
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix H 
Comments and Responses on 
Draft EA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 























































 
 
 
Received via e-mail 
 
-----Original Message-----  
From: John_Wrublik@fws.gov [mailto:John_Wrublik@fws.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2006 11:49 AM 
To: Jeffrey R. Bunting 
Subject: Kendall-Tamiami Executive Airport Runway Expansion August 16, 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 August 7, 2006, and draft Environmental Assessment 
(DEA) for the project referenced above.  The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has 
reviewed the DEA and have no further comments to offer at this time.  As you know, the 
Service has already provided comments on the proposed project in an email message to 
you dated April 12, 2006. 
 
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 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT EA 
 

Kendall-Tamiami Airport Runway Extension EA 
 
 
Name  Source of Comment   Comment No.  
 
M. McGrath Mail      P-1 
 
D. Scofield Mail       P-2 
 
J. Palmer Public Hearing Comment Form   P-3 
 
E. Maestre Public Hearing Comment Form   P-4 
 
W. Ibarra Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-5 
 
D. Moore Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-6 
 
A. Sotero Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-7 
 
L. Leech Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-8 
 
M Cervera Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-9 
 
L. Percival Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-10 
 
 
M. McGrath   Mail    P-1 
 
Comment P-1- The commenter identified that the proposed "mitigation" activities in the Draft 
EA merely serve to prevent direct killing of the burrowing owls and that by not providing off-site 
habitat enhancement, the birds will be killed all the same.     
 
Response P-1 – As stated in the Draft EA, Miami-Dade County shall implement a burrowing owl 
management plan to ensure that no active burrowing owl burrows are damaged during 
construction and that no owls, eggs, or flightless young are injured during burrow collapse 
activities. The burrowing owl management plan shall include the following procedures: 
 
 • No disturbance of an active burrowing owl burrow would occur between   
  February 15th and July 10th. 
 • All burrowing owl burrows shall be monitored prior to commencement of  
  construction activities to ensure that no eggs or flightless young are affected.  
  Burrows that are considered too damaged to house owls shall be deemed   
  inactive. Burrows that could be active shall be investigated by terrestrial and/or  
  subterranean (underground camera) observation methods prior to construction  
  activities. 
 • If a burrowing owl burrow is active and occupied by eggs or flightless young, the 
  burrow  shall not be collapsed until the owls have fledged. Burrows shall be  
  collapsed only by hand shovel after the ecologist has ensured that the burrow is  
  inactive.  
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 • In accordance with FWC recommendations and FAA guidelines, no on-Airport  
  burrowing owl habitat enhancement activities, such as artificial nest construction, 
  t-perch installation, or habitat management practices, shall be conducted.  
 
Suitable habit exists in the surrounding area for the owls.   
 
D. Scofield  Mail     P-2 
 
Comment P-2- The commenter identified that the proposed "mitigation" activities in the Draft 
EA merely serve to prevent direct killing of the burrowing owls and that by not providing off-site 
habitat enhancement, the birds will be killed all the same.    
 
Response P-2 – As stated in the Draft EA, Miami-Dade County shall implement a burrowing owl 
management plan to ensure that no active burrowing owl burrows are damaged during 
construction and that no owls, eggs, or flightless young are injured during burrow collapse 
activities. The burrowing owl management plan shall include the following procedures: 
 
 • No disturbance of an active burrowing owl burrow would occur between   
  February 15th and July 10th. 
 • All burrowing owl burrows shall be monitored prior to commencement of  
  construction activities to ensure that no eggs or flightless young are affected.  
  Burrows that are considered too damaged to house owls shall be deemed   
  inactive. Burrows that could be active shall be investigated by terrestrial and/or  
  subterranean (underground camera) observation methods prior to construction  
  activities. 
 • If a burrowing owl burrow is active and occupied by eggs or flightless young, the 
  burrow  shall not be collapsed until the owls have fledged. Burrows shall be  
  collapsed only by hand shovel after the ecologist has ensured that the burrow is  
  inactive.  
 • In accordance with FWC recommendations and FAA guidelines, no on-Airport  
  burrowing owl habitat enhancement activities, such as artificial nest construction, 
  t-perch installation, or habitat management practices, shall be conducted.  
 
Suitable habit exists in the surrounding area for the owls.   
 
J. Palmer  Public Hearing Comment Form P-3 
 
Comment P-3- Concerned about the burrowing owls, increases in size of aircraft, noise and 
lower property values as a result of the proposed action.   
 
Response P-3 – See responses to comments P-1 and P-2 related to the burrowing owls.  The 
Draft EA indicated that noise exposure would be reduced slightly east of the airport an increase 
slightly west of the airport (over undeveloped property) and that no significant noise impacts 
would result from the proposed action based on the federal criteria.  Property values are not 
expected to change as a result of the proposed action.   
 
E. Maestre Public Hearing Comment Form  P-4 
 
Comment P-4- Supports the proposed action and feels that it will create more business and more 
jobs. 
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Response P-4 – The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and no further response is warranted. 
 
 
W. Ibarra Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-5 
 
Comment P-5- Supports the proposed action and feels that it will benefit local businesses. 
 
Response P-5 – The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and no further response is warranted. 
 
 
D. Moore Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-6 
 
Comment P-6- Supports the proposed action and feels that it will improve safety.   
 
Response P-6 – The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and no further response is warranted. 
 
 
A. Sotero Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-7 
 
Comment P-7- Supports the proposed action and is needed to accommodate longer non-stop 
destinations as requested.     
 
Response P-7 – The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and no further response is warranted. 
 
