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CHAPTER FIVE

RECOMMENDED DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The airport master planning process for the Georgetown Municipal Airport (GTU) has evolved through
the development of forecasts of future demand, an assessment of future facility needs, and an evalua-
tion of airport development alternatives to meet those future facility needs. The planning process has
included the development of three sets of draft working papers to date, which were presented to the
Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) and discussed at several coordination meetings and three public
information workshops.

In the previous chapter, several alternatives were analyzed to explore options for the future growth and
development of the Airport. The development alternatives have been refined into a single recom-
mended development plan for this Master Plan. This chapter describes, in narrative and graphic form,
the recommended direction for the future use and development of Georgetown Municipal Airport.
Where appropriate, the alternatives are summarized and a rationale for the selected alternative is pre-
sented.

AIRSIDE CONCEPT

The airside concept generally relates to planned improvements to the runway and taxiway system. Ex-
hibit 5A presents the long-term Master Plan development concept for the Georgetown Municipal Air-
port. The following sections will present the resolution to each issue analyzed in Chapter Four — Alter-
natives.

Recommended Development Plan - DRAFT  5-1




GEORGETOWN

MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

AIRPORT REFERENCE CODE

The FAA has established design criteria to define the physical dimensions of runways and taxiways, as
well as the imaginary surfaces surrounding them, which protect the safe operation of aircraft at an air-
port. These design standards also define the separation criteria for the placement of landside facilities.

As discussed previously, the design criteria primarily center on the airport’s critical design aircraft. The
critical aircraft is the most demanding aircraft or family of aircraft which currently, or are projected to,
conduct 500 or more operations (take-offs and landings) per year at an airport. Factors included in air-
port design are an aircraft’s wingspan, approach speed, tail height and, in some cases, the instrument
approach visibility minimums for each runway. The FAA has established the Airport Reference Code
(ARC) to relate these critical aircraft factors to airfield design standards.

Analysis conducted in Chapter Two — Forecasts demonstrated that operations by aircraft in Aircraft Ap-
proach Category (AAC) C have exceeded the 500 operations threshold, in six of the last 10 years. Thus,
the Airport has been planned and constructed to ARC C-Il standards for many years. However, for the
last four years, the operations count by category C aircraft has been below the 500 operations threshold.
Because of the decline in operations by category C aircraft, extensive consideration was given in Chapter
Four — Alternatives, to the potential to revert to B-ll design standards. The design standards for B and C
were presented in Table 4B.

After having received considered input from the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) and from the public,
initial consideration was given to continuing to identify the Airport as a C-ll facility, the same as what is
indicated on the current ALP. The following are the primary reasons for this consideration:

e C-ll design standards require more restrictive safety standards for the airport. For example, the
Runway Safety Area (RSA) beyond the primary runway ends is required to be 1,000 feet long
versus the B-1l standard of only 300 feet (applicable to the crosswind runway).

e While the 500 operations threshold for critical aircraft determination has not been met (accord-
ing to the Traffic Flow Management System Count (TFMSC)) the last four years, it was met in the
previous six years before that.

e There is a reasonable possibility that operations by C-1l aircraft will once again exceed the 500
operations threshold. This considers the fact that the TFMSC count represents an absolute min-
imum and additional operations by category C aircraft are likely.

e The 2007-2009 national recession, followed by the relatively slow recovery (by historical stand-
ards) severely slowed general aviation growth. The economy is now stronger and growing so
general aviation demand is rebounding as well.

e Maintaining C-ll standards to the greatest extent practical prepares the airport for a potential
transition back to C-Il in the future.

e As an economic engine for the city and the region, a reduction in design standards could nega-
tively impact current operators and most certainly would deter future operators.

e Anairport master planis a roadmap to meeting future demand in an unconstrained environment.
Therefore, the master plan must preserve the capability to meet future needs to the greatest
degree feasible. Local policy can and does restrict what can be implemented on a case-by-case
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basis. For example, the plan shows a need for additional hangars but construction is dependent
upon the airport or a private developer paying for them.

Upon completion of the draft Master Plan, the FAA contacted TxDOT and indicated that they desired to
provide comment on the Master Plan. Comments from the FAA were received in February 2018. The
FAA indicated that the Airport should be identified as a current B-ll facility. Future planning will continue
to consider the impacts of C-Il design standards.

While airfield elements, such as the safety areas, must meet design standards associated with the appli-
cable ARC, landside elements can be planned to accommodate specific categories of aircraft. For exam-
ple, a taxilane into a T-hangar area only needs to meet the taxiway object free area (TOFA) width stand-
ard for smaller single and multi-engine piston aircraft expected to utilize the taxilane, not those stand-
ards for the larger aircraft representing the overall critical aircraft for the Airport.

RUNWAY DESIGN CODE (RDC)

Each runway is assigned an RDC. As discussed in Chapter Three — Facility Requirements, the RDC is com-
prised of the Approach Category, the Airplane Design Group, and the instrument visibility minimums.
For Runway 18-36, the RDC is currently described as B-11-5000. The future RDC is planned to be C-11-5000
as the instrument approach visibility minimums are planned to remain 1-mile. This change in the ap-
proach visibility minimums is described in detail below but the primary purpose is to reduce the number
of residential homes within the runway protection zones (RPZs).

The RDC for a crosswind runway is a function of the crosswind components, which were described in
detail in Chapter Three — Facility Requirements. At Georgetown Municipal Airport, Runway 11-29 should
be designed to ARC A/B-I design standards at a minimum. With 1-mile visibility minimums to both run-
way ends, the current RDC is A/B-1-5000 (small). Runway 11-29 has been planned to B-Il standards and
all safety surfaces meet these standards. The B-Il design standards should be maintained to the greatest
degree feasible. Runway 11-29 meets ARC B-Il design standards. Table 5A shows the main differences
between B-l and B-Il design standards:

Maintaining the B-Il standards provides an additional safety margin that is valuable when this runway is
used by aircraft that might ordinarily use the primary runway. Greater usage of this runway might be
the result of high crosswinds or closure of the primary runway due to maintenance activity or for effi-
ciency of movement as directed by tower personnel. At the time of the next reconstruction, additional
analysis may be necessary to continue to justify the B-Il standards.
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TABLE 5A
B-I vs. B-ll Design Standards
Element B-I Standard B-ll Standard

Runway Width 60’ 75’
Runway Safety Area (RSA) Width 120’ 150’
RSA Length Beyond the Runway End 240’ 300’
Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) Width 250’ 500’
ROFA Length Beyond the Runway End 240 300’
Obstacle Free Zone (OFA) Width 250’ 400’
OFZ Length Beyond the Runway End 200’ 200’
Runway Protection Zone (1-mile visibility)

Inner Width 250’ 500’

Outer Width 450’ 700’

Length 1,000 1,000

RUNWAY 18-36 LENGTH

Issue: Runway 18-36 is currently 5,004 feet long. The minimum recommended runway length is 5,500
feet.

Alternatives Summary: Four different runway extension alternatives were presented. The first three
showed the impact to implementing a traditional extension to one end or the other or by splitting the
extension among the two ends. The fourth alternative considered adding approximately 500 feet of
pavement to each end that would be available for takeoff operations only. By then implementing de-
clared distances, the requisite 5,500 feet of runway length would be available for takeoff calculations.
The runway length available for landing would remain unchanged at 5,004 feet, as it exists today.

Recommendation: None of the first three alternatives are
considered feasible becau.se each would change the various the runway to support 5,500
runway safety surfaces to include areas not already covered. )

The most significant is the RPZ. When an RPZ changes in size feet of take-off length while

or location to encompass more incompatible land uses, a spe- ~maintaining 5,004 feet for land-
cial analysis is required (typically outside the master plan) ing.

which is reviewed by FAA HQ. The goal of that analysis is to

identify the feasibility of removing all incompatible land uses from the RPZ, including roads and homes.
While removing incompatible land uses within an RPZ is always the goal, those that existed prior to the
September 29, 2012 (publication of FAA Memorandum, Interim Guidance on Land Uses Within a Runway
Protection Zone) are not subject to the Interim Guidance.

It is recommended to extend

Therefore, the only feasible method of extending the runway is the fourth alternative. This alternative
would add approximately 500 feet to each end of the runway and designate that pavement for takeoff
only. As takeoff-only pavement, none of the runway safety surfaces (RSA, ROFA, and RPZ) would change
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in size or location. Declared distances would have to be implemented, which would inform pilots that
5,500 feet is available for takeoff and the existing 5,004 feet is available for landing.

Planning a future runway extension is important for this airport, as it is already deficient in terms of
runway length. This airport cannot fully meet its role as a reliever airport without providing the minimum
recommended runway length. Constructing the extension will have to clear several hurdles, including
environmental clearance, likely an environmental assessment, and the restrictive council resolution from
1996 that sets a maximum runway length for the airport at 5,000 feet.

RUNWAY OBJECT FREE AREA (ROFA)

The ROFA clearing standard requires clearing the ROFA of objects protruding above the nearest elevation
point of the RSA. Only frangible navigational aids, such as edge lights and airfield signs, may protrude
into the ROFA. Under the existing B-1l design standards, the ROFA for both runways is entirely on airport
property.

Runway 18-36 ROFA — North End

Issue: The future C-1l ROFA to the west of the Runway 18 end extends beyond the airport property line
and encompasses all or part of seven residential properties.

Alternatives: Four alternatives were considered in Chapter Four — Alternatives. These included: 1) ac-
quire the property; 2) obtain a Modification to Standard (MQOS) from the FAA; 3) shorten the runway;
and 4) reduce the applicable runway design standards from C-Il to B-II.

Recommendation: Only alternatives 1 (meet the standard) and 2 (FAA Modification of Standard - MQS)
remain viable. Other alternatives including shortening the runway are not feasible as that would nega-
tively impact the current operators at the Airport, many of which are already weight-restricted because
of the existing runway length. The FAA has indicated that the ARC for the Airport should be changed
from C-Il to B-lI, based on a lack of 500 C-1l operations over the last four years. By changing the applicable
design standards to B-Il, the Airport will not have to seek a modification of design standards for the
current condition. In a future C-ll condition, an MOS will not be a viable solution because it is not typical
to permit building into a non-standard condition. Therefore, for a future C-Il condition, acquisition of
the seven properties in the ROFA will be shown on the ALP. This is the same recommendation that was
presented in the previous 2005 master plan and shown on the previous airport layout plan.
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Runway 18-36 ROFA - South End

Issue: The B-Il ROFA on the Runway 36 end meets standard. When applying a future C-1l ROFA, a small
(0.14-acre) corner of the ROFA extends beyond the airport property line and through the perimeter
fence.

Alternatives: Four alternatives were considered. The first was to acquire the property, which may also
require slightly rerouting Lakeway Drive. The second was to petition TxDOT for a MOS. The third was
to shorten the runway, whether physically or through declared distances. The fourth was to reduce the
design standards from C-ll to B-II.

Recommendation: Since the B-Il ROFA is entirely on airport property and meets current standards, no
current action is necessary. If the airport transitions back to C-ll standards, then the corner of the ROFA
will encroach upon Lakeway Drive. The recommended solution at that time is to re-route Lakeway Drive
around the ROFA. If this is not feasible, then the Airport may need to implement declared distances
which would reduce takeoff and landing length for Runway 18 by 90 feet.

RUNWAY PROTECTION ZONES (RPZ)

Runway protection zones are trapezoidal areas beginning 200 feet from the runway end. The standard
for RPZs is that they be clear of height obstructions and incompatible land uses, in order to enhance the
protection of people and property on the ground. Essentially any place where people can gather is con-
sidered an incompatible land use, such as homes. A detailed description of the RPZ standards was pre-
viously presented in Chapter Three — Facility Requirements. RPZs frequently have incompatible land
uses and it is the responsibility of the local airport sponsor to consider options for meeting the standards.
This is complicated by the fact that RPZ lands are often privately owned, so airports may have limited
options with regard to land uses in the RPZ.

