.0

423
993
1,033
1,038
902
1,308
1,899
46.5

5.6
13.1
13.6
13.6
11.9
17.2
25.0
n/a

5,254
16,875
15,302
12,394
15,831
39,027
61,100
57.3

3.2
10.2
9.2
7.5
9.5
23.5
36.9
n/a

1,081,057
2,960,066
3,044,288
2,369,912
2,599,165
3,940,293
3,650,991
41.4

5.5
15.1
15.5
12.1
13.2
20.0
18.6
n/a

6,938
283

91.4
3.7

150,032
9,294

90.5
5.6

14,934,702
3,171,108

76.0
16.1

54

0.7

360

0.2

54,569

0.3

0

0.0

2,126

1.3

509,085

2.6

0

0.0

5

< 0.1

11,024

0.1

86
235

1.1
3.1

950
3,016

0.6
1.8

493,202
472,082

2.5
2.4

701

9.2

10,807

6.5

4,660,733

23.7

2.51

n/a

2.26

n/a

2.63

n/a

n/a = not applicable.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 ACS, B01001, B01002, B02001, B03003, B25010

Table 4.11-2 Residential Parcel Types within the SSA
Residential Type
Single-Family Parcels
Mobile Home Parcels
Multi-Family Parcels
Other Types of Residential Parcels
TOTAL:

Number
1,754
645
860
2,377
5,636

Sources: Charlotte County Property Appraiser, 2017.

Percent Total
31.1
11.4
15.3
42.2
100.0

4.11.1.4. ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT
Analysis of tax assessor records shows that approximately 29.7 percent (5,038 acres) of the
SSA area is dedicated to agricultural use. Land designated for industrial and commercial uses
combine to make up approximately 1,839 acres, or approximately 11 percent of the land area
within the SSA.
Estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau estimate 181,306 jobs within Punta Gorda. Table 4.113 provides a summary of jobs within the Punta Gorda area by North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS) Industry Sector. As shown, the most common industries are
based in the Accommodation and Food Services (13.8 percent), Health Care and Social
Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment
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Assistance (19.6 percent) and Retail Trade (18.2 percent) sectors. Between 2015 and 2017, the
unemployment rate in Charlotte County fluctuated between 3.9 percent and 6.5 percent.
Table 4.11-3 Punta Gorda Employment by NAICS Sector
Sector
Accommodation and Food Services
Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Construction
Educational Services
Finance and Insurance
Health Care and Social Assistance
Information
Management of Companies and Enterprises
Manufacturing
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction
Other Services (except Public Administration)
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Public Administration
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
Retail Trade
Transportation and Warehousing
Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Total
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2015 LEHD Data

Count
25,092
13,785
1,838
4,702
13,812
9,191
4,147
35,521
2,140
591
3,299
141
6,461
6,516
12,119
3,722
32,928
2,689
195
2,417
181,306

Share
13.8%
7.6%
1.0%
2.6%
7.6%
5.1%
2.3%
19.6%
1.2%
0.3%
1.8%
0.1%
3.6%
3.6%
6.7%
2.1%
18.2%
1.5%
0.1%
1.3%
100.0%

4.11.1.5. HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND POVERTY
The 2015 ACS reported the median household income in Charlotte County at $44,244. Also in
2015, the per capita income was estimated at $27,860 in Charlotte County. Table 4.11-4
provides a summary of household income within the SSA. Based on the ACS income estimates,
approximately 12.2 percent of Charlotte County residents fell below the poverty level in 2015.

4.11.1.6. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
EPA’s Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping Tool (EJSCREEN) reports environmental
and demographic indicators, drawing from the U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS, the National Air
Toxics Assessment (NATA), information from the Center for Disease Control and other sources.
These indicators are used to assess potential environmental justice issues in planning and
decision-making processes.
Environmental and demographic indicators from EJSCREEN are summarized on Table 4.11-5
below. Indicators are expressed in terms of percentiles compared to similar statistics within the
state of Florida, within the EPA region, and within the United States.
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Table 4.11-4 Household Income within the SSA

Income Range
Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $124,999
$125,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 or more

Households
167
229
295
194
112
176
65
346
129
73
285
384
70
117
22
112

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 ACS, B19001.

Table 4.11-5 Socioeconomic Indicators
Category
Environmental Indicators
PM
O3
NATA* Diesel PM
NATA* Air Toxics Cancer Risk
NATA* Respiratory Hazard Index
Traffic Proximity and Volume
Lead Paint Indicator
Superfund Proximity
RMP Proximity
Hazardous Waste Proximity
Water Discharger Proximity
Demographic Indicators
Demographic Index (composite of minority and
low income population statistics)
Minority Population
Low Income Population
Linguistically Isolated Population
Population with Less Than High School
Education
Population under Age 5
Population over Age 64

Source: EPA EJSCREEN, 2016.

Florida

Percentile
EPA Region

USA

15
34
19
27
62
48
66
14
85
-10

4
10
th
<50
th
<50
th
60-70
62
52
30
86
-3

3
4
th
<50
th
<50
th
50-60
52
35
16
79
-3

31

35

43

23
50
30

32
47
52

35
57
45

71

65

71

53
81

47
90

45
92

A low percentile value signifies that the PGD area scores or ranks better or is at lower risk for
that indicator compared to the state/regional/national population; a high percentile value
signifies that the PGD area ranks worse or is at elevated risk compared to
state/regional/national populations.
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In terms of reported environmental indicators, nearly all environmental indicators show that the
PGD area ranks better or is comparable to reference populations for risk of environmental
exposure. The only notable exception is the indicator for proximity to sites with chemical hazard
Risk Management Plans (RMP). Demographically, EJSCREEN reports that there is a relatively
low level of minority population compared to state, regional and national trends, although lowincome populations are comparable. The area has a comparatively high elderly population,
whereas populations under five years of age are not comparatively high.

4.12. WETLANDS
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.
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 defined as a wetland.

4.12.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

The BSA was physically assessed for the presence of wetlands and other surface waters during
multiple field reviews of the Airport property during a year-long WHA at the PGD from November
2012 to October 2013. An additional field review was conducted within the BSA on December
21, 2016. 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.
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For NEPA purposes, the wetland and other surface water identification that was conducted
during the field reviews, 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 subsequent state and Federal permitting process, a request will be made for a
formal Jurisdictional Determination of regulated waters that could be impacted by the Proposed
Project.
Based on the collected field data, seven herbaceous wetlands, covering approximately 37.1
acres occur within the BSA. Refer back to Figure 4.3-1 for locations of these features. These
wetlands are seasonally/intermittently inundated with standing water and are dominated by a
variety of herbaceous plant species suited for growth in saturated soil conditions. During the
drier months of the year, the majority of these areas are maintained as part of the Airport
mowing activities. However, these areas are not typically accessible for maintenance during the
wet season. The wetlands receive water from overland flow from the mowed infield areas as
well as the paved runways and taxiways. Each individual wetland is listed in Table 4.12-1 and
descriptions of each are presented below.
The BSA also includes a portion of upland-cut ditches that direct water off the Airport property
generally northwest toward the Peace River watershed. These ditches excavated through the
grassed infields that are seasonally inundated by surface water during the wet season and
intermittently flooded after rainfall events in the dry season. Vegetation in the ditches is
regularly mowed during airport maintenance activities. They are under the jurisdiction of the
SWFWMD through ERP Number 49164.025 issued in 2003.
Table 4.12-1 Wetlands within the BSA
1

WL
FLUCFCS Code and Description
Wetlands
WL B1
643 – Wet prairie
WL B2
643 – Wet prairie
WL B3
641 – Freshwater marsh
WL C
641/643 – Freshwater marsh/wet prairie
WL F
631/643 – Wetland scrub/wet prairie
WL H
643 – Wet prairie
WL I
643 – Wet prairie

1
2

USFWS Classification

2

Acres
in BSA

PEM1J
PEM1J
PEM1C
PEM1C/PEM1CJ
PSS1C/PEM1J
PEM1J
PEM1J
TOTAL WETLANDS:

3.6
3.1
11.7
6.8
3.7
0.2
8.0
37.1

Other Surface Waters
Ditches
510 – Streams and waterways
PEM1Cx
TOTAL OTHER SURFACE WATERS:

0.2
0.2

FDOT, 1999.
Cowardin et al., 1979.
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Wetlands B1, B2, H, and I
FLUCFCS: 643 – Wet Prairie
USFWS: PEM1J
Wetlands B1, B2, H, and I are intermittently flooded and predominantly consist of pennywort,
beakrush, bushy broomsedge, and torpedo grass. Wetlands B1 and B2 are located on the south
end of the BSA approximately 0.2 mile southwest of the paved portion of Runway 4. These
wetlands are bounded by improved pasture that is regularly grazed by cattle and are adjacent to
Wetland B3. Wetlands H and I are located within the infield area of the Airport and is routinely
mowed and maintained. During the WHA, species observed foraging within these wetlands
included great egrets and snowy egrets. In addition, the following wildlife species were observed
foraging within Wetlands B1 and B2: wood storks, roseate spoonbills, and white ibis. Wetland
B1 comprises 3.6 acres of the BSA; Wetland B2 comprises 3.1 acres of the BSA; Wetland H
comprises 0.2 acre of the BSA; Wetland I comprises 8.0 acres of the BSA.
Wetland B3
FLUCFCS: 641 – Freshwater Marsh
USFWS: PEM1C
Wetland B3 consists of a seasonally flooded, freshwater marsh that is located on the south end
of the BSA approximately 0.2 mile southwest of the paved portion of Runway 4 and is adjacent
to Wetlands B1 and B2. This area is bounded by improved pasture that is regularly grazed by
cattle. Dominant vegetation along the littoral edge of this wetland consists of pennywort,
beakrush, bushy broomsedge, and torpedo grass. Several wading birds were observed
foraging within Wetland B3 during the WHA and 2016 field review including wood storks,
roseate spoonbills, great egrets, great blue heron, snowy egrets, white ibis, green teal, mallards,
and black-bellied whistling ducks. Wetland B3 comprises 11.7 acres of the BSA.
Wetland C
FLUCFCS: 641/643 – Freshwater Marsh/Wet Prairie
USFWS: PEM1C/PEM1CJ
Wetland C consists of a freshwater marsh with a wet prairie perimeter that is located
approximately 0.2 mile southwest of the paved portion of Runway 33. This area is bounded by
upland shrub, unpaved and mowed AOA, and pine flatwoods. Dominant vegetation throughout
this wetland consists of torpedo grass, cattails, primrose willow (Ludwigia peruviana),
pennywort, beakrush, and bushy broomsedge. Wetland C comprises 6.8 acres of the BSA.
Wetland F
FLUCFCS: 631/643 – Wetland Scrub/Wet Prairie
USFWS: PSS1C/PEM1J
Wetland F consists of a wet prairie with a scrub-shrub wetland in the center that is located in the
infield area of the Airport. This area is bounded by a mowed and maintained unpaved AOA and
predominantly consists of Brazilian pepper, Carolina willow), and cattail. Several wading birds
were observed foraging and roosting within Wetland F during the WHA and 2016 field review
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including little blue heron, tricolored heron, cattle egrets, snowy egrets, white ibis, red-winged
blackbirds, anhinga, and cormorants. Wetland F comprises 3.7 acres of the BSA.

4.13. FLOODPLAINS
EO 11988 defines floodplains as the lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and
coastal waters including flood prone areas of offshore islands. Floodplain areas are
differentiated primarily based on flood frequency and intensity. Specifically, areas subject to a
one percent or greater chance of flooding in a given year are commonly referred to as the 100year floodplain. Further, areas subject to a 0.2 percent chance of flooding in a given year are
referred to as the 500-year floodplain.

4.13.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

The FEMA in part implements the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) by developing
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) to delineate the extent of floodplains across the United
States. The current effective FIRM for the PGD area is map number 12015C, panels 0261F,
0242F, 0244F and 0263F, with an effective date of May 5, 2003. For flood insurance purposes,
FIRM floodplain areas are further classified into SFHA, constituting areas where NFIP floodplain
management regulations must be enforced and the area where the mandatory purchase of flood
insurance applies.
Data from the above-referenced FIRM panels are depicted on Figure 4.13-1 and summarized
on Table 4.13-1 for the DSA, showing presence of Zone A and Zone AE SFHA. Zone A SFHA
is defined as those areas subject to inundation by the one-percent-annual-chance flood event
generally determined using approximate methodologies. Because detailed hydraulic analyses
have not been performed, no Base Flood Elevations or flood depths are shown. Mandatory
flood insurance purchase requirements and floodplain management standards apply. As shown,
approximately 3.4 acres of Zone A SFHA and less than 0.1 acre of Zone AE SFHA intersect
with the DSA for the Proposed Project. No additional floodplain area has been mapped by
FEMA in areas denoted as potential future Airport property.
Of note, no 500-year floodplain is located on or near PGD property; the closest 500-year
floodplain area is approximately 0.6 mile south-southeast of the southernmost extent of PGD
property.
Table 4.13-1 Floodplains

SFHA
Zone A
Zone AE
Grand Total

Acres (DSA)
3.4
<0.1
3.4

Source: FEMA DFIRM 12015C, 2003.
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4.14. SURFACE/GROUNDWATER RESOURCES
4.14.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

4.14.1.1. HYDROLOGY
A majority of the PGD property is located in the Peace River watershed. A small portion in the
southeastern quadrant of the PGD property is located in the Charlotte Harbor watershed. The
general drainage pattern within the airfield area of PGD is from south to north. Stormwater
runoff from the majority of the airfield is collected in a ditch on the east side of the Runway 1533. This ditch is parallel to Runway 15-33 and conveys water northward to an off-site drainage
system along East Henry Street. Stormwater runoff from the aprons, terminal, parking lots,
hangars, buildings and roadways at the west end of PGD is collected in two wet detention
ponds located at the north and south sides of the Airport.
There are six drainage basins in the undeveloped area east of Runway 4-22 identified as 5, 5C,
6, 7, 8, and 9 that collectively encompass approximately 269.38 acres. Stormwater runoff within
the drainage basins identified as 6, 7, 8 and 9 sheet flow into isolated marsh wetlands. During
typical rain events the water is retained within these wetlands; however, during heavy infrequent
storm events the water overtops into Drainage Basin 5. Drainage Basin 5 contains a long,
linear ditch parallel to Runway 4-22 that conveys water southward for approximately 3,600 ft.
where it turns westward towards Runway 4-22. The ditch conveys water westward for
approximately 330 ft. up to the downstream end of another ditch parallel to Runway 4-22. This
other ditch is within Drainage Basin 5C and conveys stormwater runoff southward for
approximately 2,800 ft. where it joins the downstream end of the ditch in Drainage Basin 5. The
confluence of the downstream ends of these two ditches in Drainage Basins 5 and 5C are at the
upstream end of an existing double barrel 18-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) that conveys
water westward under Runway 4-22. This 18-inch RCP discharges into an existing ditch within
the airfield infield area.
There are five drainage basins in the airfield infield area identified in the Charlotte County
Airport and Commercial Park Master Drainage Plan 9 that collectively encompass approximately
68.7 acres. The drainage system in the airfield infield area consists of two ditches. The first
ditch is parallel to the west side of Runway 4-22 and flows southward for approximately 1,900 ft.
from Taxiway C to Runway 15-33. The first ditch consists of two segments interconnected with
an 18-inch corrugated metal pipe (CMP). However, this 18-inch CMP is plugged with sediment
and is ineffective. Therefore, the upstream end of the ditch fills with water due to the plugged
pipe and overtops the culvert into the downstream end of the ditch. An isolated marsh wetland is

9

The Charlotte County Airport and Commercial Park Master Drainage Plan was approved by the SWFWMD July 31,
2007 pursuant to ERP No. 43000164.038 for the construction of new conveyance and discharge structures for the
incorporation of two existing borrow pits/ponds into the master drainage system of PGD.
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connected to the first ditch immediately downstream of the plugged 18-inch CMP. The
downstream end of the first joins the upstream end of the second ditch. The aforementioned
double barrel 18-inch RCP that conveys water from the undeveloped area of the contributing
drainage area under Runway 4-22 discharges into the confluence of these two ditches. The
second ditch conveys water in a northwest direction parallel to the east side of Runway 15-33
up to an existing triple barrel 24-inch RCP culvert that conveys water under Taxiway C into an
existing ditch. This ditch continues to convey water in a northwest direction parallel to the east
side of Runway 15-33 up to a series of pipes and ditches that convey the water northward off
Airport property to an existing drainage canal on the south side of Henry Street.

4.14.1.2. GROUNDWATER
Within the DSA, groundwater is contained within four distinct complex aquifers including the
surficial aquifer, two intermediate aquifers, and the deep Floridian aquifer. These aquifers are
separated from each other by confining beds with breaks that allow hydraulic exchange
between overlying and underlying aquifers. Within Punta Gorda, groundwater generally moves
west and north toward the Charlotte Harbor in the surficial aquifer. The water table varies from
one to five ft. below land surfaces depending on the wet and dry seasons throughout the year.
Potable water within Punta Gorda is generally sourced from the surficial aquifer as this has the
highest groundwater quality in the area. The surficial aquifer is recharged by rainfall, upward
leakage from the intermediate and Floridian aquifers, and groundwater flow from outside of
Charlotte County.

4.14.1.3. WATER SUPPLY AND TREATMENT
The City of Punta Gorda provides potable water supply to PGD. The closest water/wastewater
treatment plant is the Punta Gorda Wastewater Treatment Plant located approximately 1.8 miles
east of PGD, which has a permitted wastewater capacity of 3.2 million gallons per day (mgd).
The Shell Creek Water Treatment Facility treats and supplies potable water to Punta Gorda and
is currently rated at 10.0 mgd.

4.15. COASTAL RESOURCES
4.15.1.

RESOURCE CHARACTERIZATION

Coastal resources comprise any natural resources or natural environments occurring in coastal
waters or adjoining shorelines, and are primarily protected by the Coastal Zone Management
Act, as well as the Coastal Barrier Resources Act, which governs development within the
Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS). The Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP)
implements these regulations within the state of Florida and encompasses the state’s 67
counties and territorial seas. The FCMP is administered by eight state agencies and five water
management districts; the FDEP Office of Intergovernmental Programs Florida State
Clearinghouse is the entity charged with coordinating review of projects and activities in the
state of Florida for consistency with the FCMP.
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PGD is located in an area subject to the FCMP. The closest CBRS units to PGD are between
17 and 22 miles due west of PGD on the Gulf of Mexico coastline, comprising the Manasota
Key (P21A), Bocilla Island (P21/P) and Gasparilla Island (FL-70P) units.

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

4-59

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Punta Gorda Airport

Chapter 5 – Environmental Consequences

CHAPTER 5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
5.1.

INTRODUCTION

The potential environmental impacts resulting from construction of the Proposed Project are
presented in this section, as well as operational impacts for CYs 2021 and 2026. For the portion
of the Proposed Project that extends and rehabilitates Runway 15-33, a runway length of 6,281
ft. was evaluated in this EA, as described in Chapters 1 and 2.
For reference, a summary of air operations per EA study year, for both the No-Action Alternative
and Proposed Project, is provided on Table 5.1-1. As shown, the 2026 Proposed Project
scenario accounts for the addition of approximately 20,800 annual flight training operations by
WMU made possible by construction of GA facilities on the northside of PGD.
Table 5.1-1: Aircraft Operational Summary

Category
Commercial Air Carrier
GA – Itinerant
GA – Local
Military – Itinerant
Military – Local
Total

Annual Aircraft Operations
2021
2026
2021
Proposed
2026
Proposed
No-Action
Project
No-Action
Project
8,338
8,338
9,037
9,037
38,416
38,416
39,384
39,384
20,685
20,685
21,207
42,007
160
160
160
160
0
0
0
0
67,599
67,599
69,788
90,588

Source: FAA TAF as amended by AECOM, 2018

Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Project are identified and
disclosed for the environmental resource categories defined in FAA Order 1050.1F and FAA
Order 5050.4B. The potential cumulative environmental impacts of other airport and area
projects are also documented for each environmental resource category evaluated in this EA.
Mitigation of significant impacts is provided where necessary.
As mentioned in Section 4.1.1.1, the following resource defined in FAA Orders 1050.1F and
5050.4B was to not be affected by the Proposed Project: Wild and Scenic Rivers.