 
L. Leech Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-8 
 
Comment P-8- Supports the proposed action and feels that it will improve safety.   
 
Response P-8 – The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and no further response is warranted. 
 
 
M. Cervera Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-9 
 
Comment P-9- Supports the proposed action and feels that it will benefit local businesses.   
 
Response P-9 – The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and no further response is warranted. 
 
 
L. Percival Commented Verbally at Public Hearing   P-10 
 
Comment P-10- Supports the proposed action with the understanding that the airport will 
continue to serve as a general aviation airport and not a commercial airport.   
 
Response P-10 – The Miami-Dade County CDMP identifies TMB as a reliever to Miami 
International Airport, which means that its use is for general aviation aircraft.  It is not the intent 
of Miami-Dade County to use TMB as a commercial service airport. 
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STATE OF FLORIDA AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT EA 
 

Kendall-Tamiami Airport Runway Extension EA 
 
 
Name   Agency    Letter No.  
 
F. Gaske  Division of Historic Resources              S-1 
   State Historic Preservation 
   Officer 
 
S. Mann  Department of Environmental   S-2 

 Protection 
 
P.A. Wierzbicki  Department of Environmental   S-3 

 Protection 
  
 
No Name  Florida Department of                S-4 

 Transportation 
 
 
 
 

STATE AGENCY CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
 
F. Gaske Division of Historic Resources S-1 
  State Historic Preservation 
  Officer 
 
Comment S-1 – The Florida Department of State, Division of Historic Resources,  State 
Historic Preservation Officer  indicated that based on the information in the Draft EA, the 
office concurs with the findings that the proposed action would have no effect on cultural 
resources listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and that the 
submitted report is complete and sufficient in accordance with Chapter 1A-46, Florida 
Administrative Code.   
 
Response S-1 – Comment noted. 
 
 
S. Mann  Department of Environmental   S-2 

 Protection 
 
 
Comment S-2 – The Florida Department of Environmental Protection  indicated the state has 
determined that, at this stage, the proposed federal action is consistent with the Florida Coastal 
Management Program (FCMP).  The concerns raised by the state's reviewing agencies must be 
addressed prior to project implementation.   
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Response S-2 – The response to the requested "concerns raised by the state's reviewing agencies" 
are included below as comments S-3A through S-3J.   
 
 
 
P.A. Wierzbicki  Department of Environmental   S-3 

 Protection 
 

Comment S-3A – The Florida Department of Environmental Protection  indicated that Page 
4-18 states that the approach end of Runway 27L was used for a year (between September 1992 
and September 1993) as a hurricane debris staging and transfer station in the aftermath of 
Hurricane Andrew.  The majority of the debris handled was vegetation clippings and building 
debris.  Was any of this debris or ash buried on site?  If so, a contamination assessment may be 
needed. 
 
Response S-3A – No debris or ash was buried on site. 
 
 
Comment S-3B – The Florida Department of Environmental Protection  indicated that Page 
4-18 states that hazardous material present at the airport include the following:  aviation fuels, 
motor fuels, substances used to operate or maintain aircraft, ground vehicles, equipment and 
buildings, and various hazardous materials transported to and from the airport via ground vehicles 
and aircraft.  In addition to aviation fuels, smaller quantities of other hazardous materials are 
stored and used at the airport by tenants including solvents, degreasers, cleaners, paints, paint 
thinners, diesel, welding gasses and pesticides in support to aircraft, ground vehicle and building 
and grounds maintenance operations.  M-DAD should maintain a list of hazardous material 
handlers, names, addresses and telephone numbers of contact persons, types, locations and 
quantities of hazardous materials handled, etc. for contingency planning in the event of a fire, 
spill, environmental release or storm event.  If any of these handling areas are located in an area 
affected by one of the alternatives during construction, contamination screening evaluations 
should be conducted prior to construction. 
 
Response S-3B – None of the handling areas are located within the limits of the proposed 
project construction. 
 
 
Comment S-3C – The Florida Department of Environmental Protection  indicated that Page 
4-19 states that there are approximately 100,000 gallons of fuel stored in six above ground tanks 
storing Avgas, Jet A fuel and other fuels.  Also, the report states that there are two 10,000-gallon 
underground tanks in operation at this airport and used to store Avgas at Buildings 114 and 221.  
Further, the report states that nine tenants conduct aircraft maintenance and 10 conduct fueling 
operations.  A listing of these facilities with addresses, phone numbers and contact persons, 
Facility Identification numbers, etc., along with maps showing these locations should be included 
for contingency planning.  A brief review of the Department’s storage tank registration data base 
appears to show some discrepancies and will require some clarification and updating from M-
DAD.  Some Facility IDENTIFICATION Numbers that appear to be at this airport are: 
138506190, 139600736, 139601695 (FAA), 139700942, 139600736 (FAA).  I could not locate an 
identification number for the six above ground tanks mentioned in the DRI. 
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Response S-3C – The attached Table S-3C-1, identifies the storage tanks located on the Tamiami 
Airport including the FDEP FAC ID, location, contact, whether the tank is above or below 
ground, tank volume and type of fuel.  It also identifies tanks that have been removed from the 
site.  None of the tanks are located within the limits of the proposed project construction.  
In addition, the tanks identified in the comment are the following: #138506190 is for the facility 
at building #490 and all the tanks have been removed from the site; #139600736 is the tank 
owned by the Miami-Dade Aviation Department (MDAD) for the emergency generator at 
building #510 (aka511); #139601695 is an FAA tank; and #139700942 is the MDAD Vehicle 
Fueling Facility by building 508. 
 