Runway 18-36 RPZs

Issue: The size of the RPZ is a function of the type of aircraft utilizing the runway (i.e., B-1l) and the
instrument approach visibility minimums (1-mile). During this Master Plan process, the RPZ became
smaller because the critical aircraft changed from B-Il to C-ll and the instrument visibility minimums
changed from %-mile to 1-mile. The RPZ on the Runway 18 end is entirely on airport property. On the
Runway 36 end, Lakeway Drive traverses the RPZ. The alternatives considered the RPZs if the Airport
transitions back to C-ll with 1-mile visibility minimumes.

Alternatives: Two alternatives were considered. The first was C-ll with lower than 1-mile visibility min-
imums and the second considered C-1l with 1-mile visibility minimums. Both would introduce incompat-
ible land uses, namely residential properties and streets. The 1-mile RPZ would have fewer residences.
To meet the design standard for RPZs, the land would need to be acquired.

Recommended Development Plan - DRAFT  5-8




GEORGETOWN

MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

Recommendation: In the future, if the airport transitions to C-1l with 1-mile visibility minimums, a total
of 17 homes on the north end and five on the south end would then fall within the RPZ. As is shown on
the current ALP, these properties should continue to be shown for acquisition. This action should not
be considered until and unless the airport transitions back to C-II.

Runway 11-29 RPZs

The RPZ for Runway 11 has compatible land uses except for the presence of Northwest Boulevard. The
airport recently acquired most of this RPZ in order to preserve land use compatibility. No action is nec-
essary as the road pre-dates the most recent RPZ guidance from the FAA; however, if an opportunity
arises in the future, the airport should support relocating the road to outside the RPZ. There is a small
corner of the RPZ that is not currently owned by the airport (1.2 acres) that the airport should acquire if
feasible.

The RPZ on the Runway 29 end encompasses one home and Lakeway Drive. No immediate action is
needed to relocate the road but the airport should support those efforts if they are pursued by local
road transportation planning agencies. The airport should acquire the home and approximately 2 acres
of RPZ land, when and if it is feasible.

APPROACH SURFACE

The Approach Surface is designed to protect the use of the runway in both visual and instrument condi-
tions near the airport. The Approach Surface typically has a trapezoidal shape that extends away from
the runway along the centerline and at a specific slope, expressed in horizontal feet by vertical feet. The
specific size, slope, and starting point of the approach slope is a function of the visibility minimums and
the approach category of the critical design aircraft. The Approach Surface is commonly referred to as
the Threshold Siting Surface (TSS) in order to distinguish it from the Part 77 Approach Surface (see Ap-
pendix C - Airport Layout Plan).

Issue: The current TSS meets standard. A future TSS associated with ARC C-Il leading to Runway 18
penetrates the perimeter fence and, potentially, several trees.

Alternatives: Two alternatives were considered: 1) maintain the existing TSS; or 2) voluntarily change
the airport ARC from C-II to B-II.

Recommendation: No action is necessary currently as the TSS is clear of obstructions. If, in the future,
the airport transitions to back to ARC C-ll, there would be numerous TSS penetrations. The TSS can have
penetrations which are considered obstructions, but only the FAA can make a final determination that
an obstruction is a hazard to air navigation.
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TAXIWAYS

As documented in the previous chapter, there are several existing taxiways that do not meet the most
recent guidelines for proper geometry. In most cases, there is only one viable alternative for meeting
the taxiway geometry standards. Most of the taxiways at the airport are at least 50 feet wide. The
applicable taxiway design group (TDG) is ‘2,” which translates to a 35-foot wide taxiway. All future taxi-
ways should be planned to a width of 35 feet, as that is what is eligible for FAA funding. If the Airport
desires to fund the difference between 35 and 50 feet, they may do that. Table 5B presents the issues

for each taxiway’s segment and the planned solution.

TABLE 5B
Taxiway Design Solutions
Georgetown Municipal Airport

Taxiway Issue Solution

Taxiway J crosses the high-energy portion of Runway
18-36.

Existing condition. No action necessary.

Taxiway L is at an acute angle to Runway 11-29.

Minor issue. Taxiway L is planned to be replaced with an
extension of Taxiway A when Taxiway L needs to be re-
constructed.

Taxiway G is wider than the 35-foot standard.

Narrow Taxiway G to 35 feet at the time of the next re-
construction.

Taxiway L at the Runway 36 threshold is wider than the
35-foot standard.

Narrow Taxiway L to 35 feet at the time of the next re-
construction.

Taxiway K is at an acute angle to Runway 11-29.

Reconstruct Taxiway K at the standard 90-degree angle.
Relocate Taxiway K so its intersection with Taxiway J is at
a standard angle.

The south portion of Taxiway L is 400 feet from Run-
way 18-36, which exceeds the current standard of 300
feet.

Replace Taxiway L with an extension of Taxiway A when
Taxiway L needs to be reconstructed.

Taxiway A is not a true parallel taxiway in that it ends
at Taxiway F, which connects to Taxiway L to provide
access to the Runway 36 threshold.

Extend Taxiway A to the Runway 36 threshold when Taxi-
way L needs to be reconstructed.

Taxiway J is 375 feet from Runway 11-29 where the
standard is 240 feet.

No action is needed; however, when Taxiway J needs to
be reconstructed, consideration should be given to relo-
cating it to 240 feet.

Intersection of Taxiways A, A1, and B is a wide expanse
of pavement.

Physically separate Taxiways A and Al by removing pave-
ment. To be completed when Taxiway Al is extended to
provide access to new hangars development areas.

HOLD BAYS

Georgetown Municipal Airport has several busy flight schools. As such, it is common for numerous stu-
dents to be operating at the same time, especially during good weather. All pilots must complete pre-
flight checks and engine run-up. These activities typically take place in proximity to the departure ends
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of the runways on pavement surfaces called hold bays. The current hold bays at the airport are non-
standard in design and, in some cases, located in the incorrect place.

New/replacement hold bays are planned in proximity to each runway end. Where feasible, the design
of the hold bays reflects the most recent design considerations. Hold bays should be designed to allow
aircraft to bypass others both on entrance and exit. Each holding location should be independently
marked and include non-movement islands between each to provide additional cues to pilots.

Runway 18 is the most common departure runway and, thus, is the most in need of an adequate holding
location. Currently, a wide expanse of pavement near the threshold and Taxiway C (which is an extra
wide expanse of pavement) are used for holding aircraft. There is no ability to construct the standard
hold bay design on the Runway 18 end. Therefore, a larger holding apron is planned adjacent to Taxiway
C and between Taxiways A and Al.

Runway 36 currently has a hold bay available near the runway threshold, which is located between Tax-
iway L and the runway. This “interior” hold bay location is discouraged because pilots’ views can be
blocked. A new hold bay, designed to meet current standards, is planned immediately east of Taxiway
G. This is the closest location to the threshold without acquiring additional property. The exits from this
hold bay do not line up with Taxiway G, which is a cue to the pilot that they need to taxi to the departure
threshold.

Runway 11 also has an existing “interior” hold bay. This is planned to be replaced by a single bay stand-
ard design at the end of Taxiway J.

Runway 29 also has an “interior” hold bay. This is planned to be replaced by a hold bay pad located near
Taxiway M (the Runway 29 threshold taxiway). This design provides a location for engine run-ups where
the aircraft does not obstruct the view of other pilots.

Runway 18-36 west side hold bays are planned once a parallel taxiway is constructed on the west side
of the runway. These hold bays meet the design criteria and remain on airport property in proximity to
the runway threshold.

INSTRUMENT APPROACHES

Georgetown Municipal Airport has instrument approach procedures to each runway end. The visibility
minimums are %-mile to both ends of Runway 18-36 (since changed to 1-mile) and 1-mile to both ends
of Runway 11-29. The visibility minimums to the crosswind runway are adequate and should be main-
tained. As a busy reliever airport, the primary runway should have the lowest visibility minimums feasi-
ble in order to fulfill its role. The lowest visibility minimums typically available to reliever airports is %:-
mile.
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Issue: The visibility minimums to both ends of Runway 18-36 require an RPZ with an inner width of 1,000
feet, outer width of 1,510 feet, and a length of 1,700 feet (beginning 200 feet from the runway end).
This is an area that encompasses approximately 49 acres. On the Runway 18 end, this RPZ covers ap-
proximately 40 homes. On the Runway 36 end, an additional seven homes fall within the RPZ. By today’s
standards, homes and roads are considered incompatible land uses within an RPZ.

Alternatives: Several alternatives were considered previously in this chapter in relation to the design
standards discussion. The first was to “do-nothing” as the current RPZs were implemented by the FAA
and prior to the latest design standards (2012). The next was to plan to acquire all land and relocate all
roads in the RPZs. The next was to voluntarily increase the visibility minimums from %-mile to 1-mile.

Recommendation: It is recommended that the airport voluntarily increase their visibility minimums to
1-mile (completed June 26, 2018). Analysis of 10 years of meteorological data showed that the impact
to operations would be minimal. In fact, only 0.15 percent of time were visibility minimums between %-
mile and 1-mile. Very few operations would be impacted by this change to the visibility minimums. The
1-mile B-Il RPZ is has an inner width of 500 feet, outer width of 700 feet, and a length of 1,000 feet. On
the Runway 18 end, this RPZ is entirely on airport property. On the Runway 36 end, this RPZ closes over
Lakeway Drive slightly. If the Airport transitions back to ARC C-ll, then the 1-mile RPZ has an inner width
of 500 feet, outer width of 1,010 feet, and a length of 1,700 feet. This RPZ would encompass approxi-
mately 29 acres. On the Runway 18 end, 23 homes would be in the RPZ, and on the Runway 36 end,
another five homes would be in the RPZ. This is the condition shown on the current ALP; however, to
return to this condition may require acquisition of this land.

PROPERTY ACQUISITION

Planning for an airport includes the consideration of strategic property acquisition of adjacent lands in
order to allow for facility expansion, or for the protection of the function and role of the Airport. The
FAA/TxDOT supports and provides reimbursement for necessary property acquisition. The reimburse-
ments are provided when the land is needed for airport development or protection. While the
FAA/TxDOT supports and funds land acquisition, it does not support “land-banking” of property that may
or may not be needed in the future.

The FAA/TxDOT recommends that airports own the entirety of their RPZs where feasible. Therefore, for
those RPZs that extend beyond the airport property line, an airport should identify and pursue opportu-
nities for fee simple acquisition. In lieu of fee simple ownership, an airport should actively pursue avi-
gation easements over all RPZ lands. This would permit an airport to limit the height of man-made or
natural growth objects that could impact air navigation.
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AIRSIDE CONCLUSION

The Georgetown Municipal Airport is a reliever general aviation airport. As such, it serves an important
role as an alternate landing location for private aircraft that might otherwise use a commercial service
airport. Currently, the airport cannot fully serve this role because the runway is approximately 500 feet
shorter than what is recommended.

Several options were considered for extending the runway, including additional length to one end or the
other, or splitting an extension between the two ends. None of these options are considered viable
because of the recent FAA design standards that would likely require acquisition of all homes and relo-
cation of roads in RPZs.

The only viable method for providing the minimum recommended runway length is the addition of ap-
proximately 500 feet to each end and then designating the new runway pavement for takeoff operations
only. Declared distances are then implemented which would indicate that there is 5,500 feet available
for takeoff and the existing 5,004 feet available for landing.

To remove incompatible land uses that fall within the existing RPZs, it is recommended that the instru-
ment approach visibility minimums be raised from %-mile to 1-mile (completed June 26, 2018). This
action will have little to no effect on operations at the airport. Acquisition of avigation easements should
be planned for all RPZ lands not owned by the airport. If the opportunity is available, the airport should
acquire RPZ lands through fee simple acquisition.

