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-----Original Message----- 
From: John_Wrublik@fws.gov [mailto:John_Wrublik@fws.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 2006 9:35 AM 
To: Jeffrey R. Bunting 
Subject: Kendall-Tamiami Executive Airport Runway Expansion 

 
April 12, 2006 

 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Bunting  
Miami-Dade Aviation Department  
Post Office Box 592075  
Miami, Florida 33159  
 
Service Federal Activity No.: 41420-2006-FA-0542  
Date Received:        March 31, 2006  
Project:        Kendall-Tamiami Executive Airport Runway Expansion  
County:        Miami-Dade  
 
Dear Mr.Bunting:  
 
Thank you for your letter dated March 27, 2006, in which you requested the Fish and 
Wildlife Service=s (Service) technical assistance on the project referenced above.  We 
offer the following comments.  

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
 
The proposed project consists of extending Runway 9R-27L at the Kendall-Tamiami 
Executive Airport.  The existing 5,002-foot runway would be enlarged to 7,350 feet by 
extending the eastern end of the runway by 550 feet and the western end of the runway 
by 1,798 feet.  The purpose of the project is to allow the airport to meet its role as a 
reliever airport to Miami International Airport by allowing current users to operate 
without load penalities.  The project site is located in Miaim-Dade County, Florida.  

 
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

 
 
The Service has also reviewed our Geographic Information System (GIS) database for 
recorded locations of federally listed threatened and endangered species on or adjacent to 
your project.  The GIS database is a compilation of data received from several sources.    
 
The project occurs within the geographic range of the endangered wood stork (Mycteria 
americana), and is located in the core foraging area (CFA) (within 18.6 miles) of two 
active wood stork nesting colonies.  The Service believes the loss of wetlands within a 
CFA due to an action could result in the loss of foraging habitat for the wood stork.  To 
minimize adverse effects to the wood stork, we recommend any lost foraging habitat 



resulting from the project be replaced within the CFA of the affected nesting colony. 
 Moreover, wetlands provided as mitigation should adequately replace the wetland 
functions lost as a result of the action.  The Service does not consider the preservation of 
wetlands, by itself, as adequate compensation for impacts to wood stork foraging habitat, 
because the habitat lost is not replaced.  Accordingly, any wetland mitigation plan that 
includes the preservation of wetlands should include a restoration, enhancement, or 
creation component.  In some cases, the Service accepts wetlands compensation located 
outside the CFA of the affected wood stork nesting colony.  Specifically, wetland credits 
purchased from a “Service Approved” mitigation bank located outside the CFA would be 
acceptable to the Service, provided the impacted wetlands occur within the permitted 
service area of the bank.  
 
No other federally listed species were identified on your project site.  The Service has not 
conducted a site inspection to verify species occurrence or validate the GIS results. 
 However, we assume that listed species occur in suitable ecological communities and 
recommend site surveys to determine the presence or absence of listed species. 
 Ecological communities suitable for listed species can be found in the species accounts 
in the South Florida Multi-Species Recovery Plan.  This document is available on the 
internet at http://verobeach.fws.gov/ Programs/Recovery/ esvb-recovery.html.  
 
We have also provided for your consideration two computer links:  (1) 
http://verobeach.fws.gov/ Programs/Permits/Section7.html and (2) 
http://migratorybirds.fws.gov/.  The first link is a table of species by county in south 
Florida that are protected as either threatened or endangered under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended (87 Stat. 884; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).  The table does 
not include State-listed species.  Please contact the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission at 772-778-5094 to identify potential State-listed species 
occurring in the vicinity of your project.  The second link provides information on 
species that the Service is required to protect and conserve under other authorities, such 
as the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 
661 et seq.), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755; 16 U.S.C., 701 et seq.).  A 
variety of habitats in south Florida occasionally provide resting, feeding, and nesting sites 
for a variety of migratory bird species.  As a public trust resource, migratory birds must 
be taken into consideration during project planning and design.    
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  If you have any questions, please contact  
me at 772-562-3909, extension 282.  
 
Sincerely yours,  
 
John M. Wrublik 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Vero Beach Ecological Services Office 
1339 20th Street 
Vero Beach, Florida 32960 
Phone: 772-562-3909, x-282 
Fax: 772-562-4288  

 
E-mails are automatically scanned for viruses using McAfee.  
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FEDERAL AGENCY COMMENTS 
 

Kendall-Tamiami Airport Runway Extension EA 
 
 
Name  Agency    Letter No.  
 