In addition, the following tenants have IW permits issued by DERM 
 
* Peninsula Avionics  IW Permit #004003  
 
* International Flight Center IW Permit # 002097 
 
* Reliance Aviation  IW Permit #000446 
 
* FalconTrust Air LLC  IW Permit #000507 
 
 

Tamiami Airport (TMB) Storage Tanks
FDEP

FACILITY FAC ID Facility Name/Owner LOCATION FACILITY Contact/ #s AST/UST VOLUME FUEL
Tenants 8628925 Air Sal Inc. 14005 SW 127 St., Miami, FL 33186 R. Deliere (305) 251-1982 AST 12000 AvGas

9046027 Peninsula Avionics 14229 SW 127 St., Miami, FL 33186 D. Blanchard (305) 238-6550 UST 10000 AvGas
8628941 International Flight Ctr. Inc. 14592 SW 129 St. Miami, FL 33186 R. Morales (305) 238-8122 UST 12000 AvGas

AST 5000 Jet Fuel
AST 5000 Jet Fuel

8506186 Reliance Aviation 14532 SW 129 St., Miami, FL 33186 Curtis George AST 15000 AvGas
AST 15000 Jet Fuel

9807041 FalconTrust Air Llc 14150 SW 129 St., Miami, FL 33186 A. Sotero (305) 871-3105 AST 12000 AvGas
AST 12000 Jet Fuel
AST 12000 Jet Fuel

FAA 8628884 FAA 14301 SW 128 St., Miami, FL 33186
9601695 FAA N/A
9803530 FAA 19200 SW 128 St., Miami, FL 33186

MDAD 8506190 Building 490 12800 SW 137 Ave., Miami, FL 33186 P. Hernandez (305) 876-7928
9600736 Bldg.510 Emergency Gen. 12800 SW 137 Ave., Miami, FL 33186 P. Hernandez (305) 876-7928 AST 2000 Diesel
9700942 Bldg.508 (Vehicle Fueling) SW 127 St. & 145 Ave., Miami, FL 33186 P. Hernandez (305) 876-7928 AST 4000 Unleaded

CEED - Oct. 2006

Tanks removed from site 

 
Comment S-3D Page 4-19, 5th paragraph states that “No known leaks from USTs at the airport 
have occurred.  “However, some of the ID numbers referenced above appear to be associated 
with discharges.  A complete listing of regulated storage tanks at the facility, along with cleanup 
status is also needed. 
 
Response S-3D –- Please see response S-3C 
 
 
Comment S-3E - Groundwater monitoring wells may be present along and near the entire length 
of the project.  Arrangements need to be made to properly abandon (in accordance with Chapter 
62-532, Florida Administrative Code) and or replace any wells that may be destroyed or damaged 
during construction. 
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Response S-3E – No monitoring wells are located within the limits of the proposed project 
construction.  Construction project at all MDAD facilities are closely coordinated with the 
Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Management (DERM) and issues such as 
monitoring well relocations, dewatering permits and irrigation well replacements are evaluated, 
field verified and coordinated with them during design development and construction phases.   
  
 
Comment S-3F - This project falls within the limits of the Biscayne Aquifer and this is a “sole 
source” aquifer in this part of Florida.  There may be water production wells (irrigation, potable, 
industrial) in the vicinity of this project.  The locations, types of wells, ownership information, 
etc. within a ¼ mile radius of the airport should be determined and included in the DRI.  Will 
dewatering be required for the construction?  Construction project segments involving 
“dewatering” should be discouraged or limited, since there is a potential to spread contamination 
to previously uncontaminated or less contaminated areas and affect contamination receptors, site 
workers and the public.  Dewatering projects would require permits / approval from the South 
Florida Water Management District, Water Use Section and coordination with the Miami-Dade 
County Department of Environmental Resources Management. 
 
Response S-3F – Construction project at all MDAD facilities are closely coordinated with 
DERM and issues such as monitoring well relocations, dewatering permits and irrigation well 
replacements are evaluated, field verified and coordinated with them during design development 
and construction phases.   
 
Comment S-3G - In the event contamination is detected during construction, the Department and 
DERM need to be notified and project managers may need to address the problem through 
additional assessment and / or remediation activities. 
 
Response S-3G – Comment noted. 
 
Comment S-3H - Any land clearing or construction debris must be characterized for proper 
disposal.  Potentially hazardous materials must be properly managed in accordance with Chapter 
62-730, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).  In addition, any solid wastes or other non-
hazardous debris must be managed in accordance with Chapter 62-701, F.A.C. Department rules 
and statutes are found on the DEP’s Internet Web site:  
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/legal/Default.htm. 
 
Response S-3H – Comment noted. 
 
 
Comment S-3I - Please be advised that a new rule, 62-780, F.A.C., became effective on April 17, 
2005.  In addition, Chapters 62-770, 62-777, 62-782 an d62-785, F.A.C., were amended on April 
17, 2005 to incorporate recent statutory changes.  These rules may be found at the following 
website: http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/ 
 
Response S-3I – Comment noted. 
 
 
Comment S-3J - Staging areas, with controlled access, should be planned in order to safely store 
raw material paints, adhesives, fuels, solvents, lubrication oils, etc. that will be used during 
construction.  All containers need to be properly labeled.  The project managers should consider 
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developing written construction Contingency Plans in the even of a natural disaster, spill, fire or 
environmental release for hazardous materials stored / handled for the project construction. 
 
Response S-3J –Comment noted. 
 