5.2.
5.2.1.

AIR QUALITY
ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Air quality impact assessment methodology focuses on satisfying requirements of the CAA and
NEPA. 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 D.
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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 State
Implementation Plan to control air quality.
As previously stated in Section 4.2.1.1, PGD is located in an area designated by the 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. Nevertheless, annual emissions inventories of
construction and operational emissions associated with the Proposed Project are provided for
disclosure purposes.

5.2.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

5.2.2.1.

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Tables 5.2-1 through 5.2-6 disclose the construction period criteria pollutant emissions
computed for the Proposed Project. As shown on Tables 5.2-1 through 5.2-6, the peak year of
construction is 2020, where estimated emissions total 27.5 tons of CO, 20.4 tons of nitrogen
oxides (NOx), 47.5 tons of PM10, 5.9 tons of PM2.5, 0.1 tons of sulfur oxides (SOx), and 43.4 tons
of VOC. Because the area is considered attainment/unclassifiable of all NAAQS, there are no
applicable significance thresholds (CAA General Conformity de minimis thresholds) to which
these emissions increases can be compared. Because construction emissions are temporary in
nature, it is not likely that the construction emissions create a significant or lasting impact on air
quality in the area.
Table 5.2-1: Construction Emissions Inventory for CO
1

Project
3 - Extend/Rehab Runway 15-33
4 - Reconstruct/Rehab Runway 4-22
7 - Reconfigure Taxiway/Runway Entrance to Runway 15
12 - Construct Holding Bay Near Approach End of Runway 4
29 - Construct Building 111 Replacement and Demolish Existing Structure
32 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
35 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
53 - Construct New GA Taxiways and Apron
54 - Construct New GA Terminal Apron and Taxiway
58 - Construct New GA Terminal and Parking
59 - Construct New WMU Flight School Building & Parking
60 - Construct Access from Challenger Road & Close Access from Henry
Street
61 - Relocate Self-Serve Fuel Facility
Total
Source: AECOM, 2018
1
Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.
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CO Emissions (tons)
2019 2020 2021 2022
12.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
11.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
0.0
0.0
1.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
2.2
0.0
0.0
1.8
0.0
0.0
1.1
3.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.4
0.0
0.0
0.9
2.8
0.0
0.0
0.5
1.9
0.8
0.0
2.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.5
17.6

0.9
27.5

0.0
4.6

0.0
3.3
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Table 5.2-2: Construction Emissions Inventory for NOx
1

Project
3 - Extend/Rehab Runway 15-33
4 - Reconstruct/Rehab Runway 4-22
7 - Reconfigure Taxiway/Runway Entrance to Runway 15
12 - Construct Holding Bay Near Approach End of Runway 4
29 - Construct Building 111 Replacement and Demolish Existing
Structure
32 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
35 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
53 - Construct New GA Taxiways and Apron
54 - Construct New GA Terminal Apron and Taxiway
58 - Construct New GA Terminal and Parking
59 - Construct New WMU Flight School Building & Parking
60 - Construct Access from Challenger Road & Close Access from Henry
Street
61 - Relocate Self-Serve Fuel Facility
Total
Source: AECOM, 2018
1
Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

NOx Emissions (tons)
2019 2020 2021 2022
11.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
10.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
0.0

0.0

1.3

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.6
0.3

0.0
0.3
2.6
4.4
1.8
1.0

0.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.4

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
14.0

0.1
20.4

0.2
2.6

0.0
1.3

Table 5.2-3: Construction Emissions Inventory for PM10
1

Project
3 - Extend/Rehab Runway 15-33
4 - Reconstruct/Rehab Runway 4-22
7 - Reconfigure Taxiway/Runway Entrance to Runway 15
12 - Construct Holding Bay Near Approach End of Runway 4
29 - Construct Building 111 Replacement and Demolish Existing
Structure
32 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
35 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
53 - Construct New GA Taxiways and Apron
54 - Construct New GA Terminal Apron and Taxiway
58 - Construct New GA Terminal and Parking
59 - Construct New WMU Flight School Building & Parking
60 - Construct Access from Challenger Road & Close Access from
Henry Street
61 - Relocate Self-Serve Fuel Facility

PM10 Emissions (tons)
2019
2020
2021
2022
19.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
23.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.8

Total

Source: AECOM, 2018
1
Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.
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0.0

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.6
0.0
0.2
0.1

0.0
0.4
7.3
13.2
1.3
1.4

1.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.3

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1
21.0

0.3
47.5

0.0
1.7

0.0
1.6
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Table 5.2-4: Construction Emissions Inventory for PM2.5
1

Project
3 - Extend/Rehab Runway 15-33
4 - Reconstruct/Rehab Runway 4-22
7 - Reconfigure Taxiway/Runway Entrance to Runway 15
12 - Construct Holding Bay Near Approach End of Runway 4
29 - Construct Building 111 Replacement and Demolish Existing Structure
32 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
35 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
53 - Construct New GA Taxiways and Apron
54 - Construct New GA Terminal Apron and Taxiway
58 - Construct New GA Terminal and Parking
59 - Construct New WMU Flight School Building & Parking
60 - Construct Access from Challenger Road & Close Access from Henry
Street
61 - Relocate Self-Serve Fuel Facility
Total

PM2.5 Emissions (tons)
2019 2020 2021 2022
2.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
2.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.1
0.0

Source: AECOM, 2018
1
Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
2.9

0.0
5.9

0.0
0.3

0.0
0.2

Table 5.2-5: Construction Emissions Inventory for SOx
1

Project
3 - Extend/Rehab Runway 15-33
4 - Reconstruct/Rehab Runway 4-22
7 - Reconfigure Taxiway/Runway Entrance to Runway 15
12 - Construct Holding Bay Near Approach End of Runway 4
29 - Construct Building 111 Replacement and Demolish Existing
Structure
32 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
35 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
53 - Construct New GA Taxiways and Apron
54 - Construct New GA Terminal Apron and Taxiway
58 - Construct New GA Terminal and Parking
59 - Construct New WMU Flight School Building & Parking
60 - Construct Access from Challenger Road & Close Access from
Henry Street
61 - Relocate Self-Serve Fuel Facility

SOx Emissions (tons)
2019
2020
2021
2022
<0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
<0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
<0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
<0.1

Total

Source: AECOM, 2018
1
Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.
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0.0

0.0

<0.1

0.0

0.0
0.0
<0.1
0.0
<0.1
<0.1

0.0
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1

<0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
<0.1

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

<0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

<0.1
<0.1

<0.1
0.1

0.0
<0.1

0.0
<0.1
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Table 5.2-6: Construction Emissions Inventory for VOC
1

Project
3 - Extend/Rehab Runway 15-33
4 - Reconstruct/Rehab Runway 4-22
7 - Reconfigure Taxiway/Runway Entrance to Runway 15
12 - Construct Holding Bay Near Approach End of Runway 4
29 - Construct Building 111 Replacement and Demolish Existing
Structure
32 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
35 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
53 - Construct New GA Taxiways and Apron
54 - Construct New GA Terminal Apron and Taxiway
58 - Construct New GA Terminal and Parking
59 - Construct New WMU Flight School Building & Parking
60 - Construct Access from Challenger Road & Close Access from
Henry Street
61 - Relocate Self-Serve Fuel Facility

VOC Emissions (tons)
2019
2020
2021
2022
23.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
22.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.8

Total

Source: AECOM, 2018
1
Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

5.2.2.2.

0.0

0.0

0.4

0.0

0.0
0.0
1.2
0.0
0.9
0.2

0.0
0.7
4.5
11.5
3.0
0.9

3.7
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.4

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1
26.9

0.1
43.3

0.0
4.6

0.0
2.0

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Operational emissions associated with the No-Action and Proposed Project alternatives in
analysis years 2021 and 2026 were computed using AEDT 2d and are provided on Tables 5.27 and 5.2-8, respectively. Aircraft APU and GSE emissions would remain constant between the
No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Project. As stated previously in this EA, construction of
the WMU flight school facilities as part of the Proposed Project would be complete CY 2022.
The new facilities would generate approximately 20,800 additional flight training operations by
WMU compared to their existing operations (Table 5.1-1). Therefore, the CY 2026 emissions
analysis for this EA includes emissions increases associated with the increased flight school
activities.
Otherwise, minor differences in emissions between the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed
Project are due to differences in aircraft taxi times that would occur between each scenario. Taxi
patterns and distances change principally due to the extension of Runway 33 as well as the
location of GA terminal operations with the Proposed Project. Methodologies, input data and
assumptions utilized to produce the emissions estimates summarized on Tables 5.2-7 and 5.28 can be found in Appendix D. As shown on the tables, a net increase of up to 241.6 tons of
CO, 2.9 tons of NOx, 0.2 tons of PM10, 0.2 tons of PM2.5, 0.7 tons of SOx, and 5.3 tons of VOC
would occur with the Proposed Project compared to the No-Action Alternative in study year
2026.
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Table 5.2-7 CY 2021 Emissions Inventory

VOC
14.3

GHG Emissions
(metric tons)
CO2e
11,038.3
GHG Emissions
(metric tons)
CO2e
10,293.5

7.0

744.9

1

Proposed Project Emissions (tons)
CO
NOx
PM2.5 PM10 SO2 VOC
469.2
41.6
0.9
0.9
4.5
21.3

Source

Aircraft

1

Source
Aircraft
Net Change
(Proposed Project vs. No Action)

CO
409.3
59.8

No-Action Emissions (tons)
NOx
PM2.5 PM10 SO2
41.0
0.8
0.8
4.2
0.6

0.1

0.1

0.3

CY = Calendar Year; CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; GHG = greenhouse gases; NOx =
nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; PM10 =
particulate matter equal to or less than 10 micrometers in diameter; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile
organic compounds.
1
NOx and VOC are considered precursors to criteria pollutant formation (O3 and PM2.5)
Sources: AEDT 2d, 2017.

Table 5.2-8 CY 2026 Emissions Inventory

VOC
21.9

GHG Emissions
(metric tons)
CO2e
13,419.4
GHG Emissions
(metric tons)
CO2e
11,819.9

5.3

1,599.5

1

Proposed Project Emissions (tons)
CO
NOx PM2.5 PM10
SO2
VOC
725.4 48.4
1.2
1.2
5.5
27.2

Source

Aircraft

Source
Aircraft
Net Change
(Proposed Project vs. No Action

CO
483.8
241.6

No-Action Emissions (tons)
NOx PM2.5 PM10
SO2
45.5
1.0
1.0
4.8
2.9

0.2

0.2

1

0.7

CY = Calendar Year; CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; GHG = greenhouse gases; NOx =
nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; PM10 =
particulate matter equal to or less than 10 micrometers in diameter; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile
organic compounds.
1
NOx and VOC are considered precursors to criteria pollutant formation (O3 and PM2.5)
Sources: AEDT 2d, 2017.

5.2.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

In terms of NEPA compliance, the significance of potential air quality impacts of development
projects at PGD are evaluated on a case-by-case basis according to the criteria on Table 5.2-9.
Table 5.2-9 Air Quality Impact Significance Criteria
Category

Air Quality

Sources:

FAA Significance Thresholds
The action would cause pollutant
concentrations to exceed one or more
of the NAAQS, as established by the
EPA under the CAA, for any of the
time periods analyzed, or to increase
the frequency or severity of any such
existing violations.

Factors to Consider

None specified.

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.
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As stated previously, there is no applicable quantitative significance threshold against which
emissions increases estimated for the Proposed Project could be assessed, because the
Proposed Project occurs in a NAAQS attainment/unclassifiable area and the CAA General
Conformity de minimis thresholds therefore do not apply.
The FAA’s Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook states that atmospheric dispersion
modeling to convert the emissions estimates in this EA into predicted pollutant concentrations
for direct comparison to the NAAQS 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 Charlotte County
(see Affected Environment), all monitored ambient air concentrations are well below the
NAAQS. So, even if dispersion were required and conducted, any modeled concentrations
derived from the emissions disclosed on Tables 5.2-1 through 5.2-8 would likely not cause a
NAAQS violation. Because PGD is adjacent to the gulf coast, it is also possible that prevailing
wind patterns can serve to further disperse air pollutants in the surrounding airshed. It is also
important to note that sensitive receptors to air pollution within the vicinity of the Airport footprint
(e.g., park, hospital, residential area, nursing home, school) are of sufficient distance from PGD
emissions sources, such that the likelihood for any localized increases in air concentrations due
to the Proposed Project to affect the general public is unlikely.
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 1050-1F.

5.2.4.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Mitigation to reduce impacts below the threshold of significance is not required. However,
construction-related emissions resulting from the improvements, albeit temporary, can be
reduced by employing the following typical emissions reduction measures, in accordance with
FAA AC 150/5370-10H, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports:
 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;
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 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.

5.2.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

FAA Order 1050.1F identifies no significance thresholds for the assessment of cumulative air
quality impacts.
Reasonably foreseeable development actions on and surrounding PGD (assuming within one
mile of Airport) that may have potentially occur concurrently with or after, the Proposed Project
were qualitatively considered for potential cumulative impact on air quality (and GHG
emissions), the results of which are summarized in Table 5.2-10 below.
Table 5.2-10: Cumulative Air Quality Impact Assessment
Generates Emissions:
Project
On-Airport Projects
Rehabilitate Runway 9-27
Extend Runway 4-22
Reconfigure Taxiway G
Construct Holding Bay at
approach End of Runway 4-22
Rehabilitate Taxiway D
Construct New Taxiway – GA
Apron to Taxiway A
Construct Perimeter Road
(Phases I and 2A)
Construct Terminal Expansion
Rehabilitate North Ramp
Realign Terminal Access Road
and Expand Curbfront
Realign Airport Access Road
from Golf Course Boulevard to
Piper Road
Expand Short-Term Parking
Construct New Long-Term Lot
Phase I
Convert GA Ramp to Rental
Car Parking
Construct Replacement
Hangars for Buildings 212 and
207
Construct T-Hangars at 600
Series
Construct New Airport
Maintenance Facility
Construct Airport Safety

Enabling,
Dependent, or
Connected Action

Degree of
Potential
Cumulative Effect

No
No
No

Low
Moderate
Low

x

No

Low

x

No

Low

Construction

Operation

x
x
x

x

x

x

Yes

Low

x

x

No

Low

No
No

Moderate
Low

No

Low

No

Low

x
x
x

x

x
x

x

No

Moderate

x

x

No

Moderate

x

x

No

Low

x

No

Low

x

No

Low

x

No

Low

x

No

Low
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Generates Emissions:

Project
Complex
Off-Airport Projects
I-75 Rest Areas (Charlotte/Lee
County line north to SR 681
and I-75 interchange)
I-75 Widening (south of N.
Jones Loop Road north of US
17)
Piper Road North Extension
(Henry Street to US 17)

Enabling,
Dependent, or
Connected Action

Degree of
Potential
Cumulative Effect

x

No

Low

x

No

Moderate

No

Moderate

Construction

x

Operation

x

Source: AECOM, 2017

The assessment is generally constrained to the Intermediate-Term CIP as formulated in the
recent PGD MPU, which is expected to be implemented between years 2023 and 2037. Based
on current and future land use projections, there are no known major non-PGD actions that
would occur in a cumulative effects region of influence that would be significant enough to be
analyzed.
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.
Based on this analysis, it can be concluded that there is little to no potential for cumulative air
quality or GHG 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 or GHG effects due to any
construction occurring before, concurrently with, or after the Proposed Project, it is not certain
whether or not these effects would actually occur. These and 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 PGD.

5.3.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section describes the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on land use/vegetative
cover, fish and wildlife, and threatened and endangered species.

5.3.1.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The assessment of potential impacts to biological resources 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
Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment
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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.
The study also included inter-agency consultation between the FAA and USFWS, as required
by Section 7 of the ESA and its implementing regulations at 50 CFR Part 402. The FAA initiated
informal consultation with the USFWS by letter dated December 22, 2017. During consultation,
the USFWS requested additional information on January 22, 2018 and June 15, 2018 necessary
to complete consultation. On October 31, 2018, the USFWS concurred with the FAA’s
determination that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect”
federally-listed species such as the Florida bonneted bat, wood stork and the eastern indigo
snake. Copies of correspondence related to the consultation undertaken for the Proposed
Project is provided in Appendix A.
As stated in the final USFWS response, the requirements of Section 7 are fulfilled and further
action is not required. Further details on the USFWS’ species-specific concurrence is provided
below and in Appendix A.

5.3.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The Proposed Project would result in permanent impacts to approximately 80 acres of existing
terrestrial and wetland habitats (discounting approximately four acres of residential and
commercial land uses in the 84-acre total). The BSA has been previously affected by
anthropogenic activities at the Airport, including regular mowing of the grassed infield areas and
historic cattle grazing. No federally listed species or designated critical habitats are expected to
be adversely affected by the Proposed Project. Table 5.3-1 provides the project impact
determination for federally and state listed species. Based on the findings and commitments of
this BA, a determination has been made that the Proposed Project is not likely to adversely
affect any state or federally listed plant or animal species.

5.3.2.1.

HABITAT CONVERSION

Implementation of the Proposed Project will result in the conversion of approximately 66 acres
of habitat/vegetative cover to Airport use (FLUCFCS 811) as a result of runway improvements,
GA relocations, development of GA facilities, and filling of wetlands to remove wildlife hazard
attractants. It is anticipated that 18.4 acres of land use/vegetative cover (Wetlands B1, B2, and
B3) will convert into Cropland and Pastureland (FLUCFCS 210) as a result of filling wetlands to
remove wildlife hazard attractants. Because of the area’s location in the RPZ, it will be mowed
and maintained. Table 5.3-2 lists the vegetative communities and land uses that will be
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converted to Airport use or Crop and Pastureland use by the Proposed Project. Some land uses
occurring within the proposed land acquisition areas will not be converted by the Proposed
Project; therefore, these land uses are not included in Table 5.3-2.
Table 5.3-1: Project Impact Determination on Listed Species
Project Impact Determination
“May affect, not likely to adversely
affect”

“No effect”
Project Impact Determination

“May affect, not likely to adversely
affect”

“No effect”

Federally Listed Species
Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi)
Audubon’s crested caracara (Polyborus plancus audubonii)
Everglade snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus)
Wood stork (Mycteria americana)
Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus)
Federally listed plant species
Florida scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens)
Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi)
State Listed Species
Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus)
Florida pine snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus)
Florida burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia floridana)
Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea)
Tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor)
Roseate spoonbill (Platalea ajaja)
Southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus)
Florida sandhill crane (Antigone canadensis pratensis)
State listed plant species
Sherman’s fox squirrel (Sciurus niger shermani)
Big Cypress fox squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennia)

Table 5.3-2: Vegetative Community/Land Use Conversions Resulting from the Proposed
Project
Vegetative
Community/Land
Use
Uplands
Residential, high
density
Commercial and
services
Open land
Cropland and
pastureland
Other open lands
(rural)
Shrub and
brushland
Hardwood conifer mixed

FLUCFCS
1
Code

USFWS
2
Classification

Acres
Converted to
Airport
(FLUCFCS 811)

130

N/A

0.4

0.0

0.4

140

N/A

3.8

0.0

3.8

190

N/A

1.7

0.0

1.7

210

N/A

11.5

0.0

11.5

260

N/A

2.4

0.0

2.4

320

N/A

6.9

0.0

6.9

434

N/A

20.6

0.0

20.6

47.3

0.0

47.3

1.1
3.3

0.00
11.7

1.1
15.0

Subtotal Uplands
Wetlands
Wetland scrub
Freshwater

631
641

PSS1C
PEM1C
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643

FDOT, 1999
Cowardin, Lewis M., et.al. 1979.