Replacement aircraft holding bays are planned in proximity to each runway end. Several taxiways are
planned to be relocated/reconstructed to meet current design standards.

LANDSIDE CONCEPT

The primary goal of landside facility planning is to provide adequate aircraft storage space to meet fore-
cast needs, while also maximizing operational efficiencies. The development scheme presented segre-
gates aircraft activity levels, while placing the Airport in a position to maximize revenue potential. The
landside facility plan is depicted on Exhibit 5A.

There are an unlimited number of potential facility layout concepts that could be considered. The plan
shown is only one possible layout for future hangars, which may change based on developer needs.
Nonetheless, the layout presented is a starting point for future development needs. What should be
strongly adhered to is utilization of aviation reserve land for aviation facilities.
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HANGARS

In the Facility Requirements chapter, it was determined, based on forecast growth and hangar occupancy
arrangements, that the Airport may need approximately 238,300 square feet of additional aircraft
hangar space over the 20-year forecast period (reference Table 3J). Approximately 118 individual aircraft
positions were estimated. The layout of new hangars visualized on Exhibit 5A shows a total of 941,000
square feet of new hangar space. Clearly, the hangar development depicted far exceeds the projected
need. Nonetheless, the layout does provide a sense of which areas should be reserved for future aviation
development and the type of development (T-hangars, box hangars, or conventional hangars).

As discussed previously, high activity conventional hangars should be located adjacent to the main taxi-
ways. Medium activity box hangars should be the next layer of development and T-hangars should be
set the farthest from the main taxiways. The discussion of the selected alternative for hangar develop-
ment references the six development locations previously shown on Exhibit 4K. Table 5C presents a
summary of the planned hangar development.

TABLE 5C
Hangar Summary
Georgetown Municipal Airport

Area 1 0 5,000 79,200 84,200 34

Area 2 46,200 0 0 46,200 35
Area 3 (South) 66,000 10,900 0 76,900 65
Area 3 (North) 0 52,100 0 52,100 21
Area 4 0 3,700 66,100 69,800 28
Area 5 77,500 227,800 306,500 611,800 221
TOTAL 189,700 299,500 451,800 941,000 403
*Reference Exhibit 4K

Area 1 Planned Development

Area 1is immediately north of the terminal building and is currently occupied by older hangar structures
designed to house multiple aircraft. This area represents highly desirable development land at the Air-
port because of its central location. Typically, high activity uses should be planned in this location, such
as conventional hangars for FBOs or other active airport businesses. This area is planned for redevelop-
ment and shown with four conventional hangars and one box hangar. It should be noted that the existing
hangars in this area have been identified by the City of Georgetown as having potential historical signif-
icance because of their age. This may require additional environmental consideration prior to construc-
tion of replacement hangars.

As shown, Area 1 is planned with four larger conventional hangars and one smaller box hangar. A central
taxilane/apron area is planned to accommodate ingress and egress from the hangars. A total of 84,000
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square feet of hangar space, providing approximately 34 aircraft parking positions, are planned for Area
1.

Area 2 Planned Development

Area 2 is located away from a main taxiway along the perimeter fence adjacent to Airport Road. The
preferred option for this area is a series of small T-hangar structures. In total, 35 individual positions
would be available once built out. The access taxilane serving the existing T-hangars is planned to be
utilized to extend access to the new T-hangar development area. This will necessitate closure of W.
Halmar Drive. Terminal and Service Drives will continue to provide access to hangars located west of
the planned new T-hangars.

Area 3 Planned Development

Area 3 is located to the north of the existing T-hangars and is subdivided into the north and south sec-
tions for planning purposes. This area is set back from the main taxiway and is ideally suited for T-
hangars or small box hangars. The south section is planned for three T-hangar structures which would
mirror the existing T-hangar development. A total of 60 T-hangar positions are planned. Three small
box hangars are situated at the east end of this development area to fill in the available space. Four
parking positions are estimated to be available in the planned box hangars.

The north half of Area 3 is planned for connected box hangars and an area of aviation parcel develop-
ment. Atotal of 21 box hangar positions are planned and a total of 11 parcels of varying size are planned.

Area 4 Planned Development

Area 4 is located just east of the existing terminal area. There are numerous existing hangars of all types
located in this area. There are currently four open parcels available for development. These are planned
for three larger conventional hangars and one smaller box hangar. A total of 69,600 square feet of space
providing an estimate of 27 spaces is planned.

Area 5 Planned Development

Area 5 is located on the west side of Runway 18-36. There is one existing conventional hangar on this
side of the Airport. Thisis alarge 51-acre aviation development site. The plan is to provide the full range
of hangar types in this area in the future. Four large conventional hangars are planned to face the run-
way and a large apron space. Smaller box hangars are set to the back and sides of the conventional
hangars. Several T-hangar structures fill in the remaining space in proximity to Runway 11. As planned,
Area 5 can accommodate nearly 612,000 square feet of hangar space.
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Surface road access to Area 5 is planned to extend from the intersection of Serenada Drive and Granada
Drive. Granada Drive currently provides access to a tennis/swim club. A new road extending from Gra-
nada Drive is planned to wrap around the tennis/swim club, crossing Toledo Trail and entering the airport
property to the east of the existing conventional hangar.

There are several homes along the Area 5 fence line. The plan includes preserving the tree line along
the fence to reduce any potential environmental impacts of increased aviation activity in Area 5.

Hangar Summary

The hangar development plan depicted exceeds that which is forecast to be needed through the 20-year
planning horizon of this master plan. If Areas 2, 3, and 4 were to be completely developed in the next
20 years, that would meet the forecast demand. A full development plan of Area 5 has been presented
in order to allow airport management to move forward with any development requests for this area.

AREA 6 DEVELOPMENT

Area 6 is a large parcel encompassing approximately 105 acres of undeveloped land in the southwest
guadrant of the Airport. Because of the availability of aviation land at the Airport, this entire parcel is
planned to be available for either aviation or compatible non-aviation development. Several small por-
tions of Area 6 are planned to be reserved for specific functions. First, a future hold bay on the west side
of the Runway 36 threshold is planned. Second, all obstructions within the runway visibility zone, in-
cluding existing trees, should be cleared and maintained clear. Third, following proper engineering as-
sessment, a storm water runoff detention facility is planned.

Any future non-aviation development on Area 6 should first consider locations farthest from the run-
ways. Often, airports will reserve a buffer of up to 1,200 feet from the runway centerlines to allow for
future aviation needs. This distance preserves the potential for apron space, hangar space, and access
roads. In fact, TxDOT or FAA could require this aviation reserve buffer; however, it is not planned to be
depicted on the airport layout plan because the need for aviation development of this area is likely more
than 50 years into the future.

MAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT BUILDING

The Airport does not have a consolidated maintenance facility. The primary factor when considering
locations for a maintenance facility is to avoid land that has a highest and best use as an aviation facility.
The one commodity that an airport has that is in short supply is land with potential access to the run-
way/taxiway system. If feasible, this aviation land should only be used for aviation purposes.
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A new maintenance facility is planned on the east side of Wright Brothers Drive. This land does not have
ready access to the runway/taxiway system and is appropriate for airport support functions.

SUPPORT FACILITIES

Georgetown Municipal Airport has a terminal building that includes administrative offices, a small con-
ference room, public restrooms, a lobby/lounge area, and a line service desk used by airport staff. This
facility serves as an excellent entry point to the City of Georgetown. The building is optimally located,
central to the airfield, and facing the main terminal apron area. The building should be maintained to
an aesthetically high standard in its current location.

Analysis of terminal facilities indicated that the space made available at airport FBOs, in conjunction with
the public facilities available in the terminal building, meet the needs of aviation users at the airport. As
new airport businesses are established at the Airport, each should make appropriate space available for
their customers.

Consideration may be given to expanding the terminal building to include a restaurant. This would be a
local decision as TxDOT grant funding is not available for revenue spaces in terminal buildings. Another
location considered for a restaurant is immediately east of the control tower.

The parking lot serving the terminal building is currently being expanded. Once complete, the number
of parking spaces should be adequate through the long-term planning period. As more hangars are con-
structed, each should include dedicated vehicle parking lots to serve both based and transient users. As
noted in Chapter Three — Facility Requirements, approximately 60 new parking spaces are forecast to be
needed over the long term.

AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN

The objective of airport land use planning is to coordinate future uses of the airport property in a manner
that is both functional with the design of the airport and compatible with the airport environs. There
are two primary considerations for on-airport land use planning. First is to secure those areas essential
to the safe and efficient operation of the airport. Second is to determine compatible land uses for the
balance of the property which would be most economically advantageous to the airport and the com-
munity.

ON-AIRPORT LAND USE OBLIGATIONS

The Airport has accepted grants for capital improvements from the FAA. As such, the Airport sponsor
has agreed to certain grant assurances (See Appendix C). Grant assurances related to land use ensure
that Airport property will be reserved for aeronautical purposes. If the Airport sponsor wishes to sell

Recommended Development Plan - DRAFT  5-17




GEORGETOWN

MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

(release) airport land or lease airport land for a non-aeronautical purpose (land use change), they must
petition TxDOT for approval. The Airport Layout Plan and the Airport Property Map must then be up-
dated to reflect the sale or land use change of the identified property.

The FAA's Airport Compliance Program (as enforced by TxDOT) ensures airport sponsors comply with
the Federal obligations they assume when they accept Federal grant funds or the transfer of Federal
property for airport purposes. The program serves to protect the public interest in civil aviation and
ensure compliance with applicable Federal laws, FAA rules, and policies.

Sources of Obligations

When airports receive Federal assistance, the owners or sponsors accept certain obligations and condi-
tions which may be incurred by contract or by restrictive covenants in property deeds. This generally
involves the following:

e Grant agreements (Grant Assurances) issued under Federal grant programs
e Instruments of approved property transfers (e.g., property acquisition)
e Deeds of conveyance

When Airport owners and operators accept Federal grants, they agree to preserve and operate their
facilities in a safe and efficient manner and comply with certain conditions and assurances. These obli-
gations can span different airport development grant programs, including the Federal Aid to Airports
Program (FAAP), the Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP), and the current Airport Improvement
Program (AIP). Airport owners should be aware that obligations incurred under each program or con-
veyance document vary.

Major Obligations

The following list includes some of the major obligations an airport owner can incur when accepting a
Federal airport development grant.

Prohibition of exclusive rights

Proper use of airport revenue for Airport needs
Proper maintenance and operation of airport facilities
Protection of approaches

Keeping good title of airport property

Compatible land use

Availability of fair and reasonable terms without unjust discrimination
Adhering to the approved airport layout plan
Financial self-sustainability

Sale or disposal of Federally acquired property
Preserving rights and powers
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e Using acceptable accounting and record-keeping systems
e Compliance with civil rights requirements

The FAA encourages airport owners to review each agreement and conveyance document to ensure that
they understand their obligations. Keeping good records will allow them to quickly reference incurred
obligations. Further, annual reviews of all agreements will aid efforts in complying with incurred Federal
obligations.

ON-AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN

The FAA requires that all federally obligated airports utilize property for aviation purposes first and fore-
most. If an airport has land that is unlikely to be utilized for aviation purposes because it exceeds that
which is forecast to be needed or is inaccessible by aircraft, then these lands may be considered for
compatible, non-aviation revenue support development. The revenue from these activities would pro-
vide supplemental funds to the airport with the goal of improving an airport’s overall financial position.

By categorizing the entirety of airport property, Airport management can plan and direct any develop-
ment proposals to appropriate locations. There are three major land use categories on an airport: air-
field operations, aviation development, and non-aviation revenue support. The non-aviation revenue
support category is only available to those airports with property that is unlikely to be needed for airfield
operations or aviation development or cannot be utilized for those purposes. Often these categories are
further subdivided to provide a better understanding of current or intended uses of airport property.
Exhibit 5B presents the proposed land use classification for the Airport, each of which is discussed in the
following sections.