 
 
No Name  Florida Department of                S-4 

 Transportation 
 
Comment S-4 – The Florida Department Transportation indicated that it appeared that no 
state road in the vicinity of the airport will be involved in this action.  It did identify that SW 
137th Ave becomes State Road 825 in the northeast quadrant of the airport and notes that the 
proposed eastern extension occurs in the southeastern quadrant of the airport.   
 
Response S-4 – Comment noted. 
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FEDERAL AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT EA 
 

Kendall-Tamiami Airport Runway Extension EA 
 

 
Name   Agency      Letter No. 
 
Paul E Kruger  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers   F-1 
   Jacksonville District 
   Miami Regulatory Office 
 
Dan B. Kimball U.S. Department of the Interior   F-2 
   National Park Service 
   Everglades and Dry Tortugas National Parks 
 
Heinz J. Mueller U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) F-3 
   Region 4 Atlanta 
 
John Wrublik  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service   F-4 
   Vero Beach Ecological Services Office 
 
 
 
Paul E Kruger U.S. Army Corps of Engineers     
   Jacksonville District 
   Miami Regulatory Office 
 
Comment F-1 -  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers indicated that based on the 
representations made in the DEA, the Corps at this time does not believe a federal Clean 
Water Act permit will be required. 
 
Response F-1 - Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
D. Kimball   U.S. Department Of The Interior 
   National Park Service 
   Everglades And Dry Tortugas National Parks 
 
Comment F-2A- The U.S. Department Of The Interior National Park Service (NPS) 
expressed concern related to the change in aircraft activity and fleet mix at TMB.  The 
NPS has indicated that one of their concerns is the increase in operational activity in 2010 
and 2015 when compared to the baseline 2005 condition.  The NPS has assumed this 
increase is due to the proposed runway extension. 
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Response F-2A -Per National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, the 
sponsor must assess the potential environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed 
Action.  This is accomplished by comparing the Propose Action to the No Action 
condition.  In doing so it is important to note that the increases in aircraft operations cited 
in the Draft EA (DEA) and referenced throughout the NPS comments are projected to 
occur regardless of whether the runway is extended or not.  No additional increase in 
aircraft operations is projected to result from the Proposed Action.   
 
The NPS correctly indicated that the DEA projected a change in the fleet mix as a result 
of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action condition.  As stated on page 5-
7 of the DEA, it is recognized that a 7,350-foot runway would make the airport more 
desirable to some jet operators.  Jet aircraft have larger spacing requirements due to their 
higher approach speeds.  This increased spacing generally results in a decrease in certain 
types of smaller GA turboprop/piston activity.  Thus, the increase in jet aircraft activity 
forecast as a result of the Proposed Action was offset (from a total operations standpoint) 
by a corresponding decrease in turboprop/piston aircraft.   
 
Overall, it is estimated that the extension would result in an average increase of 8 jet 
operations per day (4 arrivals and 4 departures) and a corresponding decrease in 
turboprop/piston aircraft activity.  Since it is projected that a total of 568 operations per 
day would occur in 2009, the change in fleet mix would represent only 1.4 percent of the 
overall fleet. 
 
Comment F-2B - This comment refers to noise impacts as a result of increased aircraft 
operations, direction of flow and flight corridors.   
 
Response F-2B - As discussed in Comment 1, there is no change projected in total 
aircraft operations when comparing the Proposed Action and No Action condition.  It is 
projected that there would be a 1.4% change in fleet mix and this change has been 
accounted for in the DEA’s noise analysis.  In addition, the DEA does not propose any 
changes in the flight corridors nor direction of flow from that which is presently 
occurring.  As mentioned by the NPS, the DEA did indicate that aircraft arriving from the 
west be about 100 feet lower over the park than they are today and but would still 
generally be 1,500 feet or more over the park.  It should also be noted that since 
departures would follow the same flight corridors, some aircraft would actually be higher 
over the park with the proposed runway extension.  The amount each aircraft would be 
higher is dependent upon the individual aircraft’s performance. 
 
Comment F-2C - Natural Soundscapes.  The NPS comment involves the noise exposure 
that occurred in 2005 compared to the noise exposure projected to occur in 2009 and 
2015 with the proposed runway extension.  The NPS identified that if the noise estimates 
in the DEA are reasonable, then the predicted increase in noise levels would probably be 
considered negligible.  The NPS indicated that the FAA’s compatible land use guidelines 
table suggests that 25-30 decibels are in the range of background noise in residential and 
recreation areas.  
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Response F-2C - The 25-30 decibels indicated in Table 4.2.2-10 refers to the amount of 
sound level reduction that should be incorporated into a residence to enable the interior 
noise level to be acceptable for indoor activities (not background levels in residential or 
recreation areas).   
 
We concur with the NPS that the predicted noise level changes from 42.6 to 43.6 and to 
43.8 that were identified in the DEA would be considered negligible.   
 
Comment F-2D - Viewshed and Lightshed.  The comments from the NPS related to 
viewshed and lightshed involve the increase in operations assumed by the NPS and the 
effects these increases in aircraft activity would have on the viewshed and lightsheds in 
the park.   
 
Response F-2D - As indicated in previous responses, there is no predicted change in total 
aircraft operations and about a 1.4% change in fleet mix between the Proposed Action 
and No Action condition.  Similarly, the increase in night flights results from the 
increased growth at the airport whether the runway extension were constructed or not.   
 
Comment F-2E - Impacts to Birds & Threatened and Endangered Species.  The 
comments refer to the potential impact to birds and T&E species that may result from the 
increase in aircraft activity at the airport.  
 