PEM1J
Subtotal Wetlands
Total

14.3
18.7
66.0

6.7
18.4
18.4

21.0
37.1
84.4

The wetlands proposed to be removed from the airfield are of low quality and provide minimal
level of support of wetland functions. Bounded by the AOA and paved roadways, and fenced to
prevent wildlife intrusions onto the Airport property and pasture, there is little to no access to
these areas for wildlife other than wading birds. Nuisance and exotic vegetation is also present
throughout the wetland areas. To offset the loss of wetland functions and values, all wetland
impacts will be mitigated to satisfy all mitigation requirements of § 33 U.S.C. 1344 and Part IV,
Chapter 373, F.S.
Table 5.3-3 summarizes the proposed land use and vegetative cover types resulting from the
implementation of the Proposed Project.
Table 5.3-3: Existing and Proposed Land Use and Vegetative Communities within the
BSA
Vegetative
Community/Land Use
Uplands
Residential, low density
Residential, high density
Commercial and
services
Open land
Cropland and
pastureland
Other open lands (rural)
Shrub and brushland
Pine flatwoods
Hardwood conifer-mixed
Transportation

1
2

1

Existing
Acres in
BSA

Proposed
Acres in
BSA

N/A
N/A
N/A

3.8
0.4

3.8
0.0

3.8

0.0

N/A
N/A

4.6

2.9

27.5

34.4

FLUCFCS
Code

USFWS
2
Classification

110
130
140
190
210
260
320
411
434
810

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Subtotal Uplands

58.6
7.9
4.4
20.6
177.3
308.9

56.2
1.0
4.4
0.0
243.3
346.0

Wetlands
Wetland scrub
Freshwater marshes
Wet prairies

631
641
643

PSS1C
PEM1C
PEM1J
Subtotal Wetlands

1.1
15.0
21.0
37.1

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Other Surface Waters
Streams and waterways
(ditches)

510

0.2

0.2

0.2
346.2

0.2
346.2

PEM1Cx

Subtotal Other Surface Waters
Total

FDOT, 1999.
Cowardin, Lewis M., et.al. 1979.
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LISTED FLORA SPECIES

Most of the study area has been disturbed as part of ongoing airport activities. Therefore, it is
unlikely that any listed plant species will be adversely affected by the project. One federally
listed plant species (beautiful pawpaw) was determined to have the potential to occur within the
BSA. However, the suitable habitat for this species present within the BSA (pine flatwoods) is
not proposed to be impacted. General field reviews did not detect the occurrence of any state or
federally listed species within the BSA. As a result, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project
would have “no effect” on listed plant species.

5.3.2.3.

FEDERALLY LISTED FAUNAL SPECIES

While no eastern indigo snakes were observed during the field reviews, suitable habitat for
this species is available within the BSA. To minimize potential adverse impacts to the eastern
indigo snake, CCAA will commit to use the USFWS-approved Standard Protection Measures for
the Eastern Indigo Snake (updated August 2013) (see Appendix B) as part of the Proposed
Project. In addition, the Proposed Project will impact less than 25 acres of marginally suitable
indigo snake habitat and there are no known gopher tortoise burrows within the BSA. Utilizing
the most recent (August 1, 2017) USFWS Eastern Indigo Snake Programmatic Effect
Determination Key, it has been determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect” the eastern indigo snake. As discussed in Section 4.3.1, clearing of
land on the Airport occurred during the Section 7 consultation process. In its response to the
FAA the USFWS stated that because clearing occurred prior to completion of consultation and
has resulted in the loss of potential habitat for the eastern indigo snake, the USFWS requested
that a donation in the amount of $15,000 to the Wildlife Foundation of Florida’s (WFF) Eastern
Indigo Snake Fund. Monies in the fund are used in activities that benefit the survival and
recovery of the eastern indigo snake. The CCAA has agreed to the request and will make the
donation. USFWS correspondence is provided in Appendix A.
Though the BSA is located within the USFWS Consultation Area for the Florida scrub jay, no
xeric oak scrub communities are located inside the BSA and no scrub jays were observed within
the BSA during field reviews. Based on this information, it has been determined that the
Proposed Project will have “no effect” on the Florida scrub jay.
The BSA is located within the USFWS Consultation Area for the Audubon’s crested caracara;
however, only marginally suitable foraging habitat is available within the BSA and no individuals
or nests were observed within the BSA during the field reviews. Prior to construction, CCAA will
perform an informal survey of appropriate habitat to avoid any potential impacts to this species.
If any individuals or nests are observed, further coordination with USFWS will be implemented.
With this commitment, it has been determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect” the crested caracara. On October 31, 2018, the USFWS concurred
with the FAA’s determination that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect” this species. However, the concurrence applies only to the portion of the Proposed
Project where land clearing has not yet occurred.
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While marginally suitable foraging habitat exists for the Everglade snail kite in the BSA within
the freshwater wetlands, no snail kites or apple snails were observed during the field reviews.
Wetland values and functions lost as a result of project construction will be mitigated. Based on
this information, it was determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect” the snail kite. On October 31, 2018, the USFWS concurred with the FAA’s
determination that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” this
species. However, the concurrence applies only to the portion of the Proposed Project where
land clearing has not yet occurred.
The BSA does not fall within the USFWS Consultation Area or the “Primary” or “Secondary”
Zones for the Florida panther and only marginally suitable habitat is available for this species
in the BSA. The majority of the BSA is located inside the Airport’s existing boundary fence,
which discourages large mammals and their prey from entering the Airport property and no
individuals were observed within the BSA during the field reviews. Therefore, it has been
determined that the Proposed Project will have “no effect” on the Florida Panther.
Florida Bonneted Bat
The BSA is located within the USFWS Consultation Area and Focal Area for the Florida
bonneted bat. However, only marginally suitable habitat is available for this species within the
upland forests and the wetland areas. No individuals or cavities were observed within the BSA
during field reviews and no individuals have been reported on the Airport property. Wetland
values and functions lost as a result of project construction will be mitigated. Prior to
construction, CCAA will perform an informal survey of appropriate habitat to avoid any potential
impacts to this species. If any individuals or cavities are observed, further coordination with
USFWS 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 bonneted bat.
An RAI was received from the USFWS on June 15, 2018 requesting that an acoustic survey for
the Florida bonneted bat be conducted in accordance with the USFWS survey protocols within
areas of the project footprint that have potential bat roosting habitat (i.e., forested areas). In
response to USFWS’ request, Environmental Solutions, Inc. (ESI) was contracted to conduct
the acoustic survey and document the results. On July 12, 2018, ESI conducted a pedestrian
roost survey within the forested portions of the BSA comprising approximately 25 acres. On July
30, 2018, a follow-up roost survey within forested habitat adjacent to the BSA was conducted.
Roosting potential within and/or adjacent to the BSA was determined to be low and five potential
roosts were identified. The potential roost locations are depicted on Figure 5.3-1 and details are
summarized in Table 5.3-4.
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Table 5.3-4 Potential Roost Locations within/adjacent to the BSA
Potential
Roost ID
01
02
03
04
05

Species
Pinus sp.
Pinus sp.
Pinus sp.
Pinus sp.
Pinus sp.

DBH
(inches)
8
8
9
8
8

DBH = diameter at breast height
Source: ESI, 2018

Approximate
Height (ft.)
50
50
50
40
50

Tree
Health
Dead
Dead
Dead
Dead
Dead

Suitability
Unsuitable
Unsuitable
Suitable
Suitable
Unsuitable

Bat calls were recorded on eight acoustic detectors over 40 detector nights (five consecutive
calendar nights) with a full spectrum detector equipped with an omni-directional ultrasonic
microphone. The location of the detectors are depicted on Figure 5.3-1.
The recorded bat calls were analyzed to specific bat species via Kaleidoscope Pro (Kpro). Eight
bat species were recorded and identified in the Kpro analysis: Brazilian free-tailed (Tadarida
brasiliensis), northern yellow (Lasiurus intermedius), big brown (Eptesicus fuscus), evening
(Nycticeius humeralis), Seminole (Lasiurus seminolus), eastern red (Lasiurus borealis), Florida
bonneted, and tri-colored (Perimyotis subflavus). Of the 14,121 bat calls recorded, a total of six
calls were confirmed to be from a Florida bonneted bat after manual vetting.
Table 5.3-5 lists the detected Florida bonneted bat calls. Appendix A provides the report
prepared by ESI that documents the survey methodology and results.
Table 5.3-5 Florida Bonneted Bat Detections
Detector ID (site)
02
03
05
07

Source: ESI, 2018

Date
14 July 2018
14 July 2018
15 July 2018
15 July 2018
13 July 2018
14 July 2018

Time
0421
0421
0118
0255
2201
0117

Based on the limited acoustic detections and lack of suitable potential roosts within the BSA, it
has been determined that the previous finding of “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect”
regarding the Florida bonneted bat remains valid for the Proposed Project. On October 31,
2018, USFWS submitted a response stating that because Florida bonneted bat calls were
identified during the acoustic survey, it is likely that Florida bonneted bats use the BSA for
foraging. Therefore, the Proposed Project will impact habitat types that provide potential
foraging habitat for the Florida bonneted bat. Some of this acreage will remain on PGD as lower
quality foraging habitat following completion of the Proposed Project. However, as previously
mentioned, approximately 164 acres of land has been cleared at PGD that may have provided
foraging habitat for the Florida bonneted bat. Due to the scale of clearing that has occurred,
much of suitable habitat at PGD has already been impacted, according to the USFWS. It is the
USFWS’ policy not to consult or complete informal or formal consultations for species on
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projects where land clearing has already occurred. The USFWS stated that since clearing
occurred prior to completing consultation with the USFWS resulting in the loss of potential
habitat for the Florida bonneted bat, the USFWS requested that a donation in the amount of
$15,000 be made to the WFF’s Florida Bonneted Bat Fund. The CCAA has agreed to and will
make the requested donation.
Wood Stork
Suitable foraging habitat for the wood stork is available within the BSA within the wetlands.
Based on USFWS data, seven active wood stork nesting colonies are reported within 18.6 miles
of the BSA (Figure 4.3-2) and individuals were observed foraging within the BSA during the
2016 field review. Compensation for suitable foraging habitat will be provided within the service
area of an USFWS-approved wetland mitigation bank or wood stork conservation bank
(preferably located within the CFA of wood stork foraging habitat lost). Based on these
commitments and the 2010 USFWS Programmatic Concurrence Letter for the Wood Stork, it
was determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the
wood stork.
On April 5, 2017, the USFWS requested that a Wood Stork Foraging Analysis be conducted. A
Wood Stork Foraging Analysis was prepared using the FWS-approved “Wood Stork Foraging
Habitat Assessment Methodology” dated July 12, 2012 (hereinafter referred to as the
“Methodology”). Details on the methodology and calculation of prey-base analysis, the
assessment of loss of suitable foraging biomass, and potential mitigation alternatives are
outlined in the correspondence contained in Appendix A.
Wood stork foraging biomass calculations were conducted for all of the wetlands impacted by
the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project will result in a total of 37.1 acres of impact to
potential wood stork foraging habitat (see Section 5.14 for further discussion on wetland
impacts). Wetlands were evaluated based on four parameters in accordance with the
Methodology: the density of the vegetation within suitable wood stork foraging habitat, the
hydroperiod of each impacted wetland, the size of available prey, and potential competition from
other wading bird species.
To calculate the wood stork foraging biomass potentially lost as a result of the Proposed
Project, each impacted wetland was assigned an appropriate hydroperiod class based on data
collected during field reviews. Hydroperiod classes range from Class 1, which includes
inundation for 0-60 days, to Class 7, which includes inundation for 330-365 days per year. The
USFWS defines wetlands that are inundated for 0 to 180 days per year as having a “short
hydroperiod” and includes Classes 1 through 3. Wetlands inundated for 180 days to 360 days
per year are considered as having a “long hydroperiod” and include Classes 4 through 7. All
wetlands included in the foraging analysis for the Proposed Project have short hydroperiods
(between Class 1 and Class 3). Table 5.3-6 below lists the hydroperiod class and length, the
total acres of proposed impact, and the percent cover of nuisance/exotic vegetation (i.e.
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melaleuca or Brazilian pepper) for each wetland, by number and FLUCFCS category, included
in the foraging analysis.
Table 5.3-6: Summary of Hydroperiod Class and Percent Cover by Exotic Species

1
2

Wetland ID &
FLUCFCS
Classifications
B1
643
B2
643
B3
641
C
641/643
F
631/643
H
643
I
643
Total

Total Direct
Impact Area
(acres)
3.6
3.1
11.7
6.8
3.7
0.2
8.0
37.1

Hydroperiod
1
Class
2
2
3
2
2
2
1

Percent Cover of
Nuisance/Exotic
Vegetation
0
0
0
0
40
0
0

Length of
2
Hydroperiod
Short
Short
Short
Short
Short
Short
Short

As defined by the USFWS Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology dated July 12, 2012
(Table WSM 4).
As defined by the USFWS in the Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology, Parameter 2 Wetland Hydroperiod, Page 3.

Prior to conducting biomass calculations, the acreage of impact to each wetland was converted
to square meters (m2). The conversion of 37.1 acres of total direct impact to wetlands equates
to 150,138.5 m2. This information is summarized below in Table 5.3-7.
Table 5.3-7: Summary by Hydroperiod Class

1

Hydroperiod
1
Class
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Total

Total Direct Impact
Area (acres)
8.0
17.4
11.7
37.1

Total Direct
2
Impact Area (m )
32,374.9
70,415.4
47,348.2
150,138.5

Average Percent
Nuisance/Exotic
Vegetation
0.0
40.0
0.0
40.0

As defined by the USFWS Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology dated July
12, 2012 (Table WSM 4).
2
2
Acres converted to m as stated in the Summary of the factors affecting vulnerability of wetland
habitats to wood stork foraging in the action area, USFWS Wood Stork Foraging Habitat
Assessment Methodology dated July 12, 2012.

The total biomass per hydroperiod class was established in accordance to the Methodology.
Pursuant to the Methodology, each wetland was assigned a Wood Stork Foraging Suitability
Index ranging from 1.00 for exotic coverage between 0-25 percent cover and 0.64 for exotic
coverage between 26-50 percent. The forage biomass loss for each class is provided in Table
5.3-8 below.
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Table 5.3-8: Forage Biomass Lost by Class and Hydroperiod
1

1

Hydroperiod Class
Wetland ID
Class 1
Wetland I
Class 2
Wetlands B1, B2, C, F, H
Class 3
Wetland B3
Total Biomass Lost

Forage Biomass
2
Lost (kg)
3.26
15.11
9.54
27.91

As defined by the USFWS Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology
dated July 12, 2012 (Table WSM 4).
2
2
Calculations based on total direct impact area (m ) multiplied by the total biomass
hydroperiod and the exotic suitability foraging index. The total was divided by
1000 to cover to kilograms. As defined by the USFWS Wood Stork Foraging
Habitat Assessment Methodology dated July 12, 2012.

According to Kahl’s estimate (1964), 201 kg of forage is required for a successful wood stork
nest. Because this Proposed Project shows a total biomass loss of 27.91 kg, the calculation
represents the loss of 0.13 nest. Table 5.3-9 summarizes the anticipated wood stork forage
biomass lost as a result of the Proposed Project.
To compensate for the loss of wood stork foraging habitat, the CCAA committed to purchasing
USFWS-approved wood stork credits from a mitigation bank that, at a minimum, offset 27.91 kg
of short hydroperiod forage biomass losses. The Boran Ranch Mitigation Bank (BRMB)
services the Peace River watershed and is located in the 115,000-acre Peace-Myakka Wildlife
Corridor in the western portion of DeSoto County. BRMB consists of approximately 404 acres of
restored ephemeral wet prairie habitat, marshes, oak hammock and longleaf pine flatwood
forested habitats. Permitted by both the USACE and SWFWMD, the bank offers both palustrine
emergent and palustrine forested wetland credits. Mitigation bank credits at BRMB can be used
to offset impacts to wood stork foraging habitat. At BRMB, the conversion factor for the short
hydroperiod is 2.14 kg per credit. Therefore, to compensate for the loss of 27.91 kg of short
hydroperiod forage biomass, approximately 13.0 wetland credits would be required. Based on
wetland impact analysis, the construction of the Proposed Project will result in the functional
loss of 15.8 credits (see Section 5.14 for discussion on wetland impacts and mitigation).
Therefore, CCAA proposes to purchase approximately 15.8 freshwater wetland credits from
BRMB to compensate for the loss of 37.1 acres of wetland and wood stork foraging habitat.
Pursuant to the Wood Stork Effect Determination Key (FWS 2010) the project is not located
within 2,500 ft. (0.47 mile) of an active nesting wood stork colony, and suitable foraging habitat
will be compensated in accordance with Section 404(b) of the Clean Water Act and the Habitat
Management Guidelines for the Wood Stork in the Southeast Region (FWS 1990) through
purchase of Federal credits at a Service-approved mitigation bank. Additionally, the wetland
habitats associated with the proposed habitat compensation plan will provide equal foraging
value to that of the impacted wetlands. Based on this information, the FAA determined that the
previous finding of “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” regarding the wood stork
remains valid for the Proposed Project. On October 31, 2018, the USFWS concurred with the
FAA’s determination The USFWS concurrence applies only to the portion of the Proposed
Project where land clearing has not yet occurred.
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Table 5.3-9: Summary of Wood Stork Forage Biomass Lost

1

Wetland ID &
FLUCFCS
Classifications
B1
643
B2
643
B3
641
C
641/643
F
631/643
H
643
I
643
Project Total

Total
Direct
Impact
Area
(acres)
3.6
3.1
11.7
3.7
3.7
0.2
8.0
37.1

Hydroperiod
1
Class
2
2
3
2
2
2
1

Total
Direct
Impact
2 2
Area (m )
14,568.7
12,545.3
47,348.2
27,518.6
14,973.4
809.4
32,374.9
150,138.5

Percent
Cover by
Exotic
Species
0
0
0
0
40
0
0

Total
Biomass per
Hydroperiod
2 3
(gram/m )
0.2015
0.4290
0.2015
0.2015
0.2015
0.2015
0.1008

Exotic
Foraging
Suitability
4
Index
1.00
0.64
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Forage
Biomass Lost
5
(Kilograms)
2.94
3.44
9.54
5.54
3.02
0.16
3.26
27.91

Length of
6
Hydroperiod
Short
Short
Short
Short
Short
Short
Short

As defined by the USFWS Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology dated July 12, 2012 (Table WSM 4).
2
Acres converted to m as stated in the summary of the stated in the Summary of the factors affecting vulnerability of wetland habitats to wood stork foraging in the
action area, USFWS Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology dated July 12, 2012.
3
Total Fish and Crayfish Biomass per period as per Table WSM 11, USFWS Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology dated July 12, 2012.
4
Exotic Foraging Suitability Index per Table WSM 3, Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology dated July 12, 2012.
5
2
Calculations based on total direct area (m ) multiplied by the total biomass hydroperiod and the exotic suitability foraging index. The total was divided by 1000 to
convert to kg, as defined by the USFWS Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology dated July 12, 2012.
6
As defined by the FWS in the Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology, Parameter 2 - Wetland Hydroperiod, Page 3.
2
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The BSA was also evaluated for the occurrence of listed species critical habitat designated by
Congress in 50 CFR 424. No designated critical habitat for any federally listed species occurs
within the BSA. Based on this information, it has been determined that the Proposed Project
will not impact any critical habitat.