Airfield Operations

Airfield operations is that portion of airport property that encompasses the major airside elements, such
as the runways, taxiways, runway safety area, runway object free area, runway obstacle free zone, run-
way protection zone (on airport property), taxiway safety area, taxiway object free area, navigational aid
critical areas, and the runway visibility zone (where applicable).

Airfield operations are intended for the safe and efficient movement of aircraft to and from the airfield.
This land use designation includes the various object clearing areas and only elements necessary for
aircraft navigation can be located here.

Aviation Development

The Aviation Development land use category includes those areas that should be reserved for develop-
ment that require access to the airfield operations area. This might include aircraft hangars and trans-
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portation terminals. Any aviation business needing access to the runway and taxiway system could lo-
cate in these areas. A rule of thumb is that all land immediately adjacent to the runway and taxiway
system must be reserved for aviation development. For undeveloped areas in this classification, a depth
of approximately 1,200 feet from the runway centerline is typically reserved. This distance will allow for
future taxiways, taxilanes, aprons, hangars, and access roads. This land use category has been further
subdivided as follows:

High Activity Areas: High activity areas are those locations that are planned for greater frequency of
aircraft movements. These areas are typically situated closest to the runway/taxiway system. Common
uses in the high activity areas include conventional hangars and airport aviation businesses. Uses in the
high activity areas frequently cater to transient users.

Low-Activity Areas: Low activity areas are typically set to the side or back from the high activity areas.
Often these are areas utilized by locally based aircraft owners. Typical uses include T-hangars and box
hangars.

Airport Support Function Area: This land use designation encompasses the variety of services necessary
for operating an airport, including the fuel farm, maintenance building, and dedicated drainage facilities.

Aviation Development/Non-Aviation Revenue Support

This land use classification may accommodate aviation functions, but the analysis in this master plan has
indicated that it may also be used for compatible non-aviation development. There are three primary
areas identified for this land use classification. The first is the land surrounding the control tower, east
of the terminal building. A stand-alone restaurant has been considered for this location. The second is
the undeveloped land to the east of Wright Brothers Drive. A portion of this land currently serves as
storm water detention. A new airport maintenance building is planned for a site adjacent to the deten-
tion basin. A new detention basin site has been identified to the west of the Runway 36 threshold. This
basin should be sized to accommodate additional runoff created by the planned development.

ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW, RECYCLING PLAN & LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

This section discusses three instrumental topics in the airport master planning process: the environ-
mental overview, recycling plan, and land use compatibility. Each of these categories are uniquely in-
fluenced by the proposed master plan concept, as is explored below.

ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW

Analysis of the potential environmental impacts of recommended airport development projects, as dis-
cussed in this chapter and depicted on Exhibit 5A, is a key component of the Airport Master Plan process.
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The primary purpose of this Environmental Overview is to identify significance thresholds for the various
resource categories contained in FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures,
Exhibit 4-1 and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementation Instruc-
tions for Airport Actions, Table 7.1. The Environmental Overview then evaluates the development pro-
gram to determine whether proposed actions could individually or collectively significantly affect the
quality of the environment.

Construction of any improvements depicted on the recommended development concept plan requires
compliance with NEPA to receive federal financial assistance or to obtain a federal approval (i.e., a fed-
eral action). For projects not “categorically excluded” under FAA Order 1050.1F, compliance with NEPA
is generally satisfied through the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA). An EA is prepared
when the initial review of the proposed action indicates that it is not categorically excluded, involves at
least one extraordinary circumstance, or the action is not one known normally to require an Environ-
mental Impact Statement (EIS). If none of the potential impacts are likely to be significant, then the
responsible FAA official prepares a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), which briefly presents, in
writing, the reasons why an action, not otherwise categorically excluded, would not have a significant
impact on the human environment and the approving official may approve it. Issuance of a FONSI signi-
fies that FAA would not prepare an EIS and has completed the NEPA process for the proposed action.

In instances where significant environmental impacts are expected, an EIS may be required. An EIS is a
clear, concise, and appropriately detailed document that provides agency decision-makers and the pub-
lic with a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts of the proposed action and reason-
able alternatives and implements the requirement in NEPA §102(2)(C) for a detailed written statement.

The Airport is currently engaged in a year-long Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) and Wildlife Hazard
Management Plan (WHMP). The WHA identifies those species that could increase the risk of a wildlife
strike with an aircraft. The WHMP identifies the specific actions an airport will take to mitigate the risk
of wildlife strikes on or near the airport. The WHA and WHMP should be used to inform airport man-
agement when undertaking any capital projects at the airport.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

Table 5D summarizes potential environmental concerns associated with implementation of the recom-
mended Master Plan development concept. Analysis under NEPA includes direct, indirect, and cumula-
tive impacts. Chapter 6 provides the full capital improvement projects list.
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TABLE 5D
Summary of Potential Environmental Concerns
Georgetown Municipal Airport

Environmental Significance Threshold/ .
. Potential Concern
Impact Category Factors to Consider
Air Quality Threshold: The action would cause pollutant | None. According to the most recent FAA Avia-

concentrations to exceed one or more of the | tion Emissions and Air Quality Handbook (2015),
National Ambient Air Quality Standards | an emissions inventory under NEPA may be nec-
(NAAQS), as established by the United States | essary for any proposed action that would re-
(U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) | sult in a foreseeable increase in emissions due
under the Clean Air Act, for any of the time pe- | to its implementation. For construction emis-
riods analyzed, or to increase the frequency or | sions, a qualitative or quantitative emissions in-
severity of any such existing violations. ventory under NEPA may be required, depend-
ing on the type of environmental review re-
quired for the project. As seen on Exhibit 2F in
Chapter 2, operations are anticipated to in-
crease at a rate of 1.59 percent annually over
the 20-year planning horizon of this Airport
Master Plan. Williamson County currently
meets federal NAAQS standards,?; thus, general
conformity review per the Clean Air Act would
not be required as part of NEPA analyses.

Biological Threshold: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service For federally-listed species: Indirect. There are
Resources (FWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Ser- 12 species protected by the Endangered Species
(including fish, vice (NMFS) determines that the action would | Act (ESA) with potential to occur on airport
wildlife, and be likely to jeopardize the continued exist- property, some of which have the potential to
plants) ence of a federally listed threatened or en- be impacted by proposed projects. The 12 spe-
dangered species, or would result in the de- cies include: the Georgetown salamander; Jol-
struction or adverse modification of federally | lyville plateau salamander; Salado salamander;
designated critical habitat. bone cave harvestman; black-capped vireo;
golden-cheeked warbler; least tern; piping
FAA has not established a significance thresh- plover; red knot; whooping crane; coffin cave

old for non-listed species. However, factorsto | mold beetle; and, tooth cave ground beetle.?
consider are if an action would have the po-

tential for: Much of Williamson County (approximately

e Longterm or permanent loss of unlisted 112,000 acres or 15.5 percent of the County) is
plant or wildlife species; underlain by geology that is likely to contain

e Adverse impacts to special status species caves with endangered karst invertebrates —
or their habitats; which includes the bone cave harvestman, the

e Substantial loss, reduction, degradation, coffin cave mold beetle, and the tooth cave
disturbance, or fragmentation of native ground beetle (see Exhibit 5C). Some of the
species’ habitats or their populations; or greatest threats to karst species are indirect, in

e Adverse impacts on a species’ reproduc- that activities that alter surface drainage pat-

tive rates, non-natural mortality, or ability | terns through changes in topography, impervi-
to sustain the minimum population levels | ous cover, and site grading can lead to the dry-
required for population maintenance. ing of karst features and changes in nutrient in-

put. Changes to surface plant communities

! Texas Nonattainment/Maintenance Status for Each County by Year for All Criteria Pollutants, EPA (data current as of Sept.
30, 2017; accessed Oct. 10, 2017) (https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/anayo_tx.html)

2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Consultation (https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/loca-
tion/SDVE6YAUZ5GZXJT6URBHAKKHRI/resources)
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through land grading and paving can also lead
to decreased levels of nutrient input into caves,
altering cave temperatures and moisture levels
that karst invertebrates require.? Projects in the
Master Plan concept that could impact these
species include future roads/parking areas; fu-
ture airport pavement; and future buildings, all
of which require grading, land clearing, and pav-

ing.

In addition, there’s an estimated 34,465 acres
of woodland habitat in Williamson County that
could potentially support the golden-cheeked
warbler (see Exhibit 5D). The golden-cheeked
warbler is known to arrive in central Texas in
early to mid-March for breeding. They prefer
relatively dense and mature woodland com-
posed of a combination of Ashe juniper and
hardwood tree species, especially deciduous
oaks. The greatest threats to the continued ex-
istence of the golden-cheeked warbler is habitat
loss and urban encroachment on its breeding
habitat.3 Projects that would result in the reduc-
tion of tree habitat on airport property could
impact the livelihood of the golden-cheeked
warbler.

There is also approximately 4,267 acres of
scrubland habitat that could potentially support
the black-capped vireo (see Exhibit 5E). Typical
breeding habitat is semi-open to relatively
dense shrubland with vegetative cover down to
ground level. Their habitat is usually dominated
by shin oak or evergreen sumac, and sometimes
Texas oak, plateau live oak, fragrant sumac,
prairie sumac, poison ivy, Texas persimmon,
redbud and Ashe juniper. The primary threats
to the black-capped vireo include destruction of
breeding habitat, loss or deterioration of breed-
ing habitat through natural processes, low re-
productive success, and indirect effect of land
use on breeding grounds.? Although the black-
capped vireo is not known to be omnipresent in
Williamson County, any proposed construction
that would destroy potential breeding habitat
would impact this species.

The least tern, piping plover, red knot, and
whopping crane all prefer beachy substrates

3 Williamson County Regional Habitat Conservation Plan (SWCA, August 15, 2008)
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and tidal areas as habitat and, therefore, con-
struction activities at the airport will not impact
any habitat for these endangered species.

Further, projects that could degrade the water
quality and quantity in springs and streams in
the watersheds of Williamson County could
have implications for protected salamanders,
including the Georgetown salamander, Jollyville
plateau salamander, and Salado salamander.
Pecan Branch is the closest surface water to the
Airport that could support these aquatic spe-
cies; however, the primary location for these
salamanders are in the North and South Forks
of San Gabriel River, which would not be im-
pacted by construction activities at the airport.3

Presence of any of the above-mentioned spe-
cies, with potential to occur on or near airport
property, should be evaluated prior to any de-
velopment to ensure no harm to these pro-
tected species occur. Informal or formal ESA,
Section 7 consultation may be required.

For designated critical habitat: None. There is
no designated critical habitat located on airport
property.

For non-listed species: Indirect. Non-listed spe-
cies of concern include those protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Golden and
Bald Eagle Protection Act.

There are several pockets of airport property
that are forested, which could provide roosting
and/or foraging habitat for migratory birds pro-
tected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) (see Table 1P for full list of protected
birds). Conducting bird surveys prior to devel-
opment may be required to identify mitigation
for potential harm to nests and/or ground-
dwelling birds and to ensure compliance with
the MBTA.

Climate

FAA has not established a significance thresh-
old for Climate; refer to FAA Order 1050.1F’s
Desk Reference for the most up-to-date meth-
odology for examining impacts associated with
climate change.

Indirect. An increase in greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions could occur over the 20-year planning
horizon of the Airport Master Plan due to the
projected increase in operations (see Air Qual-
ity). Project-specific analysis may be required
per the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference.
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Coastal Resources

FAA has not established a significance thresh-
old for Coastal Resources.

None. The airport is not located within a desig-
nated coastal zone.