Response F-2E - The response to this comment is similar to the previous responses.  
There is no change in total aircraft operations as a result of the Proposed Action and only 
change of 1.4% change in fleet mix.  As stated in the DEA, the flight corridors being used 
by aircraft today would not change as a result of the Proposed Action.  As indicated 
previously, the altitude of arriving aircraft west of the airport would be about 100 feet 
lower with the extension and the altitude of departures would be higher over the park 
with the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment F-2F - Public Health and Safety & Conflicts with Park Operations.  The 
comment also is based on an increase in aircraft activity resulting from the project. 
 
Response F-2F - As indicated in previous responses the projected operational activity 
with or without the Runway extension would be the same in the future years 2009 and 
2015. 
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Heinz J. Mueller U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) F-3 
   Region 4 Atlanta 
 
Air Quality 
 
Comment F-3 A - Level of Operations.  The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
indicated that the DEA does not address how flight operations and passenger 
enplanements would be affected by the different alternatives for the runway extension.  
Increases in operations would change the total emissions associated with the airport when 
the aircraft, ground support equipment, passenger automobiles, truck traffic serving the 
airport are cumulatively considered.   
 
Response F-3A - Based on the screening criteria identified in Chapter 3, only the No Action 
and Proposed Action were carried on for detailed environmental analysis.  Aircraft 
operations for the existing, future No Action (Alternative 1) and the future Proposed Action 
(Alternative 2) are included in Chapters 4 and 5 of the DEA. 
  
As noted in the DEA, the total number of airport operations is not expected to change as a 
result of the Proposed Action.  A change in the fleet mix of aircraft is expected as a result of 
the Proposed Action.  The study does indicate that approximately eight additional jet aircraft 
operations and eight less turboprop/piston aircraft operations would occur as a result of the 
Proposed Action (a change in about 1.4 percent of the aircraft fleet). No change to any other 
ground sources of air pollutants (passenger automobiles, truck traffic, fuel storage tanks, etc.) 
is expected as a result of the Proposed Action.  Thus, with the exception of the change in 
aircraft fleet mix (and associated aircraft ground support vehicles) and the added taxi 
distance (both of which were analyzed in the DEA), there would be virtually no difference in 
emissions between the No Action and Proposed Action conditions.  The analysis also 
demonstrates that the changes as a result of the Proposed Action will have a negligible effect 
on total regional emissions.  
 
Comment F-3B - Regional Emissions Inventory.  Emission inventory for pollutants have 
recently been developed and are currently re-assessed as part of the modeling that is being 
developed for compliance with the Regional Haze Rule.  Consultation with the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection is recommended.   
 
Response F-3B - See response to comment F-3A regarding air quality and regional 
emissions.   
 
Comment F-3C - NAAQS. The discussion on existing air quality does not address how air 
quality will remain within EPA NAAQS for the pollutants being emitted from the airport.  It 
appears only ozone was considered.  The FEA should address other relevant NAAQS.   
 
Response F-3C - The DEA includes an analysis for Carbon Monoxide, Volatile Organic 
Compounds, Nitrogen Oxides, Sulfur Oxides, PM10 and PM2.5 (see pages 5-22 and 5-23) 
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for construction activities as well as the change in the aircraft fleet mix and additional taxiing 
distances as a result of the Proposed Action.  As noted in the DEA, Miami-Dade County is 
currently in attainment for all of the NAAQS.   
 
Comment F-3D - VISTAS.  EPA recommends that emissions for the pollutants emitted from 
the airport be compared to the 2002 emissions as contained in the Visibility Improvement - 
State Tribal Association for the Southeast (VISTAS) emissions inventory.  Modeling with 
the EDMS model would provide the best information on air quality impacts. 
 
Response F-3D - The change in emissions as a result of the Proposed Action were modeled 
using the EDMS and are identified in the DEA.  The analysis demonstrates that the changes 
in emissions as a result of the Proposed Action will have a negligible effect on total regional 
emissions.  
 
Comment F-3E - Other Emission Sources.  EPA states that it is unclear why emissions from 
other sources of airport emissions were not estimated (fuel storage tanks, ground support 
equipment, ground access vehicles, stationary sources, other construction activities). 
 
Response F-3E - As stated on page 5-21 of the DEA, ground support equipment was 
included in the air quality modeling analysis.  Additional sources such as ground access 
vehicles, fuel storage tanks, stationary sources, etc.) were not included because there is 
expected to be no change in these sources as a result of the Proposed Action.     
 
Comment F-3F - Noise.  EPA requested that some incremental data be provided in the 
appendix and that a summary table consolidating the data used in preparing the noise 
contours by project year be added to facilitate comparison of the alternatives.     
 
Response F-3F - As stated in the DEA, no significant noise impacts will occur as a result of 
the Proposed Action.  All tables in the noise section have been formatted consistently so that  
a reader can easily compare two tables. 
 
Comment F-3G - Induced Impacts.  EPA notes that the FEA should indicate if the ARC of 
the airport would change, and if additional plans for expansion are foreseeable (terminal 
building, full time control tower, etc.).  EPA also raised the question if TMB would grow into 
a commercial service airport similar to FLL and to reasonably address how induced 
secondary growth in the surrounding area (businesses, shopping, residential areas, etc.) 
would change as a result of the Proposed Action.  
 
Response F-3G - The airport is proposed to remain a general aviation reliever to MIA and is 
not being planned as a commercial service airport. 
 