5.3.2.4.

STATE LISTED FAUNAL SPECIES

Marginally suitable habitat for the gopher tortoise is available within the BSA within the grassy
open areas. However, no gopher tortoise burrows were observed within the BSA during the
field reviews. Prior to construction of the Proposed Project, surveys of the appropriate habitats
will be conducted for the presence of gopher tortoise burrows. If gopher tortoises or their
burrows are found in or within 25 ft. of the construction limits of the Proposed Project,
coordination with the FWC will be implemented to secure permits needed to relocate the gopher
tortoises 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.
Marginally suitable habitat for the Florida pine snake is available within the BSA in the open
upland areas; however, no pine snakes were observed within the BSA during field reviews. No
gopher tortoise burrows were observed during the field reviews, no pine snakes were observed
within the BSA during field reviews, and none have been documented within BSA by FNAI or
USFWS. Therefore, it was determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect” the Florida pine snake.
Florida burrowing owls have been observed within the BSA in the infield areas. To avoid any
potential impacts to this species, CCAA will resurvey appropriate upland habitats within the
Proposed Project area for burrowing owls or their burrows prior to construction. If any burrows
are located in the project area, CCAA will coordinate with FWC to develop and implement the
appropriate protection criteria prior to construction. With this commitment, a determination has
been made that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the
Florida burrowing owl.
Suitable foraging and roosting habitat for the little blue heron, tricolored heron, and roseate
spoonbill is available within the BSA and individuals were observed within the BSA during the
field reviews. As part of the Proposed Project, adverse wetland impacts will be mitigated as
necessary to prevent a net loss of wetland habitat functions and values. Based on this
information, it has been determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect” the little blue heron, tricolored heron, and the roseate spoonbill.
During previous visits to PGD, several southeastern American kestrels have been observed
foraging in the AOA and perched on existing signs and fences within the Airport property.
However, no nests have been observed or documented within 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.
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With this commitment, it has been determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect” the southeastern American kestrel.
Suitable foraging habitat is available within the BSA for the Florida sandhill crane and several
individuals were observed foraging within the BSA during the field reviews. As part of the
construction of the Proposed Project, all wetland impacts will be mitigated to prevent a net loss
of wetland functions and values. In addition, CCAA will resurvey the project area for sandhill
crane nests prior to construction. If Florida sandhill crane nests are found within the Proposed
Project area, CCAA will coordinate with the FWC prior to construction to minimize adverse
impacts to this species to the greatest extent possible. With this commitment, it has been
determined that the Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the
Florida sandhill crane.
Marginally suitable habitat for the Sherman’s and Big Cypress (mangrove) fox squirrels is
available within the BSA; however, no individuals were observed during the field reviews. Due
to its mobility and ability to use adjacent areas for foraging, it has been determined that the
Proposed Project will have “no effect” on the Sherman’s or Big Cypress (mangrove) fox
squirrels.

5.3.2.5.

OTHER SPECIES OF CONCERN

Based on the FWC online database, there are no bald eagle nests documented within one mile
of the BSA. No bald eagle nests were observed within the BSA during the field review. For
these reasons, it has been determined that this project will not affect the bald eagle. Pursuant
to the USFWS bald eagle guidelines, any disturbance within 1,000 ft. of a bald eagle nest
requires additional coordination and potential permitting with the USFWS. To avoid any potential
impacts to this species, CCAA will resurvey appropriate upland habitats within 1,000 ft. of the
Proposed Project area for bald eagle nests prior to construction. If a bald eagle nest is found
within 1,000 ft. of the Proposed Project area, CCAA will coordinate with USFWS to secure any
and all approvals regarding this species.

5.3.3.

CONSERVATION MEASURES

In order to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts to federally and state listed species,
the following measures will be implemented by CCAA.
1. Prior to and during construction, implement the USFWS-approved Standard Protection
Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake (updated August 2013) (see Appendix B);
2. During the permitting phase of the Proposed Project, appropriate compensation for the
loss of wetland and wood stork foraging habitat and values will be provided;
3. Prior to construction, appropriate habitats within the project area will be resurveyed to
confirm the presence or absence of crested caracara nests, Florida bonneted bat,
gopher tortoises, Florida burrowing owl, southeastern American kestrel nests, and
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Florida sandhill crane nests. If any of these federally or state listed species or their nests
are present, coordination with the FWC and USFWS will occur to minimize the Proposed
Project impacts and obtain the necessary permits;
4. Prior to construction, appropriate habitats within 1,000 ft. of the Proposed Project area
will be resurveyed for bald eagle nests prior to construction. If a bald eagle nest is found
within 1,000 ft. of the Proposed Project, coordination with the USFWS will occur to
secure any and all approvals regarding this species.
5. A donation of $15,000 by the CCAA will be provided to the WFF’s Florida Bonneted Bat
Fund. This fund supports activities that benefit the survival and recovery of the Florida
bonneted bat, such as acquiring, managing, and protecting currently unprotected habitat
suitable for the Florida bonneted bat.
6. A donation of $15,000 by the CCAA will be provided to the WFF’s Eastern Indigo Snake
Fund. This fund supports activities that benefit the survival and recovery of the eastern
indigo snake, such as acquiring, managing, and protecting currently unprotected habitat
suitable for the eastern indigo snake.

5.3.4.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

During the NEPA process, the FAA considers the factors listed on Table 5.3-10 in making a
determination of an action’s potential impact on biological resources.
Table 5.3-10 Biological Resources Impact Significance Criteria
Category

FAA Significance Thresholds

Factors to Consider
The action would have the potential for:

Biological
Resources
(including fish,
wildlife and
plants)

The USFWS or the National Marine
Fisheries Service determines that the
action would be likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of a federally
listed threatened or endangered
species, or would result in the
destruction or adverse modification of
federally-designated critical habitat.
The FAA has not established a
significance threshold for non-listed
species.
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•

A long-term or permanent loss of
unlisted plant or wildlife species, i.e.,
extirpation of the species from a large
project area (e.g., a new commercial
service airport);

•

Adverse impacts to special status
species (e.g., state species of concern,
species proposed for listing, migratory
birds, bald and golden eagles) or their
habitats;

•

Substantial loss, reduction,
degradation, disturbance, or
fragmentation of native species’
habitats or their populations; or

•

Adverse impacts on a species’
reproductive success rates, natural
mortality rates, non-natural mortality
(e.g., road kills and hunting), or ability
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Factors to Consider
to sustain the minimum population
levels required for population
maintenance.

Sources:

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

The Proposed Project would not jeopardize any federally listed species, would not convert
designated or proposed critical habitat, or have substantial impacts to non-listed species.
Conservation measures will be implemented for the species that may be affected by the
Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed a threshold that would
indicate a significant impact.

5.3.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Past cumulative and other development projects in the vicinity of PGD have resulted in losses to
natural habitats as well as impacts to wildlife and listed species. Some additional clearing of
habitat in the vicinity of PGD could take place. Development projects involving state and/or
Federal assistance or approvals would be required to evaluate impacts to federally listed
species or their habitats and would be required to provide mitigation to offset impacts.
Collectively, these projects will probably result in some future reduction of habitat availability for
listed species. These future impacts may be offset, to some degree, by the implementation of
appropriate mitigation measures as described in Section 5.3.4.
The Proposed Project would have minimal impact on natural habitats, wildlife, and listed plant
and animal species. Also, with the proposed mitigation measures, the impact is not expected to
be significant. Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts resulting from Proposed Project, when
considered in addition to other cumulative projects, are not expected to lead to substantial
cumulative impacts to natural habitats, wildlife, and listed plant and animal species.

5.4.
5.4.1.

CLIMATE
ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Construction of the Proposed Project, the resulting increase in aircraft operations and an
increase in aircraft taxi distances would result in an increase in GHG emissions, when
compared to the No Action alternative. Accordingly the emissions have been assessed
quantitatively per the FAA’s 1050.1F Desk Reference. 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 D. Emissions inventory results and qualitatively evaluated in
terms of compliance with local climate change policy and adaptation strategies.
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Construction emissions of CO2e GHG are presented on Table 5.4-1 and indicate that roughly
11,160 metric tons would be emitted over the four-year construction period, which peaks in
2020.
Table 5.4-1: Construction Emissions Inventory for CO2e
1

Project
3 - Extend/Rehab Runway 15-33
4 - Reconstruct/Rehab Runway 4-22
7 - Reconfigure Taxiway/Runway Entrance to Runway 15
12 - Construct Holding Bay Near Approach End of Runway 4
29 - Construct Building 111 Replacement and Demolish Existing
Structure
32 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
35 - Construct Phase 3 of Existing Long-Term Parking
53 - Construct New GA Taxiways and Apron
54 - Construct New GA Terminal Apron and Taxiway
58 - Construct New GA Terminal and Parking
59 - Construct New WMU Flight School Building & Parking
60 - Construct Access from Challenger Road & Close Access
from Henry Street
61 - Relocate Self-Serve Fuel Facility
Total

CO2e Emissions (metric tons)
2019
2020
2021
2022
5,060.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5,104.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
784.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
445.2
0.0

0.0

771.2

0.0

0.0
0.0
427.0
0.0
312.0
141.9

0.0
200.3
1,561.4
2,555.5
1,004.4
561.1

473.6
0.0
0.0
19.5
0.0
238.8

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

482.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

99.1
6,522.5

174.3
11,161.8

0.0
1,503.1

0.0
1,230.0

Source: AECOM, 2018
1
Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

5.4.2.2.

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

As discussed in Section 5.2.2.2, differences in GHG emissions between the No-Action
Alternative and the Proposed Project are due to differences in aircraft taxi times that would
occur between each scenario, as well as the addition of flight school operations by CY 2026.
Taxi patterns and distances change principally due to the extension of Runway 15-33 as well as
the location of GA terminal operations with the Proposed Project. As shown on Tables 5.2-7
and 5.2-8 a net increase of up to 1,599 metric tons of CO2e would occur with the Proposed
Project in 2026, when compared to the No-Action Alternative.

5.4.2.3.

ADAPTATION

Per the 2009 City of Punta Gorda Climate Change Adaptation Plan, adaptations identified to
address the most critical climate change vulnerabilities in the area include: seagrass protection
and restoration; xeriscaping and native plant landscaping; indication in comprehensive plans
which areas will retain natural shorelines; constraining locations for high risk infrastructure;
restricting fertilizer use; promoting green building alternatives through education, taxing
incentives and green lending; and drought preparedness planning. The Proposed Project will
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not have a measurable effect on any measures being undertaken to implement these
adaptations, nor would it impede successful implementation of these adaptations.

5.4.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

The FAA has not established significance thresholds for aviation GHG emissions, nor have they
identified specific factors to consider in making a significance determination for GHG emissions.
Consequently, there is currently no quantitative or qualitative basis for comparison for the GHG
emissions presented in this document, and therefore, emissions presented in this document are
for disclosure purposes only. Based on the analysis conducted for this EA, GHG emissions
associated with the Proposed Project are minimal and would not exceed any reasonable
threshold indicating a significant impact.

5.4.4.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Although the FAA has not established significance thresholds for aviation GHG emissions, no
significant climate impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are warranted. However,
many voluntary measures are available to reduce construction- and operational-related air
emissions (Section 5.2.4) would also serve to reduce fuel consumption associated with
construction equipment and airport mobile sources, which would in turn reduce the level of GHG
emissions occurring due to the Proposed Project.

5.4.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Please refer to the cumulative effects analysis discussion for air quality and GHG emissions in
Section 5.2.5.

5.5.
5.5.1.

DOT SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES
ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

A review was conducted to determine if any resources would have the potential to be directly or
indirectly impacted by the Proposed Project or the No-Action Alternative with regard to the
protective provisions of Section 4(f) of the DOT Act. 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. There is no feasible and prudent alternative to use of such land and
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 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
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for listing on the NRHP]. The term “Section 4(f) resource” in this evaluation refers to any specific
site or property meeting DOT Act criteria.

5.5.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

5.5.2.1.

PHYSICAL USE

Physical use of Section 4(f) land occurs when land is acquired from a Section 4(f) resource for a
transportation project, or when there is a temporary occupancy of Section 4(f) land that is
adverse. There are no Section 4(f) resources within the DSA; therefore, no physical taking or
temporary occupancy of any resources would occur.

5.5.2.2.

CONSTRUCTIVE USE

Occasionally a project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the Section 4(f) property is
substantially impaired (referred to as “constructive use”). Therefore, an evaluation of the
Proposed Project’s indirect effects in the following areas is necessary to ascertain whether a
constructive use of any Section 4(f) land in the proximity of PGD would occur:
 Air Quality: Construction emissions would occur but are temporary in nature and would
not create a significant or lasting impact on air quality in the area. Operational emissions
would increase at PGD due to the Proposed Project. Sensitive receptors to air pollution
in the vicinity of the Airport (i.e., Section 4(f) properties) are of sufficient distance from
PGD emissions sources, such that the likelihood for any localized increases in air
concentrations due to the Proposed Project to affect the use of a Section 4(f) resource is
unlikely.
 Light Emissions and Visual Impacts: The lighting modifications associated with the
Proposed Project are not expected to cause changes in light emissions resulting in
substantial annoyance or causing interference with normal activities. Although the new
facilities associated with this project will be visually noticeable, the visual impact
associated with the Proposed Project is not considered significant.
 Noise: analysis of predicted noise levels at Section 4(f) resources identified for this EA
(see Section 5.11.1.2) indicates that only minor and insignificant noise increases would
occur with the Proposed Project compared to the No-Action Alternative. Aircraft noise at
Section 4(f) resources would remain fully compatible with land use compatibility
guidelines established at Title 14 CFR Part 150.

5.5.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

During the NEPA process, the FAA considers the factors listed on Table 5.5-1 in making a
determination of an action’s potential impact on Section 4(f) resources. A significant impact
under NEPA would not occur if appropriate mitigation measures avoid or minimize the effects of
the use below the threshold of significance. If Section 4(f) property is used, the FAA is
responsible for complying with Section 4(f) even if the impacts are less than significant for
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NEPA purposes. Based on discussion in Section 5.5.2, no physical use or constructive use of
nearby Section 4(f) lands is expected with the Proposed Project. Therefore, no significant
impacts would occur.
Table 5.5-1 Section 4(f) Resources Impact Significance Criteria
Category

DOT Act,
Section 4(f)

Sources:

5.5.4.

FAA Significance Thresholds
The action involves more than a
minimal physical use of a Section 4(f)
resource or constitutes a “constructive
use” based on an FAA determination
that the aviation project would
substantially impair the Section 4(f)
resource. Resources that are
protected by Section 4(f) are publicly
owned land from a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife and
waterfowl refuge of national, state, or
local significance; and publicly or
privately owned land from an historic
site of national, state, or local
significance. Substantial impairment
occurs when the activities, features, or
attributes of the resource that
contribute to its significance or
enjoyment are substantially
diminished.

Factors to Consider

None specified.

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

The Proposed Project would not affect Section 4(f) resources; therefore, mitigation measures
are not warranted.

5.5.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The on-airport and off-airport cumulative projects would not result in direct or indirect impacts to
Section 4(f) or 6(f) resources. 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.
5.6.1.

FARMLANDS
ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Review of the NRCS list of prime or locally important 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 DSA.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

As discussed in Section 4.6, approximately 153 acres of farmland of unique importance are
situated within the DSA. Though the land use of the off-airport property designated as farmland
of unique importance will not be converted to Airport use, the majority of this property will be
acquired by PGD to attain compliance with design standards, safety criteria and land use
compatibility for the proposed future RSA and RPZ on Runway 4-22 allowing certain agricultural
uses to continue on these areas. Coordination with the NRCS and completion of Form AD-1006,
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, has been completed for the Proposed Project (Appendix
A.5).

5.6.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

Table 5.6-1 reiterates the FAA impact significance criteria and factors to consider with respect
to a NEPA evaluation of farmland impacts.
Table 5.6-1 Farmlands Impact Significance Criteria
Category

Farmlands

Sources:

FAA Significance Thresholds
The total combined score on Form AD1006, “Farmland Conversion Impact
Rating,” ranges between 200 and 260
points.

Factors to Consider
The action would have the potential to
convert important farmlands to nonagricultural uses. Important farmlands
include pastureland, cropland, and forest
considered to be prime, unique, or
statewide or locally important land.

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

As referenced above, coordination regarding potential farmland conversions due to the
Proposed Project has been completed (Appendix A.5). The mechanism for this coordination is
completion of Form AD-1006. A farmland impact would be considered significant if the
“Farmland Conversion Impact Rating” from the Form AD-1006 ranges between 200 and 260
points. Based on NRCS coordination, the Proposed Project’s score on Form AD-1006 is a total
of 101 points, which would not approach or exceed the threshold on Table 5.6-1. Farmland
conversion impacts are therefore not significant.

5.6.4.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Since the majority farmland of unique importance located off Airport property will not be
disturbed as a result of the Proposed Project, no mitigation for farmland impact is anticipated.

5.6.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

As Charlotte 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, because
the area surrounding PGD is subject to growth management regulations, the loss of prime
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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. The Proposed Project, when considered in
conjunction with the cumulative projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts.

5.7.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, POLLUTION PREVENTION AND SOLID WASTE

5.7.1.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Information on existing conditions (Section 4.7.1) 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 2021 and 2026 were considered from the standpoint of hazardous materials involvement.
The No-Action and Proposed Project Alternatives were evaluated to determine the quantity of
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) generation and construction debris generation, in terms of the
quantity of MSW generated by the day-to-day operations of the alternatives and the temporary
generation solid waste due to demolition and construction activities.

5.7.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

5.7.2.1.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

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.
Table 5.7-1 summarizes known sites of current/historical contamination or environmental
compliance within or adjacent to the DSA, based on the appraisal of environmental records
described in Section 4.7.1. As indicated on Table 5.7-1, none of the seven records identified
are indicative of significant potential to encounter subsurface contamination during construction
of the Proposed Project.

5.7.2.2.

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 Proposed Project. New flight school operations that would occur due to
the Proposed Project would increase fuel usage at the airport.
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Table 5.7-1 Assessment of Known Current/Historical Contamination Sites in the DSA
Map
1
ID

3

6

1

Site Name
Charlotte
County Airport
Authority
(27245
Beechcraft Ave)
(see also Map
ID #’s 1,8)

Charlotte
County
Mosquito
Control
(27221
Beechcraft Ave)

Commerce Park
Center
(28000
Challenger Blvd)

Description

Interpretation

The facility participated in TIER2 chemical
reporting for the period of 2005 through
2008 (vehicular diesel, gasoline and
aviation fuels).

Routine chemical reporting is
historical in nature and is not
indicative of significant
contamination potential.

Two 2,000-gallon USTs historically
registered to facility have been removed.
Four ASTs containing vehicular diesel,
pesticides and waste oil were also
historically registered but are reported to
be removed as of 2002. A petroleum
discharge was reported in 1988 from one
of the UST. Contamination assessments,
well monitoring, and remedial actions have
been ongoing to present.

Routine chemical reporting and
RCRA registration is historical in
nature and is not indicative of
significant contamination
potential.

The facility was registered as a RCRA nongenerator of ignitable hazardous waste
and has record of participating in TIER2
chemical reporting from 1993 to 1994
(diesel fuel oil, gasoline, and chloropicrin).