Department of
Transportation
(DOT) Act: Section
4(f)

Threshold: The action involves more than a
minimal physical use of a Section 4(f) re-
source or constitutes a “constructive use”
based on an FAA determination that the avia-
tion project would substantially impair the
Section 4(f) resource. Resources that are pro-
tected by Section 4(f) are publicly owned land
from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife
and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or lo-
cal significance; and publicly or privately-
owned land from an historic site of national,
state, or local significance. Substantial im-
pairment occurs when the activities, features,
or attributes of the resource that contribute
to its significance or enjoyment are substan-
tially diminished.

Indirect. There are no wilderness areas, wildlife
refuges, or properties included in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) that would be
physically or constructively used by proposed
development. However, there are four locally
significant historical properties on Airport prop-
erty that could be impacted by proposed devel-
opment (see discussion in Historical, Architec-
tural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources).

All development is proposed on airport prop-
erty, except for the planned new access road
extending 0.30 miles from Granada Drive to the
airport property line. This proposed access road
would be adjacent to the Georgetown Tennis
Center, which is a City-owned recreation area.

During the NEPA process for the roadway ex-
tension, additional study may be required to de-
termine if physical or constructive use of the
Georgetown Tennis Center property would oc-
cur. Additionally, consultation with the City of
Georgetown would be needed to determine if
the project-related impacts would substantially
impair the resource. Using this information,
FAA would then determine Section 4(f) applica-
bility and determine what impacts, if any, would
occur.

Farmlands

Threshold: The total combined score on Form
AD-1006, Farmland Conversion Impact Rat-
ing,” ranges between 200 and 260. (Form AD-
1006 is used by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, Natural Resources Conservation Ser-
vice (NRCS) to assess impacts under the Farm-
land Protection Policy Act (FPPA).

None. Based on the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture, Natural Resources Conservation Service —
Web Soil Survey (NRCS-WSS), there are three
areas on airport property classified as prime
farmland (see Exhibit 1P). Two of the parcels
are in the Runway 18 Runway Protection Zone
(RPZ), and thus are not slated for development.
The third parcel is east of the Georgetown Jet
Center hangar and has no development pro-
posed.

Hazardous
Materials, Solid
Waste, and
Pollution
Prevention

FAA has not established a significance thresh-

old for Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and

Pollution Prevention. However, factors to be

considered are if an action would have the po-

tential to:

e Violate applicable federal, state, tribal, or
local laws or regulations regarding hazard-
ous materials and/or solid waste manage-
ment;

e |nvolve a contaminated site;

None. There are no documented Superfund
sites, brownfields or hazardous waste facilities
on airport property. The closest of these facili-
ties are two hazardous waste generators lo-
cated on Aviation Drive and Halmar Cove just
east of airport property (see Exhibit 1P). Con-
struction activities would not interfere with
these uses.

The recommended Master Plan development
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e Produce an appreciably different quantity
or type of hazardous waste;

e Generate an appreciably different quan-
tity or type of solid waste or use a differ-
ent method of collection or disposal
and/or would exceed local capacity; or

e Adversely affect human health and the en-
vironment.

concept does not anticipate land uses that
would produce an appreciably different quan-
tity or type of hazardous waste. However,
should this type of land use be proposed, oper-
ators of the activities that would generate the
hazardous waste would have to obtain a Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
hazardous waste generator identification (ID)
number from the EPA or an authorized state (40
CFR Section 262.12). There may also be some
situations that would require RCRA hazardous
waste treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD)
permits. If an RCRA generator ID number or TSD
permit would be required, it should be stated in
subsequent NEPA documentation.

Construction and demolition waste would be
generated because of development proposed in
the Master Plan. Construction and demolition
waste, along with all other types of non-hazard-
ous solid waste, would be hauled to the
Georgetown Transfer Station, approximately 1.5
miles south of the airport. The current solid
waste service provider is Texas Disposal Sys-
tems, who provides weekly pickups. In addition,
the airport operates under a Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasure Plan, which pro-
vides guidance and regulations for the preven-
tion and control of spills of potentially hazard-
ous materials, particularly oil and fuel. It out-
lines procedures and storage requirements for
spill prevention.

Historical,
Architectural,
Archaeological,
and Cultural
Resources

FAA has not established a significance thresh-
old for Historical, Architectural, Archaeological,
and Cultural Resources. Factors to consider
are if an action would result in a finding of “ad-
verse effect” through the Section 106 process.
However, an adverse effect finding does not
automatically trigger preparation of an EIS
(i.e., a significant impact).

None. The closest properties listed on the NRHP
are two miles away from the airport and thus
would not be impacted by proposed develop-
ment on airport property. However, there are
four properties on airport property that are
considered local historic resources (see Exhibit
1P and Chapter One for additional information).
These properties include the terminal building
(500 Terminal Drive), the airport traffic control
tower (408 Terminal Drive), a T-hangar struc-
ture (204 Hangar Drive), and a box hangar (108
Hangar Drive, at intersection with Terminal
Drive in the northwest corner). The develop-
ment concept shows the following potential im-
pacts to these sites:

— Terminal building: expansion to include
a potential restaurant.

- T-Hangar: replaced to update facility
and provide for parking area.
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- Box hangar: replaced to update facility
and provide for parking area.

These sites cannot be demolished or signifi-
cantly altered without approval from the local
Historic and Architectural Review Commission.
These buildings are eligible for listing in the
NRHP and will thus require Section 106 and 4(f)
reviews if any federal funds or permits are asso-
ciated with future development projects at the
airport. TxDOT and the FAA will need to coordi-
nate with the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) and the Advisory Council for Historic
preservation to determine the appropriate
treatments for the structure. In addition, City
staff is required to submit comments on any
federally funded or permitted projects to the
SHPO through the City’s Certified Local Govern-
ment Agreement.*

Should any previously undisturbed areas of the
airport be subject to ground disturbance, a cul-
tural resources survey may be necessary to de-
termine the potential presence of historic arti-
facts.

Land Use

FAA has not established a significance thresh-
old for Land Use. There are also no specific in-
dependent factors to consider. The determi-
nation that significant impacts exist is normally
dependent on the significance of other im-
pacts.

None. The proposed development concept
shows development primarily occurring within
existing airport boundaries, except for the
planned access road extension from Granada
Drive. Chapter 1 presents existing land uses (Ex-
hibit 1C), future land uses (Exhibit 1D), and cur-
rent zoning (Exhibit 1E). Disruption of local traf-
fic patterns could occur during construction of
the access road extension from Granada Drive;
however, these impacts would be temporary in
nature. Further, there are three areas proposed
for property acquisition that would require the
acquisition of many homes. This is discussed in
greater detail in the Socioeconomic Impacts
section below.

Note that all development proposed in the Mas-
ter Plan would be subject to the regulations
outlined in the Planned Unit Development
(PUD) for the Airport, which institutes impervi-
ous cover limitations, stormwater control re-
quirements, and tree/natural resource preser-
vation requirements.

4 Information from email communications, dated February 16, 2017, with the City of Georgetown Historic Planner.
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Natural Resources
and Energy Supply

FAA has not established a significance thresh-
old for Natural Resources and Energy Supply.
However, factors to consider are if an action
would have the potential to cause demand to
exceed available or future supplies of these re-
sources.

None. Planned development projects at the air-
port could increase demands on energy utilities,
water supplies and treatment, and other natu-
ral resources during construction; however,
long-term impacts to service providers are not
anticipated. Should long-term impacts be a con-
cern, coordination with the Georgetown Utility
Systems Department, as well as the City of
Georgetown’s Utility Master Plan, is recom-
mended.®

Noise and Noise-
Compatible Land
Use

Threshold: The action would increase noise
by Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 1.5
decibel (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 ex-
posed at or above the DNL 65 dB level due to
a DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase, when com-
pared to the no action alternative for the
same timeframe.

Another factor to consider is that special con-
sideration needs to be given to the evaluation
of the significance of noise impacts on noise-
sensitive areas within Section 4(f) properties
where the land use compatibility guidelines in
Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part
150 are not relevant to the value, significance,
and enjoyment of the area in question.

Direct. The airport’s existing (2016) and long-
term (2036) DNL noise exposure contours are
shown on Exhibit 5F. The contours include the
65, 70, and 75 DNL.® The FAA’s threshold for
compatibility with noise-sensitive land uses is
the 65 DNL contour. The City of Georgetown
Zoning Code (Chapter 12.36, Section 8.16.030)
defines what is considered a noise nuisance
based on the decibels emitted (see Chapter
One); however, Federal law preempts local au-
thority in regard to noise and thus the City Zon-
ing Code cannot be used to restrict aircraft
noise levels. Further, the Airport engages in a
“Fly Friendly” Program that the City developed
in response to concerned neighboring commu-
nities (see Exhibit 1K). The purpose of the Pro-
gram is to minimize the impact of aircraft oper-
ations on the surrounding neighborhoods with-
out unduly restricting the use of the airport.”

The airport is surrounded by noise-sensitive
land uses to the north, west, and south, which
are primarily residential developments (see Ex-
hibit 1P). Presently, and as shown on Exhibit 5F,
the 65 and 70 DNL noise contours (2016) extend
off airport property. Northwest of the Runway
18 end, the 65 and 70 DNL noise contours ex-
tend off airport property into a residential de-
velopment. The 65 DNL noise contour extends
off airport property between the Runway 29
and 36 ends; however, this area is vacant and
undeveloped. There are no existing noise im-
pacts to Section 4(f) protected resources.

The long-term (2036) noise contours (Exhibit

5 Utility/Infrastructure Plan (https://2030.georgetown.org/utility-master-plan/)

6 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). The 24-hour average sound level, in decibels, for the period from midnight to mid-
night, obtained after the addition of ten decibels to sound levels for the periods between midnight and 7 a.m., and between

10 p.m., and midnight, local time. The symbol for DNL is Ldn (See 14 CFR § 150.7).
7 “Fly Friendly” Program (https://airport.georgetown.org/fly-friendly-program/)
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5F) extend off airport property in the same ar-
eas as the existing contours. The 65 and 70 DNL
noise contours northwest of the Runway 18 end
are larger than the existing condition, likely due
to the proposed runway extension. The 65 DNL
noise contour that extends off both sides of the
Runway 36 end are larger than the existing con-
dition. There are no Section 4(f) protected re-
sources within the future condition noise expo-
sure contours.

The FAA encourages local governments to take
actions to reduce and prevent land uses around
airports that are not compatible with airport
operation and aircraft noise. As previously dis-
cussed in Chapter One, Environmental Inven-
tory, the City of Georgetown adopted an airport
zoning designation in November 2005 that in-
tended to limit residential uses near the airport
by requiring appropriate buffers.

Additionally, the Airport has an adopted Part
150 Noise Compatibility Study (November 2004)
that outlines the following recommendations
related to noise:

- Encourage departing aircraft to use the
best rate of climb;

- Encourage aircraft to begin departure
from the end of the runway;

- Avoid prolonged run-ups and perform
them as near the center of the airport
as possible;

-  Continue use of the National Business
Aviation Association Noise Abatement
Departure Procedures;

- Maintain right-hand traffic pattern on
Runway 36;

— Designate Runway 11 as the preferen-
tial nighttime runway; and,

- Runway 11 noise abatement departure
turn.

Note that in 2007, an Air Traffic Control Tower
(ATCT) was constructed at the Airport. ATCT
Controllers provide arrivals and departure guid-
ance to ensure safe operations at the airport.
The Fly Friendly Program documents are now
for general reference only.
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Socioeconomic Impa

cts, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Enviro

mental Health and Safety Risks

Socioeconomic
Impacts

FAA has not established a significance thresh-
old for socioeconomics. However, factors to
consider are if an action would have the po-
tential to:

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

e Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement
of an established community;

e Cause extensive relocation when sufficient
replacement housing is unavailable;

e Cause extensive relocation of community
businesses that would cause severe eco-
nomic hardship for affected communities;

e Disrupt local traffic patterns and substan-
tially reduce the levels of service of roads
serving the airport and its surrounding
communities; or

e  Produce a substantial change in the com-
munity tax base.