Figure 1-2, Airport Layout Plan identifies the proposed projects expected to occur over the 
next 20 years.   
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pages 5-47 through 5-50 address the Secondary (Induced) Impacts and Cumulative Impacts 
expected as a result of the Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action would not result in a 
significant change in off-airport business, shopping, residences, or roads.   
 
Comment F-3H - Zoning Ordinances. EPA recommends zoning ordinances help ensure that 
compatible land uses are within the 65 DNL contours for TMB.   
 
Response F-3H - Comment noted. 

 
ADDITIONAL EPA COMMENTS 

 
  
Comment 1 Other Reliever Airports – The purpose of the Proposed Action (pg. 2-2) states 

that the runway extension is needed to fulfill the airport’s role as a designated 
reliever airport as defined in the 2005 National Plan of Integrated Airport 
Systems.  The FEA should document all other airports that are close to the 
MIA and discuss if any of those airports could (or discuss why not) be used as 
a reliever airport. 

 
Response 1 As stated on page 3-6 of the DEA, the only other general aviation airport in 

Miami-Dade County with a runway capable of serving the type of jet traffic 
currently using TMB is Opa-locka Executive Airport (OPF), which is 20 miles 
northeast of TMB. One of OPF’s runways has a length of more than 7,350 
feet. The distance from Opa-locka to the city center of Miami is a few miles 
less than the distance from TMB to the city center of Miami but the travel 
time is much longer due to heavy surface traffic congestion. In addition, TMB 
is closer to many of the south Miami resorts as well as the residential areas of 
Coral Gables and Ocean Reef.  Compared to OPF, this makes TMB more 
attractive to the users of corporate jets.   

OPF also is a reliever airport to MIA and could help to fulfill the purpose of 
accommodating business jets requiring a 7,350-foot runway. However, TMB 
is where the demand exists for business jet aircraft and the demand at TMB is 
forecasted to increase for aircraft that require a longer runway. The use of 
OPF for these types of operations would not relieve the existing weight 
restrictions associated with the existing runway length at TMB.  Additionally, 
the use of OPF would not result in enhanced safety benefits at TMB. 

 
Comment 2 MIA Congestion – The FEA should document the level of congestion at MIA 

that requires TMB to be used as an airport reliever. 
 
Response 2 As stated on page 1-2 of the DEA, TMB is currently classified in the National 

Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) as a reliever airport for Miami 
International.  Two of the key reasons for designating TMB as a reliever 
airport are to reduce congestion at MIA and to enhance safety at MIA by 
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removing the smaller aircraft from the fleet mix.  MIA is projected to continue 
to grow in the future in both air carrier passenger flights and cargo flights with 
a significant number of large wide-bodied aircraft.   

 
Comment 3 Fleet Mix – It is unclear if some commercial passenger jets that normally land 

at MIA could use TMB (after the proposed implementation of the expanded 
runway). 

 
Response 3 With the proposed extension, TMB will continue to serve its role as a general 

aviation reliever to MIA.  Commercial passenger service is not in the plans for 
TMB.   

 
 
Comment 4 Relocation of SW 157th Avenue – Page 3-5 states that “the proposed north 

south realignment of Southwest 157th Avenue has been established and no 
further adjustments to the realignment can be made for the purposes of 
accommodating additional runway length on the west end of Runway 9R-
27L.”  However, Figure 3-1 (Alt. 2) shows that SW 157th Avenue would be 
relocated to accommodate the future Runway Protection Zone (RPZ).  We 
also note that page 3-8 states that “Alternative 2 would not require rerouting 
or relocation of any public roads.”  It is unclear if this realignment has 
occurred, is approved, or is still only proposed as part of the Proposed Project.  
We note that page 3-5 refers to this roadway realignment as “proposed”.  
However, if the relocation has already occurred or been approved, the FEA 
should discuss under what NEPA documentation it was realigned and include 
any impacts under the cumulative impacts section.  (Note – Transportation 
conformity requirements for the realignment are not relevant in this case since 
Dade County is not an air quality non-attainment area). 

 
Response 4 The proposed realignment of SW 157th Avenue has been set by the County 

and no further adjustments to the alignment can be made for the purposes of 
accommodating additional runway length.  The cumulative impact of locating 
the roadway around the extended runway would be the loss of farmland.  
Since no prime or unique farmland is designated, no significant impact would 
result.  In addition, since no residences are located in proximity to the 
roadway, no community related impacts would result.   

 
Comment 5 RPZ’s – We note that all proposed runway extensions (Alts 2-5) would be on 

TMB airport property.  However, several future RPZ’s associated with these 
runway extensions would apparently extend off-airport.  The FEA should 
discuss if this is consistent with FAA guidance. 

 
Response 5 Some of the RPZ’s for alternatives to the Proposed Action would extend 

beyond the Airport property limits.  It is preferred, but not required, that 
RPZ’s be within the Airport property limits and the uses within the RPZ’s be 
limited to surface activities (open space, farming, roadways etc.).  One of the 
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advantages of the Proposed Action is the ability to place, not only the runway 
extension, but the RPZ’s on airport property as well. 

 
  Comment 6 Alternative 4 Extensions – For Alternative 4 described on page 3-2, it is 

unclear if the total runway length was intended to be 2,348 ft (Alts. 2&3), or 
for 2,349 ft, which is the sum of the 750 ft and 1,599 ft referenced on page 3-2 
(Alt. 4).  For consistency, the FEA should verify the lengths and additions. 

 
Response 6 As presented in DEA, the total extension to Runway 9L-27R (Alternative 4) 

would be 2,349 feet (or one foot longer that Alternatives 2 and 3) because 
Runway 9L-27R is one foot shorter than Runway 9R-27L.  