J. Wrublik U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  F-1 
  Vero Beach Office 
 
D. Kimball National Park Service, Everglades  F-2 
  and Dry Tortugas National Parks 
 
 
 

FEDERAL AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
J. Wrublik U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  F-1 
  Vero Beach Office 
 
Comment F-1A – The project site is within 18.6 miles of two active wood stork (Mycteria 
Americana) nesting colonies. The loss of wetlands associated with the Project could impact the 
foraging habitat endangered wood stork  
 
Response F-1A -  A field survey for wetlands has been conducted and the results are included in 
the Draft EA. The field survey has determined that no wetlands occur in the area where the 
runway extension would occur. Therefore, no wetlands would be affected by the Proposed Action 
and, thus, no impact to the wood stork foraging habitat would occur. 
 
Comment F-1B – No other federally listed species were identified on your Project site but 
recommend site surveys be conducted to determine the presence or absence of listed species. 
 
Response F-1B – A site survey was conducted for listed species and the results are included in 
the Draft EA. No Federally listed threatened or endangered species were observed. One species of 
special concern, as identified by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), 
was observed - the burrowing owl.  Since the burrowing owl has occurred on the Airport property 
in the past, the Draft EA indicates that a site survey would be required immediately before 
construction begins to identify if any burrowing owls are present in the construction area, and, if 
so, obtain the required permits.   
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D. Kimball National Park Service, Everglades  F-2 
  and Dry Tortugas National Parks 
 
Comment F-2A - Everglades National Park (ENP) is concerned that the increased number of 
flights and more flights with larger planes would potentially increase noise levels over park 
including existing and potential wilderness areas. 
 
Response F-2A -  As stated in Chapter 5 of the Draft EA, the Proposed Action would not 
increase the number of aircraft arriving or departing TMB. In addition, Chapter 2 also states that 
the Proposed Action would allow aircraft to fly non-stop to more distant locations. Therefore, the 
planes arriving and departing TMB would be general aviation aircraft and not air carrier or cargo 
aircraft. The general aviation departures to the west off the extended Runway 9R-27L would be 
higher as a result of aircraft beginning their takeoff roll further east from ENP. For the general 
aviation aircraft arriving from the west to Runway 9R-27L, aircraft have the potential of being 
less than 100 feet lower over the closest point of ENP along the approach to the extended runway.  
The aircraft will continue to remain at altitudes above 1,500 feet at this location. The Draft EA 
identifies that at this point the DNL value are be as follows:   
2005  - 42.6 DNL 
2009 No Action - 43.0 DNL 
2009 With Proposed Action - 43.6 DNL 
2015 No Action - 43.3 
2015 With Proposed Action - 43.8 DNL  
 
Comment F-2B - The ENP is concerned that an increase in the number of flights and more 
flights with larger jet planes approaching and departing the airport would potentially diminish 
natural soundscapes in the park. 
 
Response F-2B – As indicated in the response to Comment F-2A, there would be no increase in 
the number of aircraft arriving or departing TMB. In addition, Chapter 5 of the Draft EA 
acknowledges that it is possible that the Proposed Action would result in a change in the fleet mix 
at TMB. However, the change in fleet mix would not result in any perceptible changes to the 
noise levels at locations off the Airport. Therefore, the natural soundscapes of ENP should not be 
affected because the potential change in noise level as a result of the Proposed Action would be 
imperceptible. 
 
Comment F-2C - The ENP is concerned that an increase in the number of flights and more 
flights with larger jet planes approaching and departing the airport would potentially diminish 
natural lightscapes in the park. 
 
Response F-2C  - As indicated in the response to Comment F-2A, there would be no increase in 
the number of aircraft arriving or departing TMB. In addition, Chapter 5 of the Draft EA 
acknowledges that it is possible that the Proposed Action would result in a change in the fleet mix 
at TMB. However, no change in the flight corridors would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Action. Thus, there should be no change in the lightscape in ENP due to the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment F-2D - The ENP is concerned that an increase in the number of flights and more 
flights with larger jet planes approaching and departing the airport would potentially increase 
visual impacts in the sky and viewshed in the park to visitors. 
 
Response F-2D  - As indicated in the response to Comment F-2A, there would be no increase in 
the number of aircraft arriving or departing TMB. In addition, Chapter 5 of the Draft EA 
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acknowledges that it is possible that the Proposed Action would result in a change in the fleet mix 
at TMB. However, no change in the flight corridors would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Action. Thus, there should be no change in the viewshed in  ENP due to the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment F-2E - The ENP is concerned that an increase in the number of flights and more 
flights with larger jet planes approaching and departing the airport would potentially adversely 
impact bird behavior and health. This could be exacerbated by an increase in volume of air traffic. 
 
