Airport Feasibility Study

James City County

Response to October 21, 2008 FAA Comments on Draft 2 

	FAA Comment
	Response

	1. We concur with the runway and airport options outlined for an ‘optimum’ airport for James City County, as presented in Chapter 4.
	No response required

	2. Regarding the Standards Selected for Williamsburg-Jamestown option, we have the following comments and questions.  

a. Section 404.B. lists the preferred runway length to remain at 3204.  However, a later section requires a threshold relocation of 221 feet on the Runway 31 end and extending the Runway 13 end to meet RSA standards.  We concur that in order to meet RSA standards and not shorten the existing length, this runway ‘shift’ is a viable option.  However, the remaining standards (RPZ, OFZ, ROFA, approach clearance, obstructions, etc.) should be evaluated assuming this runway shift.
b. Section 404.H. shows the runway to parallel taxiway separation cannot meet standards.  There are other non-standard conditions associated with this section of taxiway (holdline location, taxiway safety area width, etc.).  It is doubtful the FAA would consider approving a modification of standards for this condition.  More likely, we would require this section of taxiway to be closed and removed.
c. Of course, if a ‘status quo’ option or other option that does not involve federal funding is selected, then there is no requirement to meet FAA design standards.
	2.a.  An evaluation of the impact of the runway shift relative to the runway end siting criteria is presented on pages 4-18 through 4-21 of the Study.  A review of the impact of shifting the runway on the OFZ, ROFA, and RPZ indicates there would be no change (i.e. there would still be tree penetrations to the ROFA [reference Exhibit 4-5]).  The impact of shifting the runway on Part 77 surfaces would be that the amount of obstruction penetration on the RW 31 approach area would be reduced and/or eliminated; the amount of tree obstruction penetration on the RW 13 approach would increase slightly; a second building may be impacted.
b. In further discussions with FAA with regard to this comment, while it is doubtful that an MOS would be approved, the closure of that portion of the taxiway would acceptable to the FAA since a full parallel taxiway is not an FAA requirement.  Further, a full length parallel taxiway at the proper separation distance could be evaluated as a part of a full Master Plan update.

c. We agree, no response required. 

	3. The threshold end siting standards and Part 77 surfaces should be evaluated against the proposed shifted runway, as noted in comment 2.a. above, not the existing runway ends.
	3. See comment 2.a, above

	4. Regarding the proposed evaluation matrix.  The proximity to landfills and wildlife hazards could present an insur-mountable problem.  (If the existing airport or a proposed site does not meet the required separation from a landfill, then it is highly unlikely FAA would invest any funds such an airport.
	4. As clarified with the FAA, the existing landfill is a capped facility established for construction, demolition, and similar type waste and is not an issue regarding wildlife hazards.  FAA’s review comment refers to FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports, which establishes separation distances within which wildlife attractants should be avoided, eliminated, or mitigated.  For airports serving piston-powered aircraft, hazardous wildlife attractants must be 5,000 feet from the nearest air operations area; for airports serving turbine-powered aircraft, hazardous wildlife attractants must be 10,000 feet from the nearest air operations area.  There is also a 5 statute mile range to protect approach, departure and circling airspace.  An evaluation of facilities in the Study area indicates that the closest landfill to the existing airport is the James City County landfill, 1204 Jolly Pond Road.  It is approximately 6.5 statute miles from the Williamsburg-Jamestown Airport.
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