All historically registered tanks
have been removed from this
location. Although remedial
actions are noted as ongoing
based on available records, the
Proposed Project is not expected
to interfere, worsen or delay
ongoing remedial actions
required for historic
contamination.

Record of minor NPDES surface water
discharge permits registered to this
location.

Historical discharge permits are
not indicative of significant
contamination potential.

7

Tarmac Punta
Gorda #2
(8145 Golf
Course Blvd)

Facility historically possessed a minor
source air emissions permit. One 10,000gallon vehicular diesel AST registered in
1988 but removed as of 2009, during
which time the facility maintained financial
assurances for the purposes of storage
tank registry and compliance. The facility
also participated in TIER2 chemical
reporting from 2002 to 2007 (diesel fuel oil,
fly ash, Portland cement).

28

PGD DME

General minor NPDES water discharge
permit obtained in 2008; terminated 2013.

43

Charlotte Grove
(28272 Wharton
Ave)

One 1,000-gallon vehicular diesel AST
removed with clean closure in 2001. One
in-service 500-gallon unleaded gasoline
AST registered as of 2001. No compliance
violations reported.

Routine chemical reporting is
historical in nature and is not
indicative of significant
contamination potential.
All historically registered tanks
have been removed from this
location. No remedial actions are
ongoing.
Historical discharge permits are
not indicative of significant
contamination potential.
All historically registered tanks
have been removed from this
location. No remedial actions are
ongoing.

Source: EDR, 2016; individual databases as noted
See Figure 4.7-1.

The estimated volume of MSW generated annually at PGD under existing conditions is
estimated to be 354 tons can be accommodated at the existing landfill and recycling facilities
without substantially compromising capacity. Although the flight school and new GA area would
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generate MSW, much of the paper, plastic, metal, and glass wastes can be recycled. Likewise,
oil, metals, and other wastes associated with aircraft maintenance can also be recycled. The
amount of waste generation at PGD would not substantially increase with the Proposed Project.
MSW picked up from the Airport is transported by Waste Management to the Zemel Road
Landfill (EPA ID# FLD982126294) that is located at 29751 Zemel Road in Punta Gorda. The
disposal area encompasses 108 acres and waste is compacted before burial to conserve
space. The Zemel Road Landfill disposal capacity is projected to last until 2030. Therefore, the
Proposed Project, in conjunction with area recycling activities, would not significantly impact the
capacity of the Charlotte County solid waste management systems.

5.7.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

Although FAA has not established a significance threshold under NEPA for the evaluation of
hazardous materials and solid waste impacts, the environmental consequences for a proposed
development project should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in consideration of the
factors identified on Table 5.7-2.
Hazardous Materials/Solid Waste Generation and Management
Based on the foregoing discussion, the Proposed Project would not generate a considerable or
appreciable amount of hazardous materials or solid waste that would violate applicable
regulations or exceed available handling capacity.
In general terms, solid wastes and hazardous materials generated during the construction
phase of any project would be handled in accordance with all applicable Federal, state and local
regulations. Construction waste not diverted, recycled, or re-used would be transported to and
disposed of in local permitted construction/demolition facilities or in local waste-to-energy plants
in accordance with applicable state and local requirements. Construction contractor(s) would 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 [SPCC])
that reduce the potential for substantial impacts associated with regulated materials.
Contaminated Site Involvement
Based on review of available environmental records and historical aerial photography, a vast
majority of environmental contamination events or compliance issues documented at PGD are
historical or otherwise minor in nature. No sites on or around PGD are listed on the National
Priority List of contaminated sites. Overall, the potential for contaminated site involvement
during the construction or implementation of planned CIP projects is generally low.
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Table 5.7-2 Hazardous Materials Impact Significance Criteria
Category

FAA Significance Thresholds

Factors to Consider
The action would have the potential to:

Hazardous
Materials,
Pollution
Prevention and
Solid Waste

Sources:

•

Violate applicable Federal, state, tribal,
or local laws or regulations regarding
hazardous materials and/or solid waste
management;

•

Involve a contaminated site (including
but not limited to a site listed on the
National Priorities List). Contaminated
sites may encompass relatively large
areas. However, not all of the grounds
within the boundaries of a contaminated
site are contaminated, which leaves
space for siting a facility on noncontaminated land within the
boundaries of a contaminated site. An
EIS is not necessarily required.
Paragraph 6-2.3a of this Order allows
for mitigating impacts below significant
levels (e.g., modifying an action to site it
on non-contaminated grounds within a
contaminated site). Therefore, if
appropriately mitigated, actions within
the boundaries of a contaminated site
would not have significant impacts;

•

Produce an appreciably different
quantity or type of hazardous waste;

•

Generate an appreciably different
quantity or type of solid waste or use a
different method of collection or
disposal and/or would exceed local
capacity; or

•

Adversely affect human health and the
environment.

The FAA has not established a
significance threshold for Hazardous
Materials, Pollution Prevention and
Solid Waste.

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

Other Considerations
FAA Order 1050.19B, Environmental Due Diligence Audits in the Conduct of FAA Real Property
Transactions outlines conditions where Environmental Due Diligence Audits may either be
required or waived. Based on available information from the Charlotte County Property
Appraiser, taken together with the results of the environmental database searches, Order
1050.19B would not apply to property acquisitions or easements proposed within the Five-Year
CIP.
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IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

The Proposed Project is not 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.
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.
Entities participating in the storage, use, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials at
PGD 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, the corrective actions that
are in place to minimize the environmental impacts.

5.7.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

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

5.8.
5.8.1.

HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL
RESOURCES
ANALYSIS 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.
Resolution
of
adverse
effects
(e.g.,
avoidance/minimization/mitigation steps) is typically outlined in a Memorandum of Agreement
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
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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.
As mentioned in Section 4.8, a Phase 1B CRAS was conducted at PGD that included
background research and field survey (see Appendix C). The archaeological survey was
performed from December 13-14, 2017. The archaeological investigations included ground
surface reconnaissance and subsurface testing in all areas of proposed ground disturbance,
and resulted in the excavation of 19 STPs. STPs measured 50 centimeters (cm) in diameter and
excavated to subsoil or 100 cm below ground surface. STPs were excavated at 25-meter
intervals for high probability areas. STPs were excavated in 10-cm arbitrary levels, and soils
were screened through a 0.635-millimeter (1/4-inch) mesh. STP data were recorded on
standardized forms, including information on depth of each individual STP, the number of
artifacts, provenience, and soil conditions. Munsell soil charts were used to describe soil color.
Standard soils nomenclature was used to describe soil textures.

5.8.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

As described in Section 4.8, background research identified four previously recorded
archaeological sites, 12 cultural resource studies, 13 standing resources, eight resource groups,
one cemetery, and one bridge present within one mile of the APE (Figure 4.8-1). PGD is the
location of one of these resource groups, which is called the Punta Gorda Army Airfield
(8CH2058), and is the sole resource within the APE for this EA. Based on the CRAS, it is
recommended that the former Punta Gorda Army Air Field is not eligible for National Register
listing as a historic district due to a virtual complete loss of integrity. Its exceedingly low level of
integrity would not support significance under any of the National Register Criteria.
During the archaeological survey, no archaeological resources were encountered. One masonry
vernacular structure, a former WWII bunker known as EAA 565, is located in the APE but is not
recommended eligible for listing on the NRHP. No Historic Properties will be affected by the
Proposed Project.
Based on the results of current survey, no further archaeological work is recommended for the
APE. No Historic Properties will be affected by the Proposed Project.
On February 9, 2018, the CRAS prepared for the Proposed Project was submitted to the SHPO,
for review and concurrence with the determination that there are no NRHP-listed or -eligible
resources within the APE established for the EA, and that further evaluation of archaeological
resources within the APE is not warranted. The SHPO concurred with these findings on April 6,
2018.
Concurrently, the following federally-recognized tribal leaders and Tribal Historic Preservation
Officers were notified of the Proposed Project and availability of the CRAS on February 9, 2018:
the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida; the Muscogee (Creek) Nation; the Seminole Nation
of Oklahoma; and the Seminole Tribe of Florida. Because the Porch Band of Creek Indians
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consultation area of interest is limited in Florida to Escambia County, they were not consulted.
To date, responses have been received by Seminole Tribe of Florida, Muscogee (Creek)
Nation, the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, and the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma on
March 29, 2018, April 5, 2018, March 21, 2018, and May 18, 2018, respectively, stating that
they have no objections to the Proposed Project.
For reference, copies of the SHPO and tribal consultation materials supporting this EA are
contained within Appendix A.

5.8.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

The FAA has not established a significance threshold for historical, architectural, archaeological,
and cultural resources; however, a factor to consider has been identified for evaluating the
intensity of potential impacts and is listed in Table 5.8-1.
Table 5.8-1 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources Impact
Significance Criteria
Category
Historical,
Architectural,
Archaeological
and Cultural
Resources
Sources:

FAA Significance Thresholds
The FAA has not established a
significance threshold for Historical,
Architectural, Archaeological and
Cultural Resources.

Factors to Consider
The action would result in a finding of
Adverse Effect through the Section 106
process. However, an adverse effect
finding does not automatically trigger
preparation of an EIS (i.e., a significant
impact).

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

As stated, no NRHP-listed or -eligible resources are contained within the APE of the Proposed
Project; therefore, there would be no direct effects on listed or eligible resources. The Proposed
Project would not cause indirect effects that would be considered out of character with listed
resources located within one-mile of the APE. Consequently, the Proposed Project would not
present a significant impact with respect to historic architectural, archaeological or other cultural
resources.

5.8.4.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Should future construction activities uncover any archaeological remains, it is recommended
that activity in the immediate area of the remains be stopped while a professional archaeologist
evaluates the remains. In the event that human remains are found during construction or
maintenance activities, the provisions of Chapter 872.05, F.S. will apply. Chapter 872.05, F.S.
states that when human remains are encountered all activity that might disturb the remains shall
cease and may not resume until authorized by the District Medical Examiner or the State
Archaeologist. The District Medical Examiner has jurisdiction if the remains are less than 75
years old or if the remains are involved in a criminal investigation. The State Archaeologist has
jurisdiction if the remains are over 75 years of age or more.
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

It is possible that other area development actions could have direct or indirect impacts upon
NRHP-listed or eligible historic resources. Federal and state funded projects with such potential
impacts upon historic properties would require coordination with the SHPO, documentation, and
mitigation measures, if warranted. The Proposed Project is not expected to generate impacts to
historic resources. Therefore, the Proposed Project, when considered in addition to potential
impacts of other on- or off-airport projects, is not expected to lead to significant cumulative
impacts upon historic resources.

5.9.
5.9.1.

LAND USE
ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Within this section, effects of the Proposed Action to off-airport land uses, including potentially
necessary changes to local comprehensive plans/zoning maps, are discussed. Compliance with
FAA AC 150/5200-33B is also addressed to the extent applicable to the Proposed Project. Land
use compatibility, in terms of Airport Sponsor assurances to control land uses in areas
designated to maintain safe airport operation are also discussed. For a discussion of noisecompatible land use impacts, refer to Section 5.11.

5.9.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

In general, the Proposed Project is consistent with applicable Federal, state and local land use
plans and zoning ordinances. In terms of preserving land use compatibility within the proposed
RPZ and ROFAs at PGD, the Proposed Project consists of acquiring approximately 45 acres of
property within the RPZ on the north end of Runway 4-22. The Proposed Project also consists
of acquiring avigation easements within the RPZ on the south end of Runway 33 once it is
extended. A vast majority of these areas are designated as the Enterprise Charlotte Airport Park
within the Future Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan, although some fringe
agricultural areas and residential land uses are included within these study areas. These
properties would require re-zoning; however, given the small size of the area it is not likely that
a large scale amendment to the zoning map/comprehensive plan would need to be processed
and approved by the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity.
Per 49 U.S.C. § 47107(a)(10) and if determined necessary by the FAA, the Airport Sponsor
must provide assurance that appropriate action, including adopting zoning laws, has been or will
be taken to the extent reasonable, to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate
vicinity of the Airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations,
including the landing and takeoff of aircraft.

5.9.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

The FAA has not established significance thresholds for land use, nor have they identified
specific factors to consider in making a significance determination for land use (Table 5.9-1).
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Significant impact determinations typically depend on the significant impacts of other resource
categories.
The Proposed Project and land acquisitions related thereto would be consistent with current and
future land use plans and zoning ordinances established for the PGD area. Therefore, based on
the foregoing, land use impacts described throughout this EA are not considered to be
significant.
Table 5.9-1 Land Use Impact Significance Criteria
Category

Land Use

FAA Significance Thresholds

The FAA has not established a
significance threshold for Land Use.

Factors to Consider
There are no specific independent factors
to consider for Land Use. The
determination that significant impacts exist
in the Land Use impact category is
normally dependent on the significance of
other impacts.

Sources: FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

5.9.4.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

No significant impacts were identified in terms of land use changes, and therefore no avoidance,
minimization and/or mitigation measures have been considered.

5.9.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Other planned development actions in the area of PGD would either be located entirely on
Airport property or are not connected actions with respect to the Proposed Project. Reasonably
foreseeable development actions on and surrounding PGD (assuming within one mile of the
Airport) that may potentially occur concurrently with or after, the Proposed Project were
qualitatively considered for potential cumulative impact on land use, the results of which are
summarized in Table 5.2-10. 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.

5.10. NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY
5.10.1.

ANALYSIS 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
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exceed available or future (project years) natural resources or energy supplies”. To the end of
determining impact significance, the Proposed Project was 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 the Proposed Project; and
 Fuel Consumption Impacts: identify any changes to existing fuel usage attributable to
changes in aircraft operations, ground procedures, or service vehicle utilization.

5.10.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Utility Impacts
Florida Power and Light (FPL) supplies electricity to PGD at a generation facility located
approximately three miles northwest of PGD. Natural gas is provided throughout Charlotte
County by TECO Peoples Gas. The City of Punta Gorda provides potable water supply to PGD.
The closest water/wastewater treatment plant is the Punta Gorda Wastewater Treatment Plant
located approximately 1.8 miles east of PGD, which has a permitted wastewater capacity of 3.2
mgd. The Shell Creek Water Treatment Facility treats and supplies potable water to Punta
Gorda and is currently rated at 10.0 mgd. Operationally, the flight school and expanded GA
development area associated with the Proposed Project would create additional demand for
potable water, sewer services, electricity and other utilities at PGD, but it is not expected that
this increased demand would surpass current capacities. Lighting associated with the proposed
airfield and roadway improvements may marginally increase electrical energy needs of PGD;
however, this increase would not exceed available supplies provided by FPL.
Consumable Materials Impacts
Construction of airfield and roadway modifications, hangars, and new flight school to support the
Proposed Project would require approximately 45,000 cubic yards (CY) of fill material, 270,000
SY of asphalt, 292,000 SY of lime rock base course (aggregate), 70,000 tons of structural
course concrete, 7,100 CY of topsoil, and 47,500 SY of sod. The nearest construction
aggregate supplier to PGD is Southwest Aggregates, located approximately nine miles from
PGD. Preferred Materials provides ready mix concrete supplies in Punta Gorda and is located
approximately three miles from PGD. An asphalt plant and construction materials supplier,
owned and operated by AJAX, is also located approximately 15 miles from PGD in Charlotte
County.
The Proposed Project would not create a demand for construction materials that would be in
excess of available area supplies, produce scarcity of high-commodity resources or deplete rare
or valuable sources of raw materials unique to the area.
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Fuel Consumption Impacts
Two types of fuel are available at PGD: AvGas (100 LL) and Jet-A. AvGas is primarily used by
piston engines and Jet-A is used by aircraft with turboprop or turbine engines. The existing
storage capacity at PGD is 12,000 gallons of AvGas and 78,000 gallons of Jet-A, not including
the storage capacity of fueling trucks (2,000 gallons and 25,000 gallons respectively).
The Energy Information Administration reports that Florida had a proved reserve of 14 million
barrels of crude oil during 2016 which is equivalent to 588 million gallons. If future year
conditions are similar to those reported by for 2016, it is not likely that the fuel demand at PGD
would exceed available capacities and reserves in the state.
The number of operations associated with aircraft that utilize Jet-A is significantly less than
those that utilize AvGas at PGD; however, the amount of Jet-A fuel supplied by the CCAA is
significantly more. The average amount of Jet-A fuel demand per operation during the peak
month in 2016 was approximately 988 gallons per operation. GA operations at PGD include
short-term flights such as touch-and-go’s which do not utilize a large amount of fuel and/or
flights to nearby airports where fuel may be purchased prior to returning to PGD. Consequently,
the average amount of AvGas demand per operation during the peak month in 2016 was
relatively low at approximately 4 gallons per operation.
However, with the Proposed Project, fuel consumption associated with GA operations will
increase due to the initiation of additional flight school operations in year 2026. Based on
information provided for this EA, the flight school would operate piston powered training aircraft
that consume AvGas. Noise and air emissions modeling conducted for this EA conservatively
estimate that the associated additional fuel consumption can constitute as much as 270,000
gallons of AvGas annually, or approximately 23,000 gallons monthly. The existing 12,000
gallons of storage capacity at PGD sufficiently accommodates approximately 160,000 gallons
on average annually, or approximately 13,800 gallons monthly on average.
Based on the simulated fuel consumption and existing fuel usage trends at PGD, it is likely that
fuel deliveries of AvGas to existing tanks would need to be increased with the Proposed Project.
Alternatively, although no additional tanks are proposed as part of the Five-Year CIP, the need
for additional tank capacity to accommodate the Proposed Project could be further evaluated as
the Proposed Project is implemented. As indicated in the above discussion, the increased fuel
consumption associated with the Proposed Project would not exceed available capacities and
reserves in the state.

5.10.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

The FAA has not established a significance threshold for natural resources and energy supply;
however, a factor to consider has been identified for evaluating the intensity of potential impacts
and is listed in Table 5.10-1.
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Table 5.10-1 Natural Resources and Energy Supply Impact Significance Criteria
Category
Natural
Resources
and Energy
Supply

FAA Significance Thresholds
The FAA has not established a
significance threshold for Natural
Resources and Energy Supply.

Factors to Consider
The action would have the potential to
cause demand to exceed available or
future supplies of these resources.

Sources: FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

Changes in energy demands or other natural resource consumption for most FAA projects will
not result in significant impacts. If an EA identifies problems such as demands exceeding
supplies, additional analysis may be required in an EIS. Otherwise, it may be assumed that
impacts are not significant.
Significance determinations can be made by estimating the amount of natural and energy
resources needed for a project and comparing that estimate to local supply and demand
information. Local supply and demand information for the assessed resources can be obtained
from local utilities and suppliers.
The Proposed Project would not cause unsupportable demands on available natural resources
or energy supplies, and construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not require
consumable natural and energy resources that would be considered in short supply in Charlotte
County. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in a significant impact on
this resource category.

5.10.4.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Because no significant impacts to energy or natural resources are anticipated, mitigation
measures are not warranted. To the extent applicable and practical, PGD would consider design
measures that reduce energy consumption, solid waste generation, and water consumption,
and would apply sustainable construction and engineering practices wherever possible.

5.10.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

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

5.11. NOISE AND NOISE COMPATIBLE LAND USE
5.11.1.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The noise exposure analyses conducted for this EA included identifying and determining noise
impacts for noise-sensitive 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
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higher noise exposure contours were evaluated to determine their compatibility with such levels
of noise.
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.

5.11.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

5.11.2.1. CONSTRUCTION NOISE
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 ft. of their
operation. 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.