Response F-2E  - As indicated in the response to Comment F-2A, there would be no increase in 
the number of aircraft arriving or departing TMB. In addition, Chapter 5 of the Draft EA 
acknowledges that it is possible that the Proposed Action would result in a change in the fleet mix 
at TMB. However, no change in the flight corridors would occur as a result of the Proposed 
Action. Thus, with the same number of aircraft operating at TMB and the same flight corridors 
being used, the Proposed Action should not affect bird behavior or health. 
 
Comment F-2F - The ENP is concerned that threatened or endangered species would potentially 
be affected by increased air traffic. 
 
Response F-2F  - As indicated in the response to Comment F-2A, there would be no increase in 
the number of aircraft arriving or departing TMB. In addition, Chapter 5 of the Draft EA 
acknowledges that it is possible that the Proposed Action would result in a change in the fleet mix 
at TMB. However, the survey conducted at TMB indicated that no threatened or endangered 
species exist at the Airport. Therefore, threatened or endangered species would not be affected by 
the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment F-2G – The health and safety of the public is also a concern with increased airplane 
traffic and increased plane size. The proposed runway extension would potentially increase 
impacts on human life and damages to the surrounding environments. 
 
Response F-2G - As indicated in the response to Comment F-2A, there would be no increase in 
the number of aircraft arriving or departing TMB. In addition, Chapter 5 of the Draft EA 
acknowledges that it is possible that the Proposed Action would result in a change in the fleet mix 
at TMB. The Chapter 5 Draft EA discusses the potential impacts to human life and damages to 
the environment at TMB and in the TMB vicinity.  
 
Comment F-2H - The ENP is concerned that an increase in the number of flights and more 
flights with larger jet planes approaching and departing the airport would potentially interfere 
with the scheduling and conducting of park overflights for a wide range of administrative and 
management purposes. With potential conflicts between park needs and private jet needs, the park 
is concerned with who would get the priority for air space and flight scheduling. 
 
Response F-2H - As indicated in the response to Comment F-2A, there would be no increase in 
the number of aircraft arriving or departing TMB. In addition, Chapter 5 of the Draft EA 
acknowledges that it is possible that the Proposed Action would result in a change in the fleet mix 
at TMB. However, the aircraft operating at TMB would continue to be aircraft in the general 
aviation fleet and no air carrier or air cargo aircraft are expected as a result of the Proposed 
Action. Thus, the scheduling and conducting of park overflights would not be affected by the 
Proposed Action. 
 
Comment F-2I – The ENP is concerned that the proposed runway extension would potentially 
lead to secondary impacts from increased development west of Southwest 157th Avenue to Krome 
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Avenue and points westward. This increased development could potentially have adverse effects 
on park resources. 
 
Response F-2I – Section 4 of the Draft EA acknowledges that the western Urban Development 
Boundary (UDB) is adjacent to the western boundary of the Airport. It is true that development 
has been spreading westward through Miami-Dade County up to the UDB. In addition, the 
decision to extend the UDB is that of the elected officials of Miami-Dade County. If the UDB is 
extended westward, it would be expected that development similar to that which has already 
occurred to the north, east and south of the Airport would occur to the west. Factors other than the 
Proposed Action would be the catalyst for the movement of the UDB to the west and for any 
development that would occur west of Southwest 157th Avenue. 
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STATE OF FLORIDA AGENCY COMMENTS 

 
Kendall-Tamiami Airport Runway Extension EA 

 
 
Name  Agency    Letter No.  
 
S. Mann Department of Environmental   S-1 

Protection 
 
No Name South Florida Water   S-2 

Management District 
 
No Name Florida Department of                S-3 

Transportation 
 
F. Gaske Division of Historic Resources              S-4 
  State Historic Preservation 
  Officer 
 
 
 

STATE AGENCY CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
S. Mann Department of Environmental   S-1 

Protection Clearinghouse Letter  
 
Comment S-1A – The Florida Department of Environmental Protection Southeast District 
office expressed concerns regarding the potential effects of the Proposed Action on contaminated 
areas, wetlands, and threatened and endangered species. There may be many sites of confirmed or 
potential contamination located in the project area – each site should be identified, characterized 
and mapped for later use. All construction activities should be planned and executed using 
appropriate best management practices at all times.  A review of the Florida, Formerly Used 
Defense Sites (FUDS) inventory did not find Tamiami or Kendall-Tamiami Airport on the list.   
 
Response S-1A –  A review of potential contamination sites at the Airport was conducted and 
noted that none occur in the project area.  All construction activities will be executed using 
appropriate best management practices.    
   