 
Comment 7 Alternative 4 vs. 2 – The DEA states (pg. 3-10):  “With the majority of 

operations occurring on runway 9L-27R under Alternative 4, aircraft would be 
operating much closer to the adjacent densely populated residential 
developments and other incompatible land uses”.  This is depicted on Figure 
3-3.  We note that Alternative 2, which expands Runway 9R-27L, would also 
be close to other populated areas as depicted on Figure 3-1. 

 
Response 7 Comment noted.   
 
 
Comment 8 Conformity – A conformity determination is not required for this proposed 

project because the area has been designated attainment.  When an area is 
redesignated, it becomes a maintenance area and conformity should be 
addressed.  The Miami area was redesignated to attainment and a maintenance 
area for the 1 hour ozone NAAQS.  But the 1-hour NAAQS is no longer a 
requirement for the Miami area since that NAAQS was revoked.  The FEA 
should document this designated information.  

 
Response 8 Page 4-17 of the DEA, identifies that “Based on data collected in the 

Miami/Fort Lauderdale/West Palm Beach area prior to 1990, the EPA 
designated the Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach counties as “moderate 
non-attainment” for the one hour ozone NAAQS.  The section goes on to 
explain that these areas were re-designated to attainment.  

 
Comment 9 The DEA does not address the potential for impacts from air toxics associated 

with the project.  Air toxics exposures to the public are an important aspect of 
the potential air quality impacts associated with airport projects, and they 
should be reasonably addressed in the FEA.   

 
Response 9 The DEA analyzed the changes in Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC's) as a 

result of the Proposed Action.  Based on the analysis, the Proposed Action 
would increase VOC's by about one ton per year (see page 5-23). Air toxics 
referenced by the EPA are a subset of the VOC's analyzed in the DEA.   
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Comment 10  Diesel Retrofits – Page 5-22 provides the types of construction equipment that 
would be used for the proposed project.  We suggest that diesel powered 
equipment use ultra-low diesel fuel or that construction equipment be diesel 
retrofits to reduce construction emissions.  FAA may wish to offer an 
incentive for contractors to specify the use of such fuel or equipment in their 
bids.  For further information on diesel retrofits, please contact EPA’s Dale 
Aspy at 404/562/9041. 

 
Response 10 Comment noted. 
 
Comment 11 Noise – The noise conclusions drawn in the DEA are confusing.  For example, 

for Alternative 1, page 5-6 states that “No noise-sensitive land uses are within 
the 65 DNL noise contour for Alternative 1 in 2009” and “therefore, there are 
noise impacts as a result of Alternative 1”.  Similar language was used for 
Alternative 1 for 2015 (pg. 5-10) and for Alternative 2 for both 2009 (pg. 5-
10) and 2015 (pg. 5-17).  These conclusions should be revisited in the FEA.  It 
appears (assuming that “noise sensitive land-uses” include residences) that 
what may have intended was that “therefore, even thought there are 
incremental noise impacts attributable to the project (although not significant), 
there are no noise exposures as a result of Alternative 1 (or 2) since there are 
no residents living within the 65 DNL contour.” 

 
Response 11 The sentences referred to by the EPA on pages 5-6, 5-10 and 5-17 of the DEA 

included a "typo."  The sentences will be changed in the FEA to read:   
 No noise-sensitive land uses are within the 65 DNL noise contour for 

Alternative 1 in 2009. Therefore, there are no significant noise impacts as a 
result of Alternative 1. 

 
Comment 12 Public Review – We appreciate that this DEA is also available on the Miami 

Airport website (www.miami-airport.com) for greater public circulation. 
 
Response 12 Comment noted. 
 
Comment 13 Acronyms – For the benefit of the public, we suggest that a List of Acronyms 

be provided in the front of the FEA and include terms such as MDAD, 
DERM, SHPO, FDEP and SFWMD, as well as technical acronyms such as 
SWMP, NPDES, RCRA, CERCLA, etc. 

 
Response 13  Those acronyms listed that have not been included in Section 9 Glossary of 

Terms will be added.  A review of the report will also be made to determine if 
additional acronyms are in the text that need to be included in the glossary. 

 
Comment 14 SFWMD Permit – The DEA states (pg. 4-15):  “From a regulatory context, 

the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) has issues a 
Conceptual Surface Water Management Permit to TBM (permit No 13-00938-
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S, dated October 1996).”  The FEA should include the date this permit 
expires.  

 
Response 14 MDAD maintains close coordination with SFWMD on all construction 

projects to ensure all necessary requirements and permits are met and adhered 
to.  MDAD updates permits as required.   

 
Comment 15 Stormwater Plan – The DEA states (pg. 4-16):  “MDAD completed a 

comprehensive stormwater master plan (SWMP) in December 1994…” EPA 
recommends MDAD review and if necessary update the SWMP to insure that 
it complies with present local, state and federal rules, regulations and 
guidelins since it is a somewhat dated plan (1994).  The Plan should also 
include the maintenance of erosion control measures (e.g., silt fences emptied 
and hay bales replaced). 

 
Response 15  As stated on page 5-25 of the DEA, in June 2006, a technical 

memorandum was published to update the Stormwater Management 
Model (SWMM) that was prepared for MDAD as part of the 1994 SWMP 
so that the baseline land use conditions (as of March 2006) were 
accurately reflected. The study then updated the model further to reflect 
TMB’s 5-to 10-year development plan (as of March 2006) as shown in the 
“TMB 5-year to 10-year Future Land Use Plan.” This model version, 
referred to as the “future condition,” reflects changes to the Primary 
Stormwater Management System (PSMS) resulting from subsequent 
modifications to the land use plan, which includes the proposed extension 
of the runway. 