5.11.2.2. AIRCRAFT NOISE AND LAND USE COMPATIBILITY
CY 2020 Interim Runway Closure Scenario
During the Runway 4-22 rehabilitation construction period, only an extended Runway 15-33 and
the existing Runway 9-27 would be available to accommodate PGD aircraft operations.
Although this interim condition is expected to last less than one year, changes in aircraft
operational patterns would induce a change in noise exposure patterns that would need to be
assessed in terms of aircraft noise and land use compatibility. The estimated land area within
each DNL contour interval for both this Interim scenario and the No-Action Alternative is
provided on Table 5.11-1. Figure 5.11-1 shows modeled noise exposure resulting from
projected aircraft operations under these Interim conditions. Approximately 133 fewer acres of
land would be exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater compared to the No-Action Alternative. The
DNL 65 dB contour remains entirely on existing Airport property; there are no residences
located within the contour.

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

5-42

Punta Gorda Airport

Chapter 5 – Environmental Consequences

CY 2021 Noise Exposure
Once Runway 4-22 construction is complete and all three runways resume operation an
analysis of longer term aircraft noise exposure and land use compatibility (i.e., those attributable
to the build-out conditions of the Proposed Project compared to a No-Action Alternative), is
warranted and is summarized on Table 5.11-2 and Figure 5.11-2. Approximately 24 acres of
additional land would be exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater with the Proposed Project compared
to the No-Action Alternative. The DNL 65 dB contour remains entirely on existing Airport
property.
CY 2026 Noise Exposure
The analysis of the Proposed Project noise exposure and land use compatibility compared to
the No-Action Alternative in CY 2026 is summarized on Table 5.11-3 and Figure 5.11-3. The
size of the noise contour areas in CY 2026 compared to CY 2021 is a product of both increased
operational growth and initiation of WMU flight school operations, offset by a fleet mix change to
quieter aircraft between the two forecast years. As with the CY 2021 scenario, the area of the
DNL 65 dB noise contour remains entirely on existing Airport property. Further detail on the
noise modeling data is provided in Appendix F.
Table 5.11-1 CY 2020 Noise Exposure Estimate (Interim Runway Closure Condition)
Land Use Type
Agricultural
Commercial
Condominium
Co-ops, Mobile Homes,
Assisted Care Living
Facilities
Government
Industrial
Institutional
Miscellaneous
Non-agricultural
Acreage
Residential
Total

DNL 65 to 70 dBA
Interim
No-Action Condition
Change
62.1
48.0
-14.1
1.8
0.0
-1.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

276.0
0.2
0.0
0.4

158.2
5.8
0.0
1.0

-117.8
5.6
0.0
0.6

5.0

0.0

-5.0

0.0
345.5

0.0
213.0

0.0
-132.5

Sources: AEDT2d, 2017; Charlotte County Property Appraiser, 2016.
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Table 5.11-2 CY 2021 Noise Exposure Estimate

Land Use Type
Agricultural
Commercial
Condominium
Co-ops, Mobile Homes,
Assisted Care Living
Facilities
Government
Industrial
Institutional
Miscellaneous
Non-agricultural
Acreage
Residential
Total

DNL 65 to 70 dBA
Proposed
No-Action
Project
Change
62.1
77.5
15.4
1.8
2.1
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

276.0
0.2
<0.1
0.4

284.1
0.3
<0.1
0.5

8.0
0.1
<0.1
0.1

5.0

5.4

0.3

0.0
345.5

0.0
369.8

0.0
24.3

Sources: AEDT2d, 2017; Charlotte County Property Appraiser, 2016.

Table 5.11-3 CY 2026 Noise Exposure Estimate
Land Use Type
Agricultural
Commercial
Condominium
Co-ops, Mobile Homes,
Assisted Care Living
Facilities
Government
Industrial
Institutional
Miscellaneous
Non-agricultural
Acreage
Residential
Total

DNL 65 to 70 dBA
Proposed
No-Action
Project
Change
65.8
80.6
14.8
2.2
3.0
0.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

281.9
0.2
<0.1
0.6

309.1
0.3
<0.1
0.7

27.2
0.1
<0.1
0.1

6.1

6.8

0.7

0.0
356.8

0.0
400.5

0.0
43.7

Sources: AEDT2d, 2017; Charlotte County Property Appraiser, 2016.
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5.11.2.3. NOISE SENSITIVE SITE ANALYSIS
Refer to Figure 4.10-2 for noise-sensitive land use grid point locations (e.g., churches, parks
and schools) in the vicinity of PGD. The computed noise levels at these locations during the
temporary condition where Runway 4-22 is down for construction, compared to the No-Action
Alternative, are listed in Table 5.11-4. As shown in the table, no noise-sensitive locations are
exposed to noise levels greater than DNL 65 dB and the Interim condition would not result in
any sensitive locations being newly exposed to a DNL 65 dB sound level. The same conclusion
holds true in the CY 2021 Proposed Project “Build-out” scenario (Table 5.11-5) as well as the
CY 2026 scenario (Table 5.11-6)
Table 5.11-4 CY 2020 Noise Sensitive Site Analysis (Interim Runway Closure Condition)
NSS
ID
1
2
3

15

Name
Jones Loop Road
Doctor's House Compound 2
Doctor's House Compound
29005 Jones Loop Road,
Building B
29005 Jones Loop Road,
Building A
Royal Scrub Site
New Life Family Ministries Inc.
Fred C. Babcock-Cecil M. Webb
Wildlife Management Area
Punta Gorda Open Bible Church
Independent Pentecostal Church
Eastside Baptist Church
YMCA Afterschool At East
Elementary
East Elementary School
East Elementary Early Childhood
Program
PG Jehovah’s Witness

16

Charlotte County Speedway

17

Punta Gorda Alliance Church
Florida Southwestern State
College - Charlotte Campus

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

18
19

Carmalita Park

No
Action
49.84
51.76
51.83

DNL (dB)
Interim
Condition
49.34
44.85
44.65

Change
-0.50
-6.91
-7.18

Historic Structure

49.65

48.09

-1.56

Historic Structure

49.62

47.79

-1.83

Archaeological Site
Religious Institution

50.41
42.45

45.85
46.52

-4.56
4.07

Managed Area

43.08

40.85

-2.23

Religious Institution
Religious Institution
Religious Institution

45.3
44.16
45.72

44.55
52.5
54.52

-0.75
8.34
8.80

Daycare

45.4

53.08

7.68

School

45.35

53.01

7.66

Daycare

45.21

52.81

7.60

Religious Institution
Public Park/Recreational
Area
Religious Institution

49.69

52.58

2.89

52.88

47.16

-5.72

44.73

45.04

0.31

School

45.06

45.58

0.52

Public Park/Recreational
Area

43.88

46.85

2.97

Type
Historic Resource Group
Historic Structure
Historic Structure

Sources: Charlotte County GIS, 2017; FMSF, 2017; AEDT 2d, 2017.
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Table 5.11-5 CY 2021 Noise Sensitive Site Analysis
NSS
ID
1
2
3

15

Name
Jones Loop Road
Doctor's House Compound 2
Doctor's House Compound
29005 Jones Loop Road,
Building B
29005 Jones Loop Road,
Building A
Royal Scrub Site
New Life Family Ministries Inc.
Fred C. Babcock-Cecil M.
Webb Wildlife Management
Area
Punta Gorda Open Bible
Church
Independent Pentecostal
Church
Eastside Baptist Church
YMCA Afterschool At East
Elementary
East Elementary School
East Elementary Early
Childhood Program
PG Jehovah’s Witness

16

Charlotte County Speedway

17

Punta Gorda Alliance Church
Florida Southwestern State
College - Charlotte Campus

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

18
19

Carmalita Park

No
Action
49.84
51.76
51.83

DNL (dB)
Proposed
Project
49.85
51.76
51.84

Change
0.01
0.00
0.01

Historic Structure

49.65

49.65

0.00

Historic Structure

49.62

49.62

0.00

Archaeological Site
Religious Institution

50.41
42.45

50.41
42.6

0.00
0.15

Managed Area

43.08

43.07

-0.01

Religious Institution

45.3

45.34

0.04

Religious Institution

44.16

44.49

0.33

Religious Institution

45.72

45.84

0.12

Daycare

45.4

44.63

-0.77

School

45.35

44.58

-0.77

Daycare

45.21

44.47

-0.74

Religious Institution
Public Park/Recreational
Area
Religious Institution

49.69

49.68

-0.01

52.88

52.93

0.05

44.73

44.72

-0.01

School

45.06

45.1

0.04

Public Park/Recreational
Area

43.88

44.42

0.54

Type
Historic Resource Group
Historic Structure
Historic Structure

Sources: Charlotte County GIS, 2017; FMSF, 2017; AEDT 2d, 2017.
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Table 5.11-6 CY 2026 Noise Sensitive Site Analysis
NSS
ID
1
2
3

15

Name
Jones Loop Road
Doctor's House Compound 2
Doctor's House Compound
29005 Jones Loop Road,
Building B
29005 Jones Loop Road,
Building A
Royal Scrub Site
New Life Family Ministries Inc.
Fred C. Babcock-Cecil M.
Webb Wildlife Management
Area
Punta Gorda Open Bible
Church
Independent Pentecostal
Church
Eastside Baptist Church
YMCA Afterschool At East
Elementary
East Elementary School
East Elementary Early
Childhood Program
PG Jehovah’s Witness

16

Charlotte County Speedway

17

Punta Gorda Alliance Church
Florida Southwestern State
College - Charlotte Campus

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

18
19

Carmalita Park

No
Action
50.01
51.99
52.06

DNL (dB)
Proposed
Project
50.08
52.03
52.09

Change
0.07
0.04
0.03

Historic Structure

49.82

49.86

0.04

Historic Structure

49.79

49.83

0.04

Archaeological Site
Religious Institution

50.59
42.7

50.62
49.28

0.03
6.58

Managed Area

43.29

56.5

13.21

Religious Institution

45.58

50.05

4.47

Religious Institution

44.36

47.41

3.05

Religious Institution

45.92

48.14

2.22

Daycare

45.59

47.64

2.05

School

45.54

47.64

2.1

Daycare

45.41

47.62

2.21

Religious Institution
Public Park/Recreational
Area
Religious Institution

49.86

49.9

0.04

53.08

53.26

0.18

44.89

51.18

6.29

School

45.21

54.07

8.86

Public Park/Recreational
Area

44.01

55.88

11.87

Type
Historic Resource Group
Historic Structure
Historic Structure

Sources: Charlotte County GIS, 2017; FMSF, 2017; AEDT 2d, 2017.

5.11.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

Table 5.11-7 reiterates the significance thresholds and factors to consider established by the
FAA for evaluating the intensity of potential noise impacts. If a Proposed Project or alternative(s)
results in a significant noise increase and is highly controversial on this basis, a NEPA analysis
should include, as appropriate in light of the specific proposal under analysis, information on the
human response to noise.
As demonstrated using the noise analysis summarized in this EA, no noise sensitive areas are
exposed to an increase of 1.5 dB or more in the 65 DNL dB contour, and no areas would
become newly exposed to the 65 DNL dB sound level due an increase of 1.5 dB or greater from
the Proposed Project. Therefore, no thresholds indicating significant noise impact are exceeded
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and land use compatibility outlined at Title 14 CFR Part 150 is maintained with the Proposed
Project.
Table 5.11-7 Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use Impact Significance Criteria
Category

Noise and
NoiseCompatible
Land Use

FAA Significance Thresholds

Factors to Consider

The action would increase noise by
DNL 1.5 dB or more for a noise
sensitive area that is exposed to noise
at or above the DNL 65 dB noise
exposure level, or that will be exposed
at or above the DNL 65 dB level due to
a DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase,
when compared to the no action
alternative for the same timeframe. For
example, an increase from DNL 65.5
dB to 67 dB is considered a significant
impact, as is an increase from DNL
63.5 dB to 65 dB.

Special consideration needs to be given to
the evaluation of the significance of noise
impacts on noise sensitive areas within
Section 4(f) properties (including, but not
limited to, noise sensitive areas within
national parks; national wildlife and
waterfowl refuges; and historic sites,
including traditional cultural properties)
where the land use compatibility guidelines
in Title 14 CFR Part 150 are not relevant to
the value, significance, and enjoyment of
the area in question. For example, the DNL
65 dB threshold does not adequately
address the impacts of noise on visitors to
areas within a national park or national
wildlife and waterfowl refuge where other
noise is very low and a quiet setting is a
generally recognized purpose and
attribute.

Sources: FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

5.11.4.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Because the Proposed Project would not result in significant aircraft noise impacts in 2021 or
2026, no mitigation is required or proposed.

5.11.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The Proposed Project would not generate substantial aircraft noise impacts and short-term
construction noise increases are not expected to be severe. With respect to the ongoing PGD
CIP, the planned extension of Runway 4-22 in the intermediate term constitutes a reasonably
foreseeable project that may have a more noticeable impact on noise in the vicinity of PGD
when combined with the Proposed Project. However, at this early stage it is uncertain as to
whether aircraft operational activity associated with an extended Runway 4-22 would exceed
established significance criteria. Therefore, noise analysis of potential impacts would be subject
to additional analysis, inclusive of noise conditions documented in this EA, in a future NEPA
study. If additional analysis shows that significant noise impacts are generated by aircraft in the
future, these impacts would be mitigated appropriately. Otherwise, reasonably foreseeable
development projects in Charlotte County have little potential to result in a substantial increase
in noise in the vicinity of PGD.
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5.12. SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND CHILDREN’S
HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS
5.12.1.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

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. Potentially affected land
use, residences, commercial buildings, and transportation facilities were identified through GIS
analysis.
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and LowIncome 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 EO 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 U.S. Census
Bureau uses a set of money income thresholds that vary by family size and composition
to 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.
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Environmental justice impacts were evaluated through quantification of populations and
households affected by land acquisition and potential noise impacts for the Proposed Project to
determine if there would be a disproportionately high adverse impact on minority and lowincome populations and households. Census data was used to determine the populations and
households affected by the Proposed Project.
EO 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 Proposed Project’s potential to result in direct impacts to
children in a residential or business setting within the DSA.

5.12.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

5.12.2.1. SOCIOECONOMICS
As part of the Proposed Project, no off-airport residences or businesses would be relocated.
The Proposed Project consists of acquiring approximately 45 acres of property within the RPZ
on the north end of Runway 4-22. The Proposed Project also consists of acquiring avigation
easements within the RPZ on the south end of Runway 15-33 once it is extended. The
additional acreage required would incorporate areas of agricultural use. No other property would
be acquired and no additional existing land uses would be displaced. The effect of the
displacement of 45 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 SSA or
Charlotte County. Although much of this land is classified as agricultural, much of the land are
large rural tracts not actively used for agriculture. Traffic volumes on roadways to the north of
PGD, such as Golf Course Boulevard and Challenger Boulevard, may experience a minor
increase due to the Proposed Project due to the new flight school and relocated/expanded GA
facilities. The existing roadways can accommodate this additional traffic without any roadway
modifications or traffic calming measures, and Levels of Service are not anticipated to degrade
to unacceptable levels such that significant delays on these roadways are incurred.

5.12.2.2. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Section 4.11 lists the Census Block Groups present within the SSA and a summary of race,
ethnicity, and poverty characteristics. As discussed in Section 4.11, there is a relatively low
level of minority population in the SSA compared to state, regional and national data, although
low-income populations are comparable suggesting a low potential for disproportionate effects
on these population segments. The Proposed Project would not result in the displacement of
any homes or businesses. Additionally, the noise analysis for the Proposed Project, discussed
in Section 5.11, shows that no residential land uses are located within the DNL 65 dB contour
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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 would not result in a disproportionately
high and adverse impact on minorities, ethnic groups, Tribal nations, or low-income populations.

5.12.2.3. CHILDREN’S HEALTH AND SAFETY
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. Since there are no schools, daycare centers, or other similar facilities
within or adjacent to the DSA and the proposed improvements 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.

5.12.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

There is no FAA impact significance threshold for evaluation of socioeconomic, environmental
justice or risk to children’s health and safety under the NEPA. FAA considers the factors listed
on Table 5.12-1 during NEPA evaluations in accordance with Federal regulations and programs
such as the Civil Rights Act of 1964, EO 12898, EO 13045 and the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policy Act.
Table 5-12.1: Socioeconomic, Environmental Justice and Children’s Health Impact
Significance Criteria
Category

FAA Significance Thresholds

Factors to Consider
Socioeconomics: The action would have
the potential to:

Socioeconomics,
Environmental
Justice,
Children’s Health
and Safety Risks

The FAA has not established
significance thresholds for
Socioeconomics, Environmental
Justice, Children’s Health and
Safety
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•

Induce substantial economic growth in
an area, either directly or indirectly
(e.g., through establishing projects in
an undeveloped area);

•

Disrupt or divide the physical
arrangement of an established
community;

•

Cause extensive relocation when
sufficient replacement housing is
unavailable;

•

Cause extensive relocation of
community businesses that would
cause severe economic hardship for
affected communities;

•

Disrupt local traffic patterns and
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FAA Significance Thresholds

Factors to Consider
substantially reduce the LOS of roads
serving an airport and its surrounding
communities; or
•

Produce a substantial change in the
community tax base.

Environmental Justice: The action would
have the potential to lead to a
disproportionately high and adverse impact
to an environmental justice population, i.e.,
a low-income or minority population, due
to:
•

Significant impacts in other
environmental impact categories; or

•

Impacts on the physical or natural
environment that affect an
environmental justice population in a
way that the FAA determines are
unique to the environmental justice
population and significant to that
population.

Children’s Health/Safety: The action would
have the potential to lead to a
disproportionate health or safety risk to
children.
Sources:

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

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.

5.12.4.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Since significant socioeconomic, environmental justice, and children’s health and safety risks
impacts would not occur under the Proposed Project, mitigation measures are not warranted.

5.12.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development projects in Charlotte County have
little potential to generate extensive residential and business relocations, alter or degrade local
transportation patterns, or disrupt established or planned communities. The limited
socioeconomic, environmental justice, and children’s health impact of the Proposed Project,
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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.

5.13. LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL EFFECTS
5.13.1.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Airport-related light emissions are considered to have a notable impact if light emissions are
directed towards light-sensitive land uses (i.e., residential areas) and have the potential to
cause annoyance. Impacts from lighting 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 Proposed
Project construction and the facility needs of tenants that would operate within the aviation
development areas.
The evaluation of visual impacts includes a review of conceptual planning information and
existing conditions in the vicinity of the DSA. Landscape character and visual/aesthetic
attributes were qualitatively assessed in terms of the anticipated changes associated with the
Proposed Project.

5.13.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Anticipated lighting sources are expected to be similar to existing structures at PGD and the
adjacent land areas. Although specific fence and pole lighting requirements will be determined
during project design, any newly-installed fence or pole lighting necessary for the apron, taxiway
runway, and GA facilities will be oriented away from nearby roadways and other light sensitive
areas where the potential for hazard or annoyance exists. The distance between the proposed
GA facilities and the nearest sensitive receptor (i.e., residence) is approximately one-half of a
mile, and the line of sight between the two is partially obscured by vegetation and other existing
structures. While the visual landscape would change as a result of the Proposed Project, it
would be compatible with the Airport environs and not result in intrusive visual impacts.

5.13.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

The FAA has not established a significance threshold for light emissions and visual effects;
however, factors to consider have been identified for evaluating the intensity of potential impacts
to light emissions and visual effects and are listed in Table 5.13-1.
The lighting modifications associated with the Proposed Project are not expected to cause
changes in light emissions resulting in substantial annoyance or causing interference with
normal activities. Although the new facilities associated with this project will be visually
noticeable, the visual impact associated with the Proposed Project is not considered significant.
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IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Because significant impacts associated with the Proposed Project have not been identified,
mitigation is not warranted.
Table 5.13-1 Visual Effects Impact Significance Criteria
Category

FAA Significance Thresholds

Factors to Consider
The degree to which the action would have
the potential to:

The FAA has not established a
significance threshold for Light
Emissions.