A field survey for wetlands has been conducted and the results are included in the Draft EA. The 
field survey has determined that no wetlands occur in the area where the runway extension would 
occur. Therefore, no wetlands would be affected by the Proposed Action. 
 
A site survey was conducted for listed species and the results are included in the Draft EA. No 
Federally listed threatened or endangered species were observed. One species of special concern, 
as identified by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), was observed - 
the burrowing owl.  Since the burrowing owl has occurred on the Airport property in the past, the 
Draft EA indicates that a site survey would be required immediately before construction begins to 
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identify if any burrowing owls are present in the construction area, and, if so, obtain the required 
permits.   
 
Comment S-1B – The South Florida Water Management District has indicated that an 
Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) will be required for the proposed runway extension 
project. The ERP application should address all stormwater facilities, existing and proposed, 
within the Airport property. A Surface Water Management Permit (Permit Number 13-00938-S) 
was previously issued on October 10, 1996 for conceptual approval of the master stormwater 
management plan and future construction within areas of the Airport. The permit was also 
granted for construction and operation of a series of projects noted in the letter.  The ERP 
application should include an updated master plan for the overall airport which will supercede the 
previous plan. 
 
If the proposed runway project involves the existing forested communities located on both the 
eastern and western end of Runway 9R-27L, SWFMD environmental staff will need to determine 
if any wetlands are present. If so, issues involving wetland preservation, impacts and mitigation 
will also need to be addressed during the ERP application review process. 
 
Response S-1B – An updated Stormwater Master Plan for the Airport that includes the Proposed 
Action is being prepared.  The updated ERP will include the Proposed Action. 
 
A field survey for wetlands has been conducted and the results are included in the Draft EA. The 
field survey has determined that no wetlands occur in the area where the runway extension would 
occur. Therefore, no wetlands would be affected by the Proposed Action. 
 
A site survey was conducted for listed species and the results are included in the Draft EA. No 
Federally listed threatened or endangered species were observed. One species of special concern, 
as identified by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), was observed - 
the burrowing owl.  Since the burrowing owl has occurred on the Airport property in the past, the 
Draft EA indicates that a site survey would be required immediately before construction begins to 
identify if any burrowing owls are present in the construction area, and, if so, obtain the required 
permits.   
 
Comment S-1C – The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) indicated that the 
proposed project should be included in the local comprehensive plan and airport layout plan. The 
FDOT indicated that the project is not yet in the FDOT’s Five-Year Work Program and there is 
no funding being requested by the agency at this time. After the project is accepted by the local 
agency plan, it is important it be included in the Florida Aviation System Plan and Transportation 
Improvement Program. 
 
Response S-1C – The Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP) 
has identified TMB as a reliever to Miami International Airport and has indicated the need to 
prepare a study for a future runway extension at TMB.  In addition TMB’s Airport Layout Plan, 
that includes the runway extension being analyzed in this EA, has been conceptually approved by 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) pending the outcome of the EA.   
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F. Gaske Division of Historic Resources S-2 
  State Historic Preservation 
  Officer 
 
Comment S-2A – The Division of Historic Resources State Historic Preservation Officer  
indicated that a search of the Florida Master Site File (FMSF) state inventory and cultural 
resource survey records and found no cultural resources recorded in the Areas of potential Effect 
(Project Study Areas) identified on the map provided. According to our FMSF records, the 
Kendall-Tamiami Executive Airport property has not been the subject of such a survey. The 
project consultant should be responsible for identifying any cultural resources. One: the history of 
the airport if developed more than 50 years ago and two: the potential for unidentified 
archaeological sites in the Area of Potential Effect.  
 
Response S-2A – A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey was completed and determined that 
no cultural resources would be affected by the Proposed Action.  The survey has been included in 
the Draft EA.  
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LOCAL AGENCY COMMENTS 
 

Kendall-Tamiami Airport Runway Extension EA 
 
 
Name   Agency         Letter No.  
 
C. Gonzalez  South Florida Regional              L-1 
del Campo  Planning Council 
 
S. Terry  Miccosukee Tribe of Indians  L-2 
   Of Florida 
 
Mark Oncavage Sierra Club, Miami Group               L-3 
 
 
Comment L-1A – The South Florida Regional Planning Council  indicated that the project 
must be consistent with the goals and policies of the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive 
Development Master Plan (CDMP) and their corresponding land development regulations and to 
coordinate with local governments regarding permitting. 
 
Response L-1A – As stated in Chapter 4 of the Draft EA, the Proposed Action is consistent with 
the goals and objectives of the CDMP.  All permits required would be coordinated through the 
appropriate Federal, state and local agencies. 
 