Comment 16 Hazardous Materials – In addition to the detailed hazardous waste handling 
procedures outlined in the DEA (pg. 4-18), EPA recommends MDAD ensure 
the solid waste debris, solid wastes, chemicals and hazardous materials be 
properly handled by licensed contractors and disposed in licensed sanitary 
landfills according to the type of waste, and that chemicals and hazardous 
material be disposed of according to local, state, Federal and Clean Water Act 
(including RCRA and CERCLA) rules, regulations, guidelines and 
requirements. 

 
Response 16 Comment noted. 
 
Comment 17 Historic and Cultural Resources – Although no adverse cultural effects appear 

to exist for the Proposed Project, EPA recommends MDAD continue to work 
with NHPA, FLSHPO, ACHP and American Indian Tribes/organizations in 
the event archaeological, cultural and burials are located during the future 
ground – disturbing activities. 

 
Response 17 Comment noted.  
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Comment 18 Environmental Justice (EJ) – Page 5-18 indicates that no residential areas or 
schools would be exposed within the 65 DNL contours and that no relocations 
would be required for the Proposed Project.  The DEA therefore concludes 
that there will be no disproportionate impacts to minorities and low-income 
populations.  While this seems reasonable, it should be noted that noise is only 
one impact associated with airports (air quality is another) and that airport 
noise and air impacts also occur outside the 65 DNL contour.  

 
Ordinarily, the EJ analysis would include documentation of demographics 
using 2000 U.S. Census data for block groups (BG’s) associated with the 
airport.  These data are used to determine the percentage of minorities and/or 
low-income groups within the BGs, with comparisons against county and state 
percentages to determine any disproportionate project impacts.  

 
Response 18 Comment noted. 
 
Comment 19 Floodplains – Figure 4-9 identifies two Flood Hazard Zones, AH and X.  A 

definition was given for Zone AH (pg. 4-16) but no definition was given for 
Hazard Zone X.  The FEA should also provide a definition for “Hazard Zone 
X”. 

 
Response 19 The FEA will include the following: Zone X is the flood insurance rate zone 

that corresponds to areas outside the 100-year floodplains, areas of 100 year 
sheet flow flooding where acreage depths are less than 1 foot, areas of 100-
year stream flooding where the contributing drainage area is less than 1 square 
mile, or areas protected from the 100-year flood by levees.  No base flood 
elevations or depths are shown within this zone.  

 
Comment 20 Wetlands – On page 5-33, the DEA states.  “A field survey revealed that the 

only wetlands present in the area of construction at the Airport are associated 
with Canal C-1 and the drainage ditch of Runway 9R-27L.  Both of these 
canals would not be affected by the propose runway extension.  Since there 
would be no impact to wetlands, no mitigation would be required.”  If not 
already included in the Affected Environment chapter, EPA suggests that the 
FEA provide the wetlands acreage in these two areas. 

 
Response 20 The DEA includes the approximate acreages of these wetlands (open surface 

waters) in Appendix E - Page 4.   
 
Comment 21 Aircraft – Wildlife Strikes – We strongly recommend continues coordination 

with FAA to minimize potential aircraft-wildlife conflicts.  We note that 
burrowing owls and alligators in nearby canals are examples of local wildlife 
that could be problematic for runway or airborne collisions.  Others could be 
deer, raccoons and various birds found in Florida.  If not already the case, we 
suggest that the airport be fenced and that all potential onsite wildlife 
attractants be avoided (ponds, roosts, vegetation, etc.) or neutralized (e.g., 
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stormwater ponds covered with mesh).  The FEA should address this after 
coordination with FAA. 

 
Response 21 Comment noted. 
 
Comment 22 Cumulative Impacts – We appreciate that cumulative impacts were considered 

(pg. 5-48).  We particularly note the list of potential on –airport projects; 
based on the airport layout plan (pg. 5-49).  However, the analysis for off-
airport facilities seems to be limited to projects proposed during the timeframe 
of the Proposed Project.  The FEA should also reasonably include off –airport 
projects that are ongoing (existing) or proposed, particularly those that would 
have similar impacts to common local resources such as wetlands, 
waterbodies, airsheds, uplands (e.g., land clearing) within the project area.  
Such areas should be reasonably listed with impacts provided. The goal of the 
cumulative impacts section is to determine what overall impacts the proposed 
project – together with ongoing and reasonably foreseeable projects – world 
collectively have on the same resources in the setting proposed.  

 
As previously noted and specific to air quality cumulative effects, only aircraft 
emissions were estimated in the DEA.  The FEA should also provide potential 
sources of other on-airport emissions such as fuel storage tanks, ground 
support equipment, ground access vehicles, stationary sources and other 
construction activities. 
 

Response 22 As stated in the DEA, the property north, east and south of the Airport is 
virtually built out.  Little new (cumulative) development other than those 
projects identified in the DEA is expected to occur in the Airport area (see 
pages 5-49 and 5-50).  Most of the land to the west of the Airport is 
undeveloped however, it is outside of the Miami-Dade County Urban 
Development Boundary which currently restricts development.   

 
 See response to EPA Comment 5 Other Emission Sources regarding air 

quality. 
 
 
John Wrublik U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service     
   Vero Beach Ecological Services Office 
  
Comment F-4 -  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed the DEA and have no 
further comments to offer at this time. 
 
Response F-4 - Comment noted. 
    
 