Light
Emissions

•

Create annoyance or interfere with
normal activities from light emissions;
and

•

Affect the visual character of the area
due to the light emissions, including
the importance, uniqueness, and
aesthetic value of the affected visual
resources.

The extent the action would have the
potential to:

Visual
Resources /
Visual
Character

The FAA has not established a
significance threshold for Visual
Resources / Visual Character.

•

Affect the nature of the visual character
of the area, including the importance,
uniqueness, and aesthetic value of the
affected visual resources;

•

Contrast with the visual resources
and/or visual character in the study
area; and

•

Block or obstruct the views of visual
resources, including whether these
resources would still be viewable from
other locations.

Sources: FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

5.13.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

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.

5.14. WETLANDS
The implementation of the Proposed Project would result in approximately 37.1 acres of impacts
to wetlands and compensatory mitigation is proposed to offset these impacts.
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ANALYSIS 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,
 Water Environment, and
 Community Structure.

5.14.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

As shown in Figure 4.3-1 and quantified in Table 5.14-1, construction of the Proposed Project
would result in approximately 37.1 acres of impacts to wetlands. Impacts to other surface waters
(ditches) located within the infield area are not anticipated. As part of the state and Federal
permitting process, a request will be made to the SWFWMD and USACE for a formal jurisdiction
of regulated waters that could be impacted by the Proposed Project.
Table 5.14-1: Impacts to Wetlands Resulting from the Proposed Project
WL ID
B1
B2
B3
C
F
H
I
1
2

FLUCFCS
1
Code
643
643
641
641/643
631/643
643
643

FDOT, 1999.
Cowardin et al., 1979

USFWS
2
Classification
PEM1J
PEM1J
PEM1C
PEM1C/PEM1J
PSS1C/PEM1J
PEM1J
PEM1J
Total

Acres of
Impacts
3.6
3.1
11.7
6.8
3.7
0.2
8.0
37.1

A UMAM assessment was performed for each wetland proposed to be impacted within the BSA.
Table 5.14-2 shows the results of the UMAM assessment score (delta) for each wetland, the
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impact acreage, and the functional loss associated with the impacts. The approximate
functional loss of wetland values as a result of 37.1 acres of impact is 15.8 units. The detailed
UMAM assessment for each wetland is provided in Appendix B. UMAM scores are
approximate and may be refined during the permitting process.
Table 5.14-2: Uniform Mitigation Assessment Methodology (UMAM) Analysis of Wetland
Impacts Resulting from the Proposed Project
WL ID
B1
B2
B3
C
F
H
I
1
2

FLUCFCS
1
Code
643
643
641
641/643
631/643
643
643

USFWS
2
Classification
PEM1J
PEM1J
PEM1C
PEM1C/PEM1J
PSS1C/PEM1J
PEM1J
PEM1J

FDOT, 1999.
Cowardin et al., 1979

5.14.3.

Score
(Delta)
0.47
0.47
0.47
0.43
0.33
0.33
0.37
Total

Acres of
Impacts
3.6
3.1
11.7
6.8
3.7
0.2
8.0
37.1

Functional
Loss (Units)
1.7
1.4
5.5
2.9
1.2
0.1
3.0
15.8

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

During the NEPA process, the FAA considers the factors listed on Table 5.14-3 in making a
determination of an action’s potential impact on wetlands. Each individual CIP project and
alternative at PGD would be evaluated against these criteria during NEPA review.
With regard to impact thresholds provided in Table 5.14-3, the following statements can be
made:
 The Proposed Project would not adversely affect the function of wetlands to protect the
quality 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 37.1 acres of wetlands 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.
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 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.
Table 5.14-3: Wetland Impact Significance Criteria
Category

FAA Significance Thresholds

Factors to Consider

The action would:
1. Adversely affect a wetland’s
function to protect the quality or
quantity of municipal water
supplies, including surface
waters and sole source and
other aquifers;
2. Substantially alter the hydrology
needed to sustain the affected
wetland system’s values and
functions or those of a wetland
to which it is connected;

Wetlands

3. Substantially reduce the
affected wetland’s ability to
retain floodwaters or storm
runoff, thereby threatening
public health, safety or welfare;

None specified.

4. Adversely affect the
maintenance of natural systems
supporting wildlife or fish habitat
or economically important
timber, food or fiber resources
of the affected or surrounding
wetlands;
5. Promote development of
secondary activities or services
that would cause the
circumstances listed above to
occur; or
6. Be inconsistent with applicable
state wetland strategies.
Sources:

5.14.4.

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

The development of alternatives to the Proposed Project included a study of a range of
reasonable alternatives. While no practicable alternative avoiding all wetland impacts was
identified, several wetlands located on the Airport property and adjacent to the BSA will be
avoided.
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Based on the results and recommendations of the WHA conducted from November 2012
through December 2013, the FAA requested a WHMP be developed and implemented at PGD.
The wetlands proposed to be impacted were identified in the WHMP as having the potential to
attract hazardous wildlife. Consequently, the WHMP recommended that those wetlands be
mitigated in accordance with AC 150/5200-33B. The main purpose of removing the airfield
wetland areas in the Five-Year CIP is to minimize risk to passengers and flight crews by
reducing wildlife hazards and associated risks to aircraft and airport operations caused by
wildlife activities on and in the vicinity of the Airport.
FAR Part 139.337, the FAA’s Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports, A Manual for Airport
Personnel, Second Edition, July 2005 (FAA/ USDA), and the FAA’s AC 150/5200-33B show that
hazardous wildlife attractants should be avoided or mitigated within a five-mile range of airports
to protect approach, departure, and circling airspace. In addition, these publications advise that
hazardous wildlife attractants must be 10,000 ft. from the nearest AOAs for airports serving
turbine-powered aircraft and 5,000 ft. from the nearest AOAs for airports serving piston-powered
aircraft.
The 2016 WHMP recommends that the wetlands identified in this EA be filled and graded to
eliminate standing water that is attractive to wading birds and waterfowl.
An alternative to removing airfield wetlands is to leave the wetlands in place and remove or
reduce the height of the vegetation to reduce the attractiveness and roosting of wading birds. As
reported in the WHA, removing or reducing the height of the vegetation in the airfield wetlands is
a short-term management action that requires routine maintenance and monitoring. This option
of removing/reducing vegetation in the wetlands rather than removing the wetlands is less
effective in reducing hazardous wildlife because wading birds may still be attracted to standing
water to forage for prey.
Wetland impacts resulting from construction of the Proposed Project will be mitigated to satisfy
all mitigation requirements of 33 U.S.C. 1344 and Part IV, Chapter 373 F.S. Approximately 37.1
acres of impact to herbaceous wetlands would result in 15.8 units of functional loss. The
majority of the Proposed Project area that encompasses Wetlands F, H, and I is located within
the Peace River watershed. The southern terminus of the Proposed Project area that
encompasses Wetlands B1, B2, B3, and C is located within the Charlotte Harbor watershed,
adjacent to the Peace River watershed. In accordance with Section 10.2.8 of the ERP
Applicant’s Handbook Volume I, the purchase of credits from a mitigation bank outside of the
affected drainage basin must provide reasonable assurance that the proposed impacts will not
have unacceptable cumulative impact on similar wetland types within the basin based on a
cumulative impact assessment. In addition, the USACE 2008 Mitigation Rule establishes a
preference for the use of credits from mitigation banks when appropriate credits are available.
This rule encourages the use of mitigation banks and in-lieu fee programs over use of
permittee-responsible mitigation because mitigation banks and in-lieu fee programs usually
provide consolidated compensatory mitigation projects that have less risk and uncertainty.
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The BRMB services the Peace River watershed and is located in the 115,000-acre PeaceMyakka Wildlife Corridor in the western portion of DeSoto County. BRMB consists of
approximately 404 acres of restored ephemeral wet prairie habitat, marshes, oak hammock and
longleaf pine flatwood forested habitats. Adjacent land uses consist of agricultural operations,
improved pastures, and managed rangeland. Surface water from BRMB discharges into a
tributary of Horse Creek which connects to Peace River. Long-term management efforts on the
site include fire management, feral hog control, and vegetative maintenance. Listed species
observed at the BRMB include sandhill crane, little blue heron, tricolored heron, crested
caracara, roseate spoonbill, and wood stork. Other wildlife utilization reported at the BRMB
include white ibis, red-shouldered hawk, white-tail deer, turkey, osprey, raccoon, killdeer, and
great egret. Permitted by both the USACE and SWFWMD, the bank offers both palustrine
emergent and palustrine forested credits.
It is anticipated that the CCAA will purchase approximately 15.8 palustrine emergent (freshwater
herbaceous) credits from the BRMB (or other state and federally approved mitigation bank
within the appropriate watershed) to offset the loss of 37.1 acres (15.8 units) of wetland
function.

5.14.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

While past and present development projects in the vicinity of PGD have resulted in modification
to the existing landscape and a reduction in wetlands, reasonably foreseeable projects are not
expected to generate substantial changes in natural habitats or result in an appreciable further
reduction in wetlands. The potential addition of residential, commercial and transportation
developments could result in additional impacts to wetlands; however, the net effect of these
projects is expected to be minimal and mitigation for these impacts would be required by both
state and Federal agencies. Required mitigation would off-set these impacts and result in
minimal to no overall impact to wetlands.
The 37.1 acres of wetland impacts associated with the Proposed Project, when considered with
past, present and reasonably foreseeable wetland impacts, is not expected to lead to
substantial cumulative wetland impacts.

5.15. FLOODPLAINS
5.15.1.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Potential floodplain encroachments associated with the Proposed Project were determined from
a comparison of conceptual project drawings and FEMA FIRM. DOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain
Management and Protection, and FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B contain policies and
procedures for implementing EO 11988 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
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significant encroachment, a finding is required to confirm there is no practical alternative and all
measures to minimize harm are included in the project.

5.15.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

As described in Section 4.13.1, approximately 3.4 acres of Zone A SFHA and less than 0.1
acre of Zone AE SFHA intersect with the DSA for the Proposed Project. Specific CIP projects
planned within these encroachment areas are the construction of the holding bay on the
approach end of Runway 4 (CIP Project No. 12) and the Phase 3 long-term parking expansion
(CIP Project No. 32). As part of the MPU process, a study of a range of reasonable alternatives,
including different locations for these facilities, was performed. No practicable alternative
avoiding floodplain impacts was identified.
The Proposed Project would not result in a measurable increase in flood elevation as the
floodplains are characterized by shallow flooding over a somewhat 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.
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 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:
 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.
 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.
 The Proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on natural and beneficial
floodplain values. The Proposed Project would not erode or contaminate floodplain
substrate in a manner that would reduce the floodplain’s agricultural value. Although the
soils are considered Farmland of Unique Importance, coordination with the USDA NRCS
indicates that the conversion of this soil to non-agricultural use would not be significant.
There are no nearby aquacultural activities occurring in the floodplain that would be
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disrupted by the Proposed Project. Further, coordination with the USFWS for this EA
confirms that the 3.4 acres of floodplain loss would not be expected to significantly
disrupt the floodplain’s ability to provide food, water and cover to aquatic or terrestrial
organisms.
The impacted floodplain area provides limited value for flood volume storage and
infiltration due to its high water table and poorly-drained soils. Existing flood control
capabilities in the area of would be retained and the Proposed Project would not
constitute a significant alteration in water flow that would result in unacceptable
upstream or downstream flooding. Because the Proposed Project would include abovegrade 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. To the extent practical, compensatory
storage could be provided by excavating material within or adjacent to the same
floodplain to be used as fill.
The Proposed Project’s design would comply with local floodplain management policies
and regulations, which promote designs to minimize flood impacts. Further,
implementation of the minimization and mitigation measures listed at Section 5.15.4, as
well as related measures identified throughout this EA, would serve to further minimize
or eliminate any adverse effects. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have an
adverse effect on natural and beneficial floodplain values.

5.15.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

FAA’s NEPA significance threshold for floodplains (Table 5.15-1) was established in
accordance with DOT Order 5650.2, as well as EO 11988, which each compel Federal agencies
to avoid significant floodplain encroachments associated wherever practicable, minimize the
effects of Federal actions on floodplains, and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain values
that are adversely affected.
Significant floodplain encroachments involve actions that result in: 1) considerable probability of
loss of human life; 2) likely future damage that could be substantially costly or widespread,
including loss of a vital transportation facility; and/or 3) notable adverse impact on natural and
beneficial floodplain values. Paragraph 4.k of Order 5650.2 qualifies “natural and beneficial
floodplain values” as those including, but not necessarily being limited to: natural moderation of
floods; water quality maintenance; groundwater recharge; fish, wildlife, and plants; open space;
natural beauty; scientific study; outdoor recreation; agriculture; aquaculture and forestry. As
indicated in preceding sections, the Proposed Project would not violate established significance
criteria.
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Table 5.15-1 Floodplain Impact Significance Criteria
Category

Floodplains

Sources:

5.15.4.

FAA Significance Thresholds
The action would cause notable
adverse impacts on natural and
beneficial floodplain values. Natural
and beneficial floodplain values are
defined in Paragraph 4.k of DOT Order
5650.2, Floodplain Management and
Protection.

Factors to Consider

None specified.

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

As referenced in the preceding sections, Proposed Project drainage system improvements
would be designed to properly convey and store stormwater flows, and would not 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. Adverse effects could be further minimized by elevating all facilities above the base
flood elevation, applying construction period erosion and sedimentation controls, and using
pervious surfaces for stormwater retention and treatment where possible.

5.15.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Given the physical setting of Charlotte County, other proposed airport and off-airport
development actions have the potential to involve 100-year floodplains. However, because the
area surrounding the Airport is subject to growth management and flood management
regulations, 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.

5.16. SURFACE/GROUNDWATER RESOURCES
5.16.1.

ANALYSIS 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. A
qualitative evaluation of potential water quality impacts was performed by reviewing Federal,
state, and county regulations; reviewing SWFWMD permit files for the Airport and analyzing the
current drainage system.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Construction
The general drainage patterns and drainage systems for the Proposed Project drainage area
would remain as described in Section 4.13.2. Changes to the existing drainage system within
the study area would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. Within the 346 acre DSA,
approximately 35.8 acres of new impervious area would be constructed at the Airport.
Approximately 346 acres of land (i.e., the Proposed Project DSA), would be disturbed by
clearing, excavation, and construction activities associated with the Proposed Project.
Therefore, short-term and temporary water quality impacts may result from construction
activities. 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.
Operations
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. Most of the pollutants from stormwater runoff at due to the Proposed Project 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.
The closest water/wastewater treatment plant is the Punta Gorda Wastewater Treatment Plant
located approximately 1.8 miles east of PGD, which has a permitted wastewater capacity of 3.2
mgd. The Shell Creek Water Treatment Facility treats and supplies potable water to Punta
Gorda and is currently rated at 10.0 mgd. The GA facility and flight school expansion associated
with the Proposed Project would increase water consumption and wastewater volumes at PGD
compared to existing conditions, due to patrons at the flight school and the addition of
maintenance hangars, etc., although it is not expected that these increases would be significant
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in terms of existing supplies and infrastructure availability. Overall, based on available
information it is not anticipated that substantial changes to water supply/demand and
wastewater discharge capacity would occur due to implementing the Proposed Project.

5.16.3.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

Table 5.16-1 states the significance thresholds and factors to consider established by the FAA
for evaluating the intensity of potential impacts to surface water and ground water resources.
The Proposed Project has some potential to exceed applicable water quality standards in during
construction as described in Section 5.16.1.2. However, project-specific best management
practices (BMPs); implementation of erosion control measures specified in FAA AC 150/537010H; acquiring necessary permits (Section 5.16.4); and the implementation of project-specific
design criteria to minimize erosion and sedimentation would prevent and/or minimize potential
water quality impacts. In addition, overland flow on the Airport’s grassed infield areas and
vegetated upland buffers may effectively treat runoff from the runway and taxiway pavement. 10
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.
There is a possibility of the release of contaminants to groundwater during construction.
However, project-specific BMPs and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (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 projectspecific plans, the Proposed Project would not have a substantial impact on groundwater
resources.
Table 5.16-1 Surface Water/Groundwater Resources Impact Significance Criteria
Category

FAA Significance Thresholds
The action would:

Surface Waters

10

Factors to Consider
The action would have the potential to:

1. Exceed water quality standards
established by Federal, state,
local, and tribal regulatory
agencies; or

•

Adversely affect natural and
beneficial water resource values to a
degree that substantially diminishes
or destroys such values;

2. Contaminate public drinking
water supply such that public
health may be adversely
affected.

•

Adversely affect surface waters such
that the beneficial uses and values of
such waters are appreciably
diminished or can no longer be

FDOT Aviation and Spaceports Office. Statewide Airport Stormwater Best Management Practices Manual. January 28, 2016.
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FAA Significance Thresholds

Factors to Consider
maintained and such impairment
cannot be avoided or satisfactorily
mitigated; or
•

Present difficulties based on water
quality impacts when obtaining a
permit or authorization.

The action would have the potential to:
•

Adversely affect natural and
beneficial groundwater values to a
degree that substantially diminishes
or destroys such values;

•

Adversely affect groundwater
quantities such that the beneficial
uses and values of such
groundwater are appreciably
diminished or can no longer be
maintained and such impairment
cannot be avoided or satisfactorily
mitigated; or

•

Present difficulties based on water
quality impacts when obtaining a
permit or authorization.

The action would:

Groundwater

1. Exceed groundwater quality
standards established by
Federal, state, local, and tribal
regulatory agencies; or
2. Contaminate an aquifer used for
public water supply such that
public health may be adversely
affected.

Sources:

5.16.4.

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

As described in preceding sections, 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 pollution control 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.
For construction activity related to the Proposed Project, a NPDES stormwater permit
implementing appropriate pollution prevention techniques will be obtained from the FDEP. Any
wastewater collection/transmission systems will require authorization from the FDEP pursuant
to Chapter 62-604, F.A.C. and public drinking water system modifications will be authorized by
FDEP pursuant to Chapter 62-555.900, F.A.C. In addition, pursuant to § 373 Part IV, F.S., any
construction and operation of surface water management systems will require an ERP from the
SWFWMD to ensure that activities or situations are not harmful to the water resources or
inconsistent with the public interest.
All proposed modifications to existing wet stormwater ponds, or the construction of new
stormwater wet ponds, will consider the design guidelines provided in the FDOT Drainage
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Design Guide, FDOT Drainage Manual, FAA AC 150/5200-33B, and/or the FDOT Statewide
Airport Stormwater Best Management Practices Manual.

5.16.5.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Future development at PGD and other reasonably foreseeable development projects in the
vicinity of the Proposed Project could result in impacts to water quality that 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 project specific 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 onsite attenuation and treatment of stormwater. 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. COASTAL RESOURCES
5.17.1.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

As PGD is located in an area subject to the FCMP, consistency of the Proposed Project with the
FCMP must be reviewed. Consistency with the FCMP involves the review and consideration of
23 state statutes that collectively provide the framework for the management of Florida’s coastal
resources. Project consistency information is coordinated with the FDEP State Clearinghouse to
determine if the state identifies any objections to the Proposed Project, or if there are any issues
to consider during the environmental impact analysis process in order to determine FCMP
consistency.