Comment L-1B - The South Florida Regional Planning Council staff recommends impacts to 
the natural systems be minimized to the greatest extent feasible and the sponsor determine the 
extent that sensitive wildlife, marine life, and vegetative communities in the vicinity of the project 
that require protection and or mitigation of disturbed habitat. 
 
Response L-1B -  A site survey was conducted for listed species and the results are included in 
the Draft EA. No Federally listed threatened or endangered species were observed. One species of 
special concern, as identified by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), 
was observed - the burrowing owl.  Since the burrowing owl has occurred on the Airport property 
in the past, the Draft EA indicates that a site survey would be required immediately before 
construction begins to identify if any burrowing owls are present in the construction area, and, if 
so, obtain the required permits.   
 
Comment L-1C - The South Florida Regional Planning Council  indicates that the project is 
located over the Biscayne Aquifer – a natural resource of regional significance in the Strategic 
Regional Policy Plan (SRPP) for South Florida. The goals and policies of the SRPP should be 
observed in making decisions regarding the project. 
 
Response L-1C – A permit process with the South Florida Water Management District has been 
initiated. During that permit process the measures to be taken to protect, conserve or enhance 
water resources would be established. As described in the Draft EA, preliminary measures 
include the construction of swales and stormwater detention to allow for groundwater recharge, 
water quality improvement and surface water flow control.  
 
 
 



 9

S. Terry  Miccosukee Tribe of Indians L-2 
   Of Florida 
 
Comment L-2A- The  Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida indicated that the Tribe’s only 
concern would be if any cultural resources are affected by the Proposed Action. As such, the 
Tribe requests that a Cultural Resources Assessment Survey be done.  If no cultural resources are 
found they indicated that they have no objection to proceed.  
 
Response L-2 – A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey was completed and determined that no 
cultural resources would be affected by the Proposed Action.  The survey has been included in 
the Draft EA.  
 
 
Mark Oncavage Sierra Club, Miami Group  L-3 
 
 
Comment L-3A thru 3D- Mr. Mark Oncavage, Conservation Chair of the Sierra Club, 
Miami Group addressed four major areas in his comment: Aviation Fuel (comments 1 through 
8), Surface Transportation (comments 9 through 14), Farmlands (comments 15 through 18) and 
Economics (comments 19 through 29).  Please see Mr. Oncavage’s letter. 
 
Response L-3A - With respect to fuel handling and storage, the Proposed Action does not 
include any changes to the existing fuel facilities. There are no aboveground or underground fuel 
lines or tanks that would be disturbed as a result of the construction of the Proposed Action. The 
Draft EA acknowledges that the Proposed Action has the potential to accommodate aircraft that 
can fly longer distances; therefore, some additional fuel is likely to be pumped at the Airport for 
those aircraft that will be able to travel a longer distance. However, the amount of additional fuel 
is expected to be small and no additional fuel storage or fuel distribution facilities are needed as a 
result of the Proposed Action. 
 
Response L-3B –The purpose of the runway extension is to allow longer non-stop trips for 
general aviation jet aircraft departing the Airport. Thus, no off-Airport surface transportation 
improvements are needed as a result of the Proposed Action.   
 
Response L-3C – The runway extension would be constructed on existing Airport property and 
would not involve the acquisition of any property. Therefore, no non-Airport owned properties 
would be converted from agricultural uses to Airport uses. In addition, the Airport is with the 
Urban Development Boundary (UDB) of Miami-Dade County. Pursuant to Paragraph 
47(e)(16) of FAA Order 5050.4A, lands that are committed to urban development are by 
definition not included as “prime” farmlands.  Therefore, although this land currently is in 
agricultural production, it is not classified as farmland. 
 
The character of the farming community in western Miami-Dade County has changed over recent 
years primarily as a result of extensive private development and the roadway infrastructure 
necessary to support the commercial, industrial and residential development that has occurred in 
the recent past.   
 
Response L-3D – With respect to economics, the estimated cost of the runway extension is 
approximately 10 million dollars. The components included in this estimate cost include the 
following: the runway pavement, marking and lighting; taxiway pavement, marking and lighting; 
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relocation of approach lighting and navigation aids; and, associated stormwater management 
facilities necessary to protect surface and ground water quality and flow. As stated in the Draft 
EA, the runway extension is a project that has independent utility. This means that the 
components of the runway extension (as described above) can be constructed without any other 
on-Airport or off-Airport development occurring. The Proposed Action would be constructed 
using aviation-related tax dollars.  Any aircraft that have a range greater than the existing runway 
length would allow could potentially benefit from the extension (if their destination was at a 
greater distance than the current runway length would allow).  
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