Direct. Proposed development projects would
occur primarily on airport property, except for
the access road extension from Granada Drive.
This roadway extension will occur in undevel-
oped, vacant land, resulting in no home or busi-
ness relocation; however, it could temporarily
disrupt local traffic during construction. Addi-
tionally, traffic volumes on and around airport
property may increase during construction.
However, neither of these impacts would result
in long-term congestion.

Following FAA guidelines, there are three areas
proposed for future acquisition by the airport,
when feasible. They are:

- Runway 18 RPZ - 13 acres and 17
homes

— Runway 36 RPZ — 12 acres and 7 homes

— Runway 29 RPZ — 2.3 acres and 1 home

If acquisition of real property or displacement
of persons is involved, 49 CFR Part 24, as
amended (implementing the Uniform Reloca-
tion Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970), must be met for Federal
projects and projects involving Federal funding.

There is potential for increased economic activ-
ity with the proposed aeronautical and non-aer-
onautical related revenue development.

Environmental
Justice

FAA has not established a significance thresh-

old for Environmental Justice. However, fac-

tors to consider are if an 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 minor-

ity population) due to:

e Significant impacts in other environmental
impact categories; or

e Impacts on the physical or natural envi-
ronment that affect an environmental jus-
tice population in a way that FAA deter-
mines are unique to the environmental

None. Since the Environmental Inventory (Chap-
ter One) was conducted, the American Commu-
nity Survey (ACS) 2011 — 2015 estimates have
become available, providing new data for the
block group?® ° that contains the airport. Within
this block group, there is a total population of
933 people, of which 48 persons (5.1%) are liv-
ing below the poverty level.X In this block
group, almost 100 percent of the persons are
White (930 people). Less than one percent of
the block group is comprised of Black or African
American persons, or individuals that are some
other race.

8 Block Groups are statistical divisions of census tracts that generally contain between 600 and 3,000 people and are used to
present data and control block numbering (U.S. Census Bureau, https://www.census.gov/geo/reference/gtc/gtc_bg.html).

°® The airport is in block group 2, census tract 201.08.
10 American Community Survey 2011 — 2015 estimates (Table B17021: Poverty Status of Individuals in the Past 12 Months
by Living Arrangement).
11 American Community Survey 2011 — 2015 estimates (Table BO2001: Total Population).
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justice population and significant to that
population.

The closest residences abut airport property to
the north, west and south; however, per the
EPA’s Environmental Justice Screening
(EJSCREEN) and Mapping Tool, the closest as-
sisted multi-family housing development? is at
the intersection of Northwest Boulevard and
Janis Drive, west of Interstate 35 (approxi-
mately 0.70 miles south of the airport). Given
the distance, it is not expected that construc-
tion would result in any disproportionately high
and/or adverse impacts to any environmental
justice populations residing near the airport.

Children’s
Environmental
Health and Safety
Risks

Light Emissions

FAA has not established a significance thresh-
old for Children’s Environmental Health and
Safety Risks. However, factors to consider are
if an action would have the potential to lead to
a disproportionate health or safety risk to chil-
dren.

FAA has not established a significance thresh-

old for Light Emissions. However, a factor to

consider is the degree to which an action

would have the potential to:

e Create annoyance or interfere with nor-
mal activities from light emissions; and

e  Affect the visual character of the area due
to the light emissions, including the im-
portance, uniqueness, and aesthetic value
of the affected visual resources.

None. The nearest education facility is Frost El-
ementary School, which is approximately one-
half mile west of the airport.

Visual Effects

Indirect. The primary recommendations related
to lighting include implementing a two-light
precision approach path indicator (PAPI-2) on
both ends of the Runway 11-29; and, maintain-
ing the PAPI-4 and runway end identifier lights
(REILs) on Runway 18-36.

The addition of lighting to proposed buildings,
like additional hangars, the maintenance facil-
ity, parallel taxiway, parking areas, and aviation
and non-aviation revenue support facilities,
could increase the amount of light emissions on
the airport. This additional lighting could cause
impacts to nearby residences, specifically those
located just north of the airport, as this is where
the bulk of development is proposed.

Further, additional lighting could impact nearby
wildlife, like light-sensitive species that hunt,
migrate, or mate at night near the airport. How-
ever, these species are likely already acclimated
to airport lights. The incremental change in
lighting due to recommended Master Plan pro-
jects is not anticipated to cause undue stress.

12 The multi-family assisted properties layer in the EPA’s EJSCREEN consist primarily of rental housing properties with five or
more dwelling units, but also include nursing homes, hospitals, elderly housing, mobile home parks, and retirement service
centers. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides subsidies and grants to property owners
and developers to promote the development and preservation of affordable rental units for low-income populations and
those with special needs, such as the elderly and disabled.
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Visual
Resources/Visual
Character

Water Resources (in
Wetlands

FAA has not established a significance thresh-
old for Visual Resources/Visual Character.
However, a factor to consider is the extent an
action would have the potential to:

o Affect the nature of the visual character of
the area, including the importance,
uniqueness, and aesthetic value of the af-
fected visual resources;

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

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

luding Wetlands, Floodplains, Surface Waters,

Threshold: The action would:

1. Adversely affect a wetland’s function to
protect the quality or quantity of munici-
pal water supplies, including surface wa-
ters 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 wet-
land to which it is connected;

3. Substantially reduce the affected wet-
land’s ability to retain floodwaters or
storm runoff, thereby threatening public
health, safety or welfare (the term wel-
fare includes cultural, recreational, and
scientific resources or property important
to the public);

4. Adversely affect the maintenance of nat-
ural systems supporting wildlife and fish
habitat or economically important tim-
ber, food, or fiber resources of the af-
fected or surrounding wetlands.

5. Promote development of secondary ac-
tivities or services that would cause the
circumstances listed above to occur; or

6. Be inconsistent with applicable state wet-
land strategies.

None. Development planned in the recom-
mended Master Plan development concept
would not significantly change the overall visual
character of the airport. Additionally, all devel-
opment is primarily on airport property and im-
provements to the airside and/or landside facili-
ties would not obstruct or interfere with any
visual resources nearby.

The City of Georgetown has a Courthouse View
Protection (CVP) Overlay District that is intended
to preserve views of the Williamson County
Courthouse from various locations along corri-
dors in Georgetown.’® The airport is over two
miles away from the CVP overlay district and re-
alization of the development concept would not
interfere with any view sheds the district is in-
tended to protect.

roundwater, and Wild and Scenic Rivers)
None. There are no wetlands or hydric soils on
airport property according to the USFWS Na-
tional Wetlands Inventory.

Floodplains

Threshold: The action would cause notable
adverse impacts on natural and beneficial
floodplain values. Natural and beneficial
floodplain values are defined in Paragraph 4.k

None. There is a 100-year floodplain associated
with Pecan Branch along the southwest airport
boundary. There is no development proposed in

or near the floodplain. Should development be

13 City of Georgetown Zoning, Chapter 4, Section 4.12
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of DOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain Manage-
ment and Protection.

considered in the southwest portion of the Air-
port, best management practices (BMPs) should
be used to ensure development does not occur
in the part of the floodplain that is on airport
property (see Exhibit 1P). Additionally, if no
practicable alternative avoids a floodplain, the
FAA or applicant must incorporate mitigation
measures into the proposed project to minimize
potential harm to or within floodplains (see FAA
Desk Reference 1050.1F, Chapter 14 for mitiga-
tion measures).

Surface Waters

Threshold: The action would:

1. Exceed water quality standards estab-
lished by federal, state, local, and tribal
regulatory agencies; or

2. Contaminate public drinking water sup-
ply such that public health may be ad-
versely affected.

Factors to consider are when a project would

have the potential to:

e Adversely affect natural and beneficial wa-
ter resource values to a degree that sub-
stantially diminishes or destroys such val-
ues;

e Adversely affect surface water such that
the beneficial uses and values of such wa-
ters are appreciably diminished or can no
longer be maintained and such impair-
ment cannot be avoided or satisfactorily
mitigated; or

e Present difficulties based on water quality
impacts when obtaining a permit or au-
thorization.

Indirect. Airport projects, such as additional
apron, parking lots, buildings and other impervi-
ous surfaces, could increase the amount of run-
off from the Airport. The airport is required by
the EPA and Texas Commission on Environmen-
tal Quality (TCEQ) to treat storm water runoff
before it is discharged. There are two storm wa-
ter pollution prevention control facilities at the
airport (see Exhibit 1P) and a third storm water
feature is proposed to accommodate potential
increased runoff in the southwest corner of air-
port property (see Exhibit 5A).

One of the existing storm water features on air-
port property is a water quality pond (located
adjacent and north to Terminal Drive) designed
to capture and filter the first one-half inch of
storm water runoff from the north T-hangar ar-
eas of approximately 16.2 acres. Treated storm
water runoff is then discharged into culverts be-
neath Terminal Drive. There is development
proposed to the east, south, and west of this
water quality pond.

The second storm water feature is a detention
pond, located at the southeast corner of airport
property. This detention pond, which also func-
tions as a sedimentation and filtration struc-
ture, captures storm water runoff from up-
stream and retains it for a period of time. There
is no development proposed near this deten-
tion pond.

Pecan Branch flows onto the southwest corner
of airport property, where there is potential for
future aeronautical and/or non-aeronautical de-
velopment. If construction is proposed around
Pecan Branch, FAA’s Advisory Circular
150/5370-10G, Standards for Specifying Con-
struction of Airports, Item P-156, Temporary Air
and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion and Siltation
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Control should be implemented.

If Pecan Branch is deemed jurisdictional by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), coordi-

nation with USACE would be required to deter-
mine the level of permitting, if any, that would
be required.

Groundwater

Threshold: The action would:

1. Exceed groundwater quality standards
established by federal, state, local, and
tribal regulatory agencies: or

2. Contaminate an aquifer used for public

Indirect. According to the City of Georgetown’s
2030 Comprehensive Plan (2009), most of the
City sits within the designated protection zones
of the Edwards Aquifer, which is a natural
groundwater resource extending 180 miles

water supply such that public health may
be adversely affected.

along the Balcones Fault Zone. The City draws
its water from Lake Georgetown, but the Ed-
wards Aquifer provides water for many commu-
nities, and thus is a resource the City protects
and monitors.

Factors to consider are when a project would

have the potential to:

e Adversely affect natural and beneficial
groundwater values to a degree that sub- | The Master Plan concept demonstrates future
stantially diminishes or destroys such val- | revenue-generating opportunities on airport
ues; property that could increase the amount of wa-

e Adversely affect groundwater quantities ter used on site. The aviation and non-aviation
such that the beneficial uses and values of | related revenue support areas could result in in-
such groundwater are appreciably dimin- | creased water use as these properties are de-
ished or can no longer be maintained and | veloped in the future. At the time of develop-
such impairment cannot be avoided or ment, water scarcity impacts should be ad-
satisfactorily mitigated; or dressed during design.

e Present difficulties based on water quality
impacts when obtaining a permit or au-
thorization.

FAA has not established a significance thresh-

old for Wild and Scenic Rivers.

Wild and Scenic
Rivers

None. There are no Wild and Scenic Rivers
within 250 miles of the airport.

RECYCLING PLAN

The FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (FMRA), which amended Title 49, United States Code
(U.S.C.), included several changes to the Airport Improvement Program (AIP). Two of these changes are
related to recycling, reuse, and waste reduction at airports.

- Section 132 (b) of the FMRA expanded the definition of airport planning to include “developing
a plan for recycling and minimizing the generation of airport solid waste, consistent with appli-
cable State and local recycling laws, including the cost of a waste audit.”