5.17.2.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Review of the Proposed Project with respect to the 23 state statutes protecting Florida coastal
resources has been accomplished and is summarized on Table 5.17-1. As shown, the
Proposed Project is consistent with the relevant statutes in that it presents no significant impact,
or relevant impacts can be minimized or mitigated to levels below significance, as outlined
throughout this EA.
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Table 5.17-1: FCMP Consistency Review Summary
Statute

Chapter 161: Beach
and Shore
Preservation

Chapter 163, Part II:
Growth Policy –
County and Municipal
Planning; Land
Development
Regulation

Chapter 186: State
and Regional
Planning
Chapter 252:
Emergency
Management and
Disaster
Preparedness,
Response and
Mitigation

Scope

Provides for beach and
shoreline protection through
regulation of coastal
construction

Requires local governments
to develop comprehensive
plans that encourage
appropriate use of land and
resources in a manner
consistent with public
interest

Requires the preparation of
state and regional plans
that promote governmental
coordination and guide
state and regional
programs and functions.
Provides for planning and
implementation of the
state’s response to, efforts
to recover from, and the
control of natural,
technological and
manmade disasters

Consistency
Construction of the Proposed Project would not
take place in an area seaward of a Coastal
Construction Control Line or Mean High Water
Line. No secondary or cumulative impacts are
anticipated as potential water quality impacts are
expected to be minimized through use of BMPs
during construction. No significant operational
impacts are expected when compared against the
No-Action Alternative.
The Board of County Commissioners approved
the Charlotte 2050 Comprehensive Plan on July
20, 2010. The Comprehensive Plan establishes
development and preservation priorities, goals,
objectives and policies.
A vast majority of both the DSA and ISA are
designated as the Enterprise Charlotte Airport
Park (340 acres for the DSA and 902 acres for the
ISA), although some fringe agricultural areas and
residential land uses are included within each of
these study areas. Given the small size of the offairport areas, it is not likely that a large scale
amendment to the zoning map/comprehensive
plan would need to be processed and approved
by the Florida Department of Economic
Opportunity.
According to Policy 5.2.1 of the Future Land Use
element of the Comprehensive Plan, the
Enterprise Charlotte Airport Park is recognized by
the County as an economic district. This area is
established for the sustainment and promotion of
economic development by protecting existing
infrastructure and prioritizing new infrastructure
improvements. Economic districts such as the
Airport Park are given first priority for the
extension of urban services and facilities in
economic areas, consistent with Objective 5.1
(Economic Development) of the Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use element.
As part of the NEPA process, the Proposed
Project has been coordinated with Federal, state
and local governments and agencies, including
the FDEP State Clearinghouse, for compatibility
with state and regional planning.
PGD serves as a major critical transportation
facility after emergencies and natural disasters
(e.g., hurricanes). The Proposed Project would
not increase vulnerability of people and property
to manmade, technological or natural disasters.
Emergency response and evacuation procedures
would not be affected. The Proposed Project

Five-Year CIP Draft Environmental Assessment

5-70

Punta Gorda Airport
Statute

Chapter 5 – Environmental Consequences
Scope

Consistency
would enhance safety for passengers and aircraft
at PGD.
Elements of the Proposed Project would be
constructed within a 100-year floodplain. The
Proposed Project would meet local floodplain
management and building requirements.
Based on analysis of potential floodplain impacts,
the encroachment is not considered to be
significant, accounting for the following factors:

Chapter 253: State
Lands
Chapter 258: State
Parks and Preserves
Chapter 259: Land
Acquisition for
Conservation or
Recreation
Chapter 260:
Recreational Trails
System
Chapter 375:
Multipurpose, Outdoor
Recreation, Land
Acquisition,
Management and
Conservation

Addresses state
administration (i.e.,
acquisition, leasing,
disposal, management) of
public lands
Administration and
management of state parks
and preserves
Acquisition of land for
environmental and
recreation purposes
Acquisition of land and
development of recreational
trails system

1. The Proposed Project would not have a high
probability of loss of human life;
2. The Proposed Project would not have
substantial encroachment-related costs or
damage, or cause interruption or loss of a vital
transportation facility;
3. The Proposed Project would not have an
adverse impact on natural and beneficial
floodplain values.
The Proposed Project would be constructed
nearly entirely on Airport property. Areas of the
Proposed Project not on Airport property would
not involve use of state lands or submerged lands.

The Proposed Project would not directly impact
state parks, recreational areas or preserves.
Secondary or indirect impacts to environmental or
social resources related to these facilities are not
anticipated. Opportunity for recreation on state
lands would not be affected.

Planning for multipurpose
outdoor recreation and
conservation

Chapter 267:
Historical Resources

Addresses management
and preservation of state’s
historical and
archaeological resources

Chapter 288:
Commercial

Promotes development of
general business, trade and

The Proposed Project is not expected to affect
historic or archaeological resources. Because
there are no significant noise or air quality impacts
associated with the Proposed Project, no
significant indirect impacts to applicable resources
are expected. Section 106 consultations with the
SHPO and potentially affected Native American
Tribes are complete and have received
concurrence with a determination of no adverse
effects.
The Proposed Project improves capacity and
operational efficiency at an aviation facility
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Statute
Development and
Capital Improvements

Scope
tourism components of the
state economy

Chapter 334:
Transportation
Administration

Establishes state policy for
planning and development
of transportation systems
Addresses the finance and
planning needs of the
state’s transportation
system

Chapter 339:
Transportation
Finance and Planning

Chapter 370:
Saltwater Fisheries

Chapter 372: Wildlife

Addresses management
and protection of the state’s
saltwater fisheries

Addresses the
management of wildlife
resources

Consistency
supporting personal, business and commercial
travel demand in the region. According to Policy
5.2.1 of the Future Land Use element of the
Comprehensive Plan, the Enterprise Charlotte
Airport Park is recognized by the County as an
economic district. This area is established for the
sustainment and promotion of economic
development by protecting existing infrastructure
and prioritizing new infrastructure improvements.
Economic districts such as the Airport Park are
given first priority for the extension of urban
services and facilities in economic areas,
consistent with Objective 5.1 (Economic
Development) of the Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use element.
The Proposed Project would not affect adjacent
highways, nor would it significantly induce traffic
demand or alter transportation patterns. No
adverse impact to the administration or planning
of transportation systems is expected. The
Proposed Project will be included on the PGD
ALP prior to FAA finding participation or approval.
The Proposed Project would not affect habitats
classified as Essential Fish Habitat. Consequently
no adverse effect on managed species within
these habitats is anticipated. Long-term impacts to
water quality are not anticipated and short-term
impacts can be minimized through use of BMPs.
The Proposed Project would result in permanent
impacts to approximately 80 acres of existing
terrestrial and wetland habitats. The proposed
areas of direct impact have been previously
affected by anthropogenic activities at the PGD,
including regular mowing of the grassed infield
areas and cattle grazing. The Proposed Project
would have minimal impact on natural habitats,
wildlife, and listed plant and animal species.
The area’s inventory of habitat and vegetative
cover types is expected to provide suitable
temporary or permanent habitat for common
species of displaced wildlife. In order to avoid or
minimize potential impacts to listed species that
have the potential to occur within the Proposed
Project area, measures to be implemented by
PGD in coordination with the USFWS and FWC
as necessary include pre-construction species
surveys, implementation of the USFWS-approved
Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern
Indigo Snake, compensatory wetland and wood
stork foraging habitat mitigation, and donations to
the WWF.
The Proposed Project “may affect, but is not likely
to adversely affect” state or Federally listed plant
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Addresses water resources
and their quality

Consistency
or animal species, however these impacts have
been coordinated with the USFWS and
appropriate mitigations and conservation
measures are being adopted as part of the
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project will not
impact critical habitat designated by Congress in
50 CFR 424.
Implementation of project-specific erosion control
and pollution prevention measures would
minimize the potential for exceeding applicable
water quality standards during construction. The
Proposed Project would not introduce activities
having significant potential to generate new or
higher levels of pollutants to surface waters.
The Proposed Project would directly impact 37.1
acres of freshwater herbaceous wetlands through
filling and grading resulting in a loss of 15.8
functional wetland units. Compensatory mitigation
proposed consists of purchasing 15.8 herbaceous
wetland credits a state and federally approved
wetland mitigation bank.
Given the foregoing, the Proposed Project is not
anticipated to have substantial and long-term
water quality impacts.
During construction, the contractor would be
required to prepare project-specific SPCC
documenting measures to prevent accidental
release to the environment and, should they
occur, the corrective action to minimize
environmental impacts.

Chapter 376:
Pollutant Discharge
Prevention and
Removal

Chapter 377: Energy
Resources

Regulates transfer, storage,
and transportation of
pollutant discharges in state
waters or affecting
coastlines, recreation, or
marine-related livelihood

Addresses regulation,
planning, and development
of energy resources of the
state

Project-specific BMPs would be implemented for
the operation of the Proposed Project in
accordance with existing or modified stormwater
discharge permit conditions.
The Proposed Project would not alter the types of
hazardous and other regulated materials used at
PGD (e.g., cleaning solvents, lubricants). No
involvement and impact associated with
hazardous materials or wastes is anticipated.
The Proposed Project would not involve the
transfer of pollutants between vessels; between
onshore facilities and vessels; between offshore
facilities and vessels; or between terminal facilities
within jurisdiction of the state and state waters.
Implementation of the Proposed Project would not
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
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Chapter 380: Land
and Water
Management

Establishes land and water
management policies to
guide and coordinate local
decisions relating to growth
and development

Chapter 381: Public
Health, General
Provisions

Establishes public policy
affecting public health of
the state

Chapter 388:
Mosquito Control

Provides funding authority
and development of criteria
for arthropod control effort
in the state

Chapter 403:
Environmental Control

Chapter 582: Soil and
Water Conservation

Establishes state regulatory
policy for certain
environmental resources
(i.e., water quality, air
quality, waste disposal)

Provides for the control and
prevention of soil erosion

Source: Florida Statutes, as identified in table.

5.17.3.

Consistency
supply in Charlotte County.
The Proposed Project would be developed
consistent with local land and water management
plans. The Proposed Project is subject to local
permit, stormwater, and environmental
requirements and review. The Proposed Project
will require coordination with and authorization
from the USACE and the SWFWMD.
The Proposed Project would not require
modification and/or extension of existing on-site
potable water and sanitary sewer utility lines. No
appreciable change in the type, quantity, or
disposal of solid wastes is expected. The
Proposed Project would not impact public policy
or management in regard to sanitation,
communicable diseases, or public health.
The Proposed Project would not affect local
arthropod (mosquito) control efforts or contribute
to increased propagation of mosquitos.
As discussed in the Water Resources section
above, the construction and operations of the
Proposed Project would include project-specific
BMPs and pollution prevention measures. The
Proposed Project is not expected to exceed
applicable state water quality standards or have
substantial and longer-term water quality impacts.
The Proposed Project would not substantially
increase the capacity of PGD to handle aircraft or
capacity to handle surface vehicles. Therefore,
although airport operations and associated
emissions increase with the Proposed Project, the
increases are not significant according to
established criteria. PGD is located within an
attainment area for all criteria air pollutants.
Construction wastes would be collected,
transported, recycled, and disposed of in
compliance with applicable state and local
regulations. No potential issues regarding solid or
hazardous wastes have been identified.
The Proposed Project would not affect soils or
farmland within a Soil and Water Conservation
District. The Proposed Project would not convert
prime farmland.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE

Although the FAA has not established a significance threshold for coastal resource impacts,
there are a variety of factors to consider when assessing potential impact significance (Table
5.17-2). The Proposed Project is not located in a coral reef ecosystem or a CBRS unit, nor
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would it impact these features; therefore these factors are not relevant to the Proposed Project.
According to the floodplains analysis presented in this EA (among others), the Proposed Project
would not adversely impact human safety or property. The coastal environment would not be
adversely impacted in a manner that could not be mitigated as per Table 5.17-1.
Early coordination of the Proposed Project was conducted with the FDEP State Clearinghouse
and reviewing agencies. As indicated in Appendix A, the Clearinghouse indicates that the
Proposed Project is preliminarily consistent with the FCMP. Table 5.17-1 provides a review of
the Proposed Project’s consistency with specific state statutes forming the basis of the FCMP
and demonstrates that the Proposed Project is consistent with the FCMP. Continued
concurrence will be based on the Proposed Project’s compliance with the FCMP authorities,
including Federal and state monitoring of the activity to ensure its continued conformance and
adequate resolution of any issues identified. Final concurrence of the Proposed Project’s
consistency with the FCMP will be determined during the environmental permitting process, in
accordance with § 373.428, F.S.
Table 5.17-2 Coastal Resources Impact Significance Criteria
Category

Coastal
Resources

Sources:

5.17.4.

FAA Significance Thresholds

The FAA has not established a
significance threshold for Coastal
Resources

Factors to Consider
The action would have the potential to: be
inconsistent with the relevant state coastal
zone management plan(s); impact a CBRS
unit (and the degree to which the
resources would be impacted; pose an
impact to coral reef ecosystems (and the
degree to which the ecosystem would be
affected); cause an unacceptable risk to
human safety or property; or cause
adverse impacts to the coastal
environment that cannot be satisfactorily
mitigated.

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, July, 2015.

IMPACT AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION

Because no significant coastal resource impacts would be incurred due to the Proposed Project,
and the Proposed Project is preliminarily consistent with the FCMP, no mitigation is required.
Impact minimization measures and BMPs are referenced on Table 5.17-1, and also discussed
throughout the environmental consequences chapter of this EA for specific environmental
resources. Adopting these measures and practices would serve to reduce or minimize any
effects of the Proposed Project on coastal resources.
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CHAPTER 6 COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
6.1.

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 FONSI or to prepare an EIS.
The following summarizes the public involvement and review process.

6.2.

AGENCY EARLY COORDINATION

The Florida State Clearinghouse was provided early notice of the Proposed Project and
preparation of this EA on December 11, 2017. Comments on the early notice were received on
January 30, 2018 and are provided in Appendix A. The comments received from the Florida
State Clearinghouse are summarized below.
 The FDEP determined that the Proposed Project will require the following:
o

Domestic Wastewater Collection/Transmission System permit;

o

Drinking Water Main Extension permit;

o

NPDES stormwater permit and implementation of appropriate pollution
prevention techniques to minimize erosion and sedimentation and properly
manage stormwater; and

o

ERP pursuant to § 373, F.S. for wetland impacts and stormwater control
requirements.

 The FDOT stated that any proposed modification to existing wet ponds, or construction
of new wet ponds, should take into consideration the steep-sided design guidelines in
the FDOT Drainage Design Guide, FDOT Drainage Manual, FAA AC 150/5200-33B,
and/or the FDOT Statewide Airport Stormwater Best Management Practices Manual.
 SWFWMD determined that the Proposed Project will require an ERP.
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 Based on the information submitted and minimal project impacts, the state has no
objections to the subject project and, therefore, it is consistent with the FCMP. The
state’s final concurrence of the project’s consistency with the FCMP will be determined
during any environmental permitting processes, in accordance with § 373.428, F.S.

6.3.

DRAFT EA AVAILABILITY FOR REVIEW

This Draft EA will be made available for review by the general public and interested parties. The
public comment period on the Draft EA will then extend for at least 30 days from the date that
the public is notified of the document’s availability. Notification of the document's availability will
be accomplished through legal advertisements in local newspaper The Sun and on the Airport’s
website. The Notice of Availability will be published no less than 30 days prior to the date of the
Public Hearing and Public Information Workshop. Appendix G contains a copy of the Notice of
Availability. The Draft EA will also be made available for review at the locations listed below,
and electronically for viewing or download from the project web site at
https://www.flypgd.com/master-plan/.
 Punta Gorda Airport, 28000 A-1 Airport Rd, Punta Gorda, FL 33982
 Vernon Peeples Library, 26300 Airport Rd, Punta Gorda, FL 33950
 Punta Gorda Public Library, 424 W Henry St, Punta Gorda, FL 33950
Copies of the Draft EA will also be distributed to Federal, state and local agencies. A list of
agencies receiving the Draft EA is provided in Appendix G.

6.4.

HOW TO COMMENT

Anyone wishing to comment on the information and conclusions in the Draft EA may do so in
writing at any time during the advertised public review and comment period. All comments
should be mailed to: Mr. Ron Ridenour, CCAA, 28000 A-1 Airport Road
Punta Gorda, FL 33982.

6.5.

PUBLIC HEARING

A combined Public Information Workshop and Public Hearing will be held from no less than 30
days after the Notice of Availability of the Draft EA is published, at the Charlotte Harbor Event
and Conference Center, located at 75 Taylor Street, Punta Gorda, Florida, 33950. The purpose
is to consider the social, economic, and environmental effects of the Proposed Project, and to
receive comments from the public and government agencies. Information, maps, and diagrams
explaining the Proposed Project and potential impacts to the environment will be made available
for inspection. Airport representatives and their consultant will be on hand to discuss the
Proposed Project and answer questions. Comment forms and court reporters will be available
for the public to submit written comments or provide verbal comments during the proceedings.
No formal presentation will be made during the proceedings.
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FINAL EA

The Draft EA will be revised as necessary to summarize and incorporate all comments received
during the public and agency review period. CCAA and the FAA will consider all 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 will be
incorporated into the Final EA. CCAA will submit the Final EA to the FAA for review and the
FAA’s decision of whether to issue a FONSI or to prepare an EIS.
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CHAPTER 7 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 §
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
Ron Ridenour – Project Manager, PGD.
James W. Parish, P.E. – CEO, PGD.
AECOM - PRIME CONSULTANT
Daniel Botto – Senior Airport Environmental Planner. B.S. Aviation Business Administration.
21 years of experience. Responsible for technical writing, and quality assurance of noise
modeling and noise impact analysis.
Daniel Cassedy – Archaeologist. Ph.D., M.A., and B.A. Anthropology. 35 years of experience.
Responsible for archaeological evaluation and technical review.
Edgar Figueroa – Senior Airport Engineer. B.S. Civil Engineering. 40 years of experience.
Responsible for providing information on construction material/quantities and validating
construction costs estimation.
Howard Klein – Project Manager/Airport Planning. MBA and B.S. Air Commerce/Transportation
Technology. 34 years of experience. Responsibilities include project management,
technical review and client coordination.
Mark Martinkovic – Senior Archaeologist. M.A. and B.A. Archaeology and Historical
Archaeology. 15 years of experience. Responsible for archaeological evaluation and
preparation of CRAS.
Marvin Brown – Senior Architectural Historian and Historian. B.A. and M.A. American
Civilization, J.D. Law. 35 years of experience. Responsible for historic and architecturalhistoric evaluation and Section 106 coordination.
Paul Sanford – Project Manager/Airport Environmental Planner. B.S. Environmental Science
and Policy. 11 years of experience in environmental assessment and impact analyses.
Responsible for project management, agency and public coordination, GIS mapping,
document production, technical writing, and environmental impact analysis for a variety of
categories. Prepared air quality and noise analysis and technical documentation.
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Robert Morris – Senior CAD Specialist. 34 years of experience. Responsible for CAD, project
drawings, and analysis.
Russell Pratt, P.E. – Project Engineer. B.S. Civil Engineering.
Responsibilities include evaluation of water resources.

31 years of experience.

Tia Norman – Aviation Environmental Planner. B.S. Environmental Science. 11 years of
experience.
Responsible for field investigations, biological resources evaluations,
mitigation strategies, and technical writing. Assisted with air quality analysis, sociocultural
evaluation, GIS mapping, and document production.
ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS & INNOVATIONS, INC - SUBCONSULTANT
Daniel J. Judy – Project Manager. M.S. Ecology and Organismal Biology, and B.S. Biology. 12
years of experience. Responsibilities include managing and conducting roost and acoustic
surveys to determine potential presence of federally endangered Florida bonneted bat.
Nick S. Gikas – Field Supervisor. M.S. Ecology and Organismal Biology, B.S. Biology, and B.A.
Criminal Justice. 8 years of experience. Responsibilities include conducting roost and
acoustic surveys to determine potential presence of federally endangered Florida
bonneted bat.
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