— Section 133 of the FMRA requires airports that have, or plan to prepare a master plan, and that
receive AIP funding for an eligible project, to ensure that the new or updated master plan ad-
dresses issues relating to solid waste recycling at the airport. This includes:

— The feasibility of solid waste recycling at the airport;
- Minimizing the generation of solid waste at the airport;
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— Operation and maintenance requirements;
- Areview of waste management contracts; and,
- The potential for cost savings or the generation of revenue.

CURRENT RECYCLING PRACTICES - , ,
Recycling Do’s & Don’ts

Recycling services are presently managed independently by
various tenants and entities in what is known as a decen-

a
tralized waste management system. The terminal building NEWS Gz
is the only place on airport that has public recycling bins. [E @

Currently, there are two recycling bins — one on the inside

What CAN be recycled? ———

Typically, plastic bottles, newspapers,

of the terminal building and one on the outside that are AP Eunas ke anERandnTR:
emptied into a 96-gallon cart. Recycling services at the ter- coated food service containers can be
minal building are provided by Texas Disposal Systems, and placed in mixed recycling bins.
pick-ups are scheduled as needed. What CAN'T be recycled?

i@1

[

CURRENT SOLID WASTE PRACTICES

Usually, plastic bags, soiled containers,
food and non-food product wrapping, and
Styrofoam can't be recycled.

The airport terminal and ATCT share a 4-yard dumpster
that is serviced once per week for solid waste. Addition-
ally, the Airport has one 8-yard dumpster and one 3-yard

Some airports recycle glass

dumpster on the property that are serviced once per week f N S

Is every airport the same?

for tenant use. and liquid food waste. Be
sure to ask what can and
can'tbe recycledto

maximize waste diversion!

FUTURE OPPORTUNITIES Figure 1 Recycling Signage Example

Future recycling opportunities at the airport include an additional paper- and cardboard-only dumpster
for the airport, as this is a common item that is thrown in the trash. A tenant at the airport has indicated
that this is a need. Further, the airport could consider incorporating clearly marked signage of what is
and is not accepted placed near the solid waste and recycling containers to ensure consistent and effec-
tive recycling practices. Figure 1 provides an example of signage that the airport could use in the future
to explain what can and cannot be recycled. The airport should explore a centralized recycling manage-
ment system that would provide greater opportunity for participation from airport tenants who many
not be incentivized to recycle on their own. A centralized system would reduce the number of players
involved in the overall management of the recycling efforts. Lastly, the City of Georgetown is developing
a Solid Waste Master Plan that provides the vision and framework necessary to guide future activities
and to develop the infrastructure, programs and policies needed to manage the City’s solid waste for the
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next 20 years. When this document becomes available, the airport could look to this document for ad-
ditional suggestions on how to improve solid waste diversion rates to support the City’s goals.'*

RECYCLING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

While the airport may or may not pursue the implementation of a centralized recycling management
system, there are other opportunities for improvement. Table 5E outlines objectives that could help
reduce waste generation and increase recycling efforts. To increase the effectiveness of tracking pro-
gress at the airport, a baseline state of all suggested metrics should be established to provide a compar-

ison over time.

Table 5E

Waste Management and Recycling Goals

Reduce amount of
solid waste
generated

Increase amount of
material recycled

Georgetown Municipal Airport

Objectives to Meet Goals
Begin recycling cardboard and paper products

Metrics
Establishment of a dedicated card-
board and paper dumpster

Switch to online bill pay

No longer receiving monthly paper
bills

Conduct a waste audit to identify most com-
mon types of waste collected

Identification of most common
wastes

Eliminate purchase of items that are not recy-
clable (i.e., Styrofoam)

Number of items purchased that are
not recyclable

Explore feasibility of on- or off-site composting
of landscaping and food waste

Pounds of landscaping and food
waste

Increase the number of recycling bins in public
areas of the terminal building

Number of recycling bins available
to the public

Incorporate recycling requirements and/or
recommendations into tenant lease agree-
ments

Number of tenant contracts with re-
cycling requirements and/or recom-
mendations

Expand recycling marketing & promotion ef-
forts in the terminal building

Number of marketing & promotional
materials

Require contractors to implement strategies
to reduce, reuse, & recycle C&D waste

Incorporation of waste reduction,
reuse and recycling language into
construction contracts; reduced
construction costs

C&D: Construction and Demolition
MSW: Municipal Solid Waste
Source: Airport Management (October 17, 2016).

1 https://recycle.georgetown.org/solid-waste-master-plan-swmp/
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

This section will discuss the current and future land uses around the airport, as well as the regulatory
framework in the airport’s environs. Land use planning in the area surrounding the airport occurs
through regulatory and non-regulatory means. The primary tools include:

- Zoning Ordinance - Building Codes
- General Plan — Fair Disclosure Regulations
- Specific Plan - Land and/or Property Acquisition

- Subdivision Regulations

The main regulatory tool for directing land use is the zoning ordinance, which limits the types, size, and
density of land uses in various locations. Examples of land use types include residential, commercial,
industrial, and agricultural. Non-regulatory means of land use control include land use plans, commonly
referred to as general plans, comprehensive plans, or future land use plans. These can be adopted for
the greater municipality or for specific areas. While general land use plans are intended to establish
policies to guide development and land use, cities and counties control land use through zoning ordi-
nances. Within the study area, land is only zoned within the city limits of Georgetown as the State of
Texas has not passed legislation which would allow Williamson County to adopt a zoning ordinance.

In the case of Georgetown Municipal Airport, the responsible jurisdiction exerting land use authority
within the vicinity of the airport is the City of Georgetown. Areas around the airport that are unincorpo-
rated parts of Williamson County are considered parts of the City of Georgetown’s extraterritorial juris-
diction (ETJ), which is the legal ability of a government to exercise land use authority beyond its normal
boundaries. Exhibit 5G shows the City of Georgetown limits, as well as areas under its ETJ.

EXISTING LAND USE

As discussed in Chapter One, existing land uses around the airport include residential developments to
the north, west, and south. To the east are commercial/industrial land uses. As can be seen on Exhibit
1C in Chapter One, the airport is nearly surrounded by development. However, to better protect itself
from incompatible development, the City of Georgetown acquired land that falls within the RPZs for
Runways 11, 29, and 36.

FUTURE LAND USE

Future land uses are shown on Exhibit 1D in Chapter One and are based on what is planned for in the
City of Georgetown 2030 Comprehensive Plan. Areas to the north are planned for low density residential,
whereas areas to the east and immediate south are designated as employment centers. Areas to the
west are planned for low- to moderate-density residential.
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Exhibit 5G: CITY OF GEORGETOWN LIMITS
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ZONING

Area zoning is presented on Exhibit 1E in Chapter One. Areas to the immediate north and south of the
airport are unincorporated parts of Williamson County and do not have any existing zoning designations.
However, these unincorporated areas are presently fully developed with low density residential housing.
The airport property is zoned as industrial but has a Planned Unit Development Overlay District. An over-
lay district is one that is applied over a previously established zoning district to create additional and/or
in some cases more flexible development standards in addition to the underlying districts. The City of
Georgetown Municipal Code (Chapter 4, Sec. 4.04.030, Part D) defines the PUD Overlay District as the
following:

“The Planned Unit Development District (PUD) is intended to allow flexibility in planning and
designing for unique or environmentally sensitive properties and that are to be developed in
accordance with a common development scheme. PUD zoning is designed to accommodate var-
ious types of development, including multiple housing types, neighborhood and community re-
tail, professional and administrative areas, industrial and business parks, and other uses or a
combination thereof. A PUD may be used to permit new or innovative concepts in land use and
standards not permitted by zoning or the standards of this Code. Although greater flexibility is
given to allow development in a PUD that would not otherwise be allowed, procedures and
standards are established in this Code that are intended to ensure against misuse.”

Chapter 12.36 of the City of Georgetown Municipal Code establishes the Georgetown Airport Zoning
Ordinance, which defines certain zones in and around the airport. As discussed in Chapter One, this or-
dinance was created based on the Part 77 imaginary surfaces around the airport. Each individual zone is
explained in Chapter One, as well as below. In addition to protections guaranteed by Chapter 8 (Sec.
8.02.030, Part 2a), the Ordinance states that any protected and heritage trees located in the Airport
Clear Zone are exempt from the requirements laid out in Chapter 8, which discusses tree preservation,
landscaping, and fencing ordinances.

The Part 77 surfaces that the Airport Zoning Ordinance is based on would change as a result of the pro-
posed changes to Runway 18-36. The City of Georgetown should consider updating the Airport Zoning
Ordinance per the planned Part 77 surfaces to ensure that incompatible development does not occur
prior to the runway extension.

Chapter 5 (Sec. 5.05.010) of the City of Georgetown Municipal Code establishes uses that are allowed in
each zoning district. If a Special Use Permit is obtained from the City Council, agriculture, industrial, and
public use zones are allowed on airport property. Chapter 5 (Sec. 5.10.090) goes on to state that any
service provider wanting to erect and operate a cell tower must follow current FAA rules and regulations
so as to not interfere with the Georgetown Municipal Airport.
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SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS

Subdivision regulations apply in cases where a parcel of land is proposed to be divided into lots or tracts.
They are established to ensure the proper arrangements of streets, adequate and convenient public
spaces, efficient movement of traffic, adequate and properly located facilities, and orderly and efficient
layout and use of land. Subdivision regulations can be used to specify requirements for airport-compat-
ible land development by requiring developers to plat and develop land to minimize noise impacts or
reduce the noise exposure to new development. The regulations can also be used to protect the airport
proprietor from litigation for noise impacts.

The most common requirement is the dedication of a noise or avigation easement to the airport sponsor
by the land developer as a condition of the development approval. Easements typically authorize over-
flights of property, with noise levels attendant to such operations. They can also require developers to
incorporate noise insulation during construction. The Airport Compatibility Guidelines (January 2003) for
Texas!® provides examples of subdivision regulations as tools to regulate aviation activity. One example
is designating a public easement as the overflight of an aircraft along with its associated noise. A subdi-
vision regulation could also restrict residential housing or require special acoustical construction within
certain DNL contours. For example, the cities of Irving and Grapevine both have subdivision regulations
that require the dedication of avigation easements as both municipalities have neighborhoods within
the Dallas-Fort Worth International Airport’s 65 DNL noise contour. The avigation easement protects
both cities from lawsuits by homeowners who move into the noise-impacted areas.

Although the Georgetown Municipal Airport has residential land uses that are impacted by the 65 and
70 DNL contours (both presently and in the future), subdivision regulations that would dedicate an air-
port easement synonymous with the airport’s noise contours would only protect future homeowners in
areas that are currently undeveloped. Subdivision regulations that dedicate an avigation easement in
the approach paths of Runways 18, 29, and 36 would provide protection to future buyers of the unde-
veloped parcels, as well as the airport. Several of the undeveloped parcels in the Runway 29 approach
path are zoned for single family residential, which are considered noise-sensitive. An avigation easement
would alert prospective owners that there is an airport nearby. Note that, per the explanation below,
the undeveloped parcel in the Runway 18 approach path would be subject to an avigation easement (if
it were applied) as subdivision regulations apply within the City’s ETJs.

Per Chapter 1 (Sec. 1.05.020) of the City of Georgetown Municipal Code, the City, as authorized by Texas
Local Government Code chapters 212 and 216, applies its applicable subdivision provisions to the City’s
ETJs. Subdivision regulations are in place only within the ETJs of Georgetown as Williamson County has
not adopted subdivision regulations. The City of Georgetown subdivision regulations require that all final
plats that lie within two miles of the Georgetown Municipal Airport have height restriction imposed by
the Georgetown-Williamson County Joint Airport Ordinance. These restrictions are designated as an avi-
gation easement. In addition, no building areas are permitted in areas designated as runway approach
clear zones.!®

15 http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/d/avninfo/Airport_Compatibility Guidelines.pdf, Page 22: Subdivision Regula-
tions (accessed October 19, 2017)
16 Georgetown Municipal Airport Noise Compatibility Study (November 2003)
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BUILDING CODES

Building codes regulate the construction of buildings and ensure that they are constructed in a safe man-
ner. Building codes may be used to require sound insulation in new residential, office, and institutional
buildings when warranted by existing or potential high aircraft noise levels. According to the City of
Georgetown Municipal Code, the City has adopted the 2012 edition of the International Building Code,
which does not include specific provisions for aircraft noise attenuation.

Given that there are residential areas in the 65 and 70 DNL noise contours, as well as the proximity of
other noise-sensitive uses, the City of Georgetown should consider adopting language that requires con-
struction techniques that reduce internal noise levels in noise-impacted areas. These provisions could
help promote compatible development, but only for future structures, as building codes cannot be ap-
plied retroactively. Therefore, this method would only work within the vacant areas that the 65 DNL
noise contour encompasses. Building codes could require any future construction on parcels impacted
by the 65 DNL to adhere to standards that attenuate internal sound levels to appropriate levels, given
the type of use.

LAND AND/OR PROPERTY ACQUISITION

The intent of property acquisition is to remove residences from severely noise-impacted areas, as well
as to prevent incompatible uses from being developed near an airport. This can be an effective way to
ensure land use compatibility around an airport, although it has several drawbacks:

- Potentially excessive costs

- Very complex

- High administrative effort

— Disruption to lives of residents in acquisition area

- Risk of considerable damage to character of established neighborhoods

Property acquisition is typically accomplished through voluntary programs in which the purchaser —in
this case the City of Georgetown — notifies property owners when it is ready to negotiate the purchase
of their land and home(s). In some instances, the purchaser can use eminent domain to complete an
acquisition if the property owner will not voluntary relinquish the rights to the land.

As discussed earlier in the chapter, the FAA and TxDOT recommend that airports own the entirety of
their RPZs when feasible. Therefore, for those RPZs that extend beyond the airport property line, which
includes Runways 18, 36, and 29, the airport has identified areas proposed for fee simple acquisition. As
mentioned in the Environmental Overview, there are three areas proposed for acquisition, including:

- Runway 18 RPZ - 13 acres and 17 homes
- Runway 36 RPZ - 12 acres and 7 homes
- Runway 29 RPZ-2.3 acres and 1 home
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The acquisition of these homes is planned for in the long term. If acquired, the number of noise-impacted
homes would be reduced near the airport.

FAIR DISCLOSURE REGULATIONS

Fair disclosure regulations, also known as real estate disclosures, are intended to ensure that prospective
property buyers are informed that the property is or will be exposed to potentially disruptive aircraft
noise. At the most formal level, fair disclosure can be implemented through regulations requiring the
seller and agent to provide a notice of aircraft exposure on the real estate listing sheet and at the time
a sales contract is executed. Additionally, any easements should be revealed at the time of closing. Fair
disclosure regulations can place a high responsibility on real estate agents and lenders to disclose this
information if legislation is not properly drafted. To ensure effectiveness, the disclosure regulations
should clearly define the airport noise levels or overlay districts impacting the property and direct buyers
to airport officials for more information.

NOISE EXPOSURE CONTOURS

The standard methodology for analyzing noise conditions at airports involves the use of a computer sim-
ulation model. The FAA has approved the Airport Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) for use in environ-
mental and planning analyses. The purpose of the noise model is to produce noise exposure contours
that are overlain on a map of the airport and vicinity to graphically represent aircraft noise conditions.
When compared to land use, zoning, and general plan maps, the noise exposure contours may be used
to identify areas that are currently, or have the potential to be, exposed to aircraft noise.

To achieve an accurate representation of an airport’s noise conditions, the AEDT uses a combination of
industry standard information and user-supplied inputs specific to the airport. The software provides
noise characteristics, standard flight profiles, and manufacturer supplied flight procedures for aircraft
within the U.S. civil and military fleets, including those which commonly operate at Georgetown Munic-
ipal Airport. As each aircraft has unique design and operating characteristics (number and type of en-
gines, weight, and thrust levels), each aircraft emits different noise levels. The most common way to
spatially represent the noise levels emitted by an aircraft is a noise exposure contour.

Airport-specific information, including runway configuration, flight paths, aircraft fleet mix, runway use
distribution, local terrain and elevation, average temperature, and numbers of daytime and nighttime
operations, are also used as modeling inputs.

Based on the assumptions provided by the user, the AEDT calculates average 24-hour aircraft sound
exposure within a grid covering the airport and surrounding areas. The grid values, represented with
the day-night noise level metric or DNL, at each intersection point on the grid, represent a noise level for
that geographic location. To create the noise contours, an isoline, similar to those on a topographic map,
is drawn which connect points of the same DNL noise value. In the same way that a topographic contour
represents the same elevation, the noise contour identifies areas of equal noise exposure.
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DNL is the metric currently accepted by the FAA, EPA, and HUD as an appropriate measure of cumulative
noise exposure. These three agencies have each identified the 65 DNL noise contour as the threshold of
incompatibility.

Noise exposure contours were prepared for the airport for a baseline condition (2016) and a long-range
condition (2036) based on the operational forecasts presented in Chapter Two. The resulting contours
are shown on Exhibit 5F and discussed in depth in Table 5D, which explains that the existing and future
condition 65 and 70 DNL noise contours extend off airport property in select areas.

NON-COMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENT ANALYSIS

Areas with the potential for non-compatible development, when compared to the noise exposure con-
tours and Part 77 approach surfaces, have been evaluated. This was done by evaluating the locally
adopted zoning designations and future land use plan for undeveloped parcels encompassed within the
four approach zones to determine if noise-sensitive land uses could be developed on these areas. An
analysis of land uses within the noise contours is also discussed.

As previously discussed in the Environmental Overview (Table 5D), the 65 DNL noise contour is the
threshold of incompatibility for noise-sensitive land uses, such as residential land uses without acoustic
treatment, mobile homes, transient lodging, schools, religious entities, medical buildings, and public fa-
cilities. Exhibits 5H and 5J depict existing and future noise exposure contours on future land uses and
zoning, respectively.

As seen in the left-hand panel of Exhibit 5H, and as discussed previously in the Environmental Overview,
the airport is surrounded by noise-sensitive land uses to the north, west, and south, which are primarily
residential developments (see Exhibit 1P). Currently, the 65 and 70 DNL noise contours extend off airport
property into a residential development northwest of Runway 18, impacting approximately 11 homes.
The 65 DNL noise contour extends off airport property between the Runway 29 and 36 ends; however,
this area is vacant and undeveloped.

The long-term (2036) noise contours, as shown in the right-hand panel on Exhibit 5H, extend off airport
property in the same areas as the existing contours. The 65 and 70 DNL noise contours northwest of
Runway end 18 are larger than the existing condition, likely due to the proposed runway extension, thus
impacting approximately five homes in 70 DNL noise contours and 20 homes in the 65 DNL noise contour
(approximately 25 homes total). The 65 DNL noise contour that extends off both sides of the Runway 36
end are larger than the existing condition.

The parcels within the Part 77 approach surfaces were evaluated to identify potential non-compatible
development related to the height of structures. As depicted on Exhibit 5J, parcels within the Part 77
approach surfaces that are undeveloped, and thus have the potential to be developed incompatible in
the future, are zoned: Local Commercial, Industrial, Residential Single Family, General Commercial, and
Agriculture. Note that some areas have no zoning classification as they are in the City of Georgetown ET)J
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areas (see Exhibit 5G). However, as stated in Section 7.01.030 in Chapter 7 of the City of Georgetown
Code of Ordinances, all non-residential development within the City’s ETJ is subject to the provisions
outlined below.

The maximum height limits for the following zoning districts are as follows:

- Industrial (IN): 60 feet

— Residential Single Family (RS): 35 feet
- Local Commercial (C-1): 35 feet

- General Commercial (C-3): 45 feet

— Agriculture (AG): 35 feet

As previously discussed, the City of Georgetown has adopted an Airport Zoning Ordinance, which defines
use restrictions based on the Part 77 imaginary surfaces, including the approach zone, transition zones,
horizontal zones, and conical zone. Any new development within the approach zones, as seen on Exhibits
5H and 5J, would be subject to the height limitations of the Airport Zoning Ordinance. Per the Airport
Zoning Code, when an area is covered by more than one height limitation, the more restrictive limita-
tions shall prevail. Further, the Airport Zoning Code should not be construed as prohibiting the growth,
construction or maintenance of any tree or structure up to a height of 20 feet above the surface of the
land.

The maximum height limits for these Part 77 surfaces are as follows:

- Approach Zones: One foot in height for each 34 feet in horizontal distance beginning at a point
200 feet from and at the elevation of the end of the runway and extending to a point 10,200
feet from the end of the runway.

— Transition Zones: One foot in height for each seven feet in horizontal distance beginning at any
point 250 feet normal to and at the elevation of the centerline of runways extending 200 feet
beyond each end thereof, extending to a height of 150 feet above the airport elevation or a
height of 937 feet above mean sea level. Additionally, there are established height limits of one
foot of vertical height for each seven feet horizontal distance measured from the edges of all
approach zones for the entire length of the approach zones and extending upward and outward
to the points where they intersect the horizontal or conical surfaces.

- Horizontal Zone: That area beneath the horizontal surface which is located 150 feet above the
airport elevation, or a height of 937 feet above mean sea level.

— Conical Zone: That area beneath the conical surface which is one foot in height for each 20 feet
of horizontal distance beginning at the periphery of the horizontal surface extending to a height
of 350 feet above the airport elevation.
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LAND USE COMPATIBILITY RECOMMENDATIONS

This analysis specifically examines undeveloped parcels in the four approach paths at the airport as these
are the areas with the most potential to be developed incompatibly in the future. Based on the above
findings, the following are recommended for the City of Georgetown to pursue:

— Zoning Ordinance: The City of Georgetown should work with the Georgetown-Williamson County
Joint Airport Zoning Board (JAZB) to re-zone undeveloped parcels in the Runway 29 approach
path to better protect the airport and surrounding public. Some of these parcels are presently
zoned for residential uses. Rezoning these parcels to uses that are less noise-sensitive, like indus-
trial, commercial, or agriculture, could result in future tenants of these undeveloped parcels to
be less likely to be impacted by the noise from the airport. Further, as seen on Exhibit 5J, there
are areas of land within the Runways 18, 36, and 11 approach zones that do not have zoning
classifications because they are part of the City’s ETJ. It is recommended that the City of
Georgetown work with the JAZB to revise their Zoning Ordinance in a way that reduces and/or
prevents incompatible land use development in these areas.

— Subdivision Regulations, Avigation Easement: subdivision regulations that would dedicate an
avigation easement within the airport’s noise contours and Runway 29 approach path would pro-
tect future buyers of undeveloped contours within these areas. Future land owners would then
be pre-exposed to the notion that his/her property is likely to be impacted by activities at the
airport.

- Land and/or Property Acquisition: The airport plans to acquire 25 homes in the long-term in the
RPZs of Runways 18, 29, and 36. Purchasing these homes would better protect both airport users
and homeowners in these zones as they are areas intended to be free of all development.

- Building Codes: Implementing building codes within the 65 and 70 DNL noise contours, as well
as in the approach paths of Runways 18, 29, and 36, would require noise-attenuating construc-
tion methods in new structures within noise-impacted areas around the airport.

- Fair Disclosure Regulations: Undeveloped parcels would benefit from fair disclosure regulations
as prospective buyers would be alerted that the land is within the vicinity of an active airfield
with associated noise and safety hazards.

SUMMARY

A recommended development plan has been put forward that addresses future airside and landside
needs. The primary feature of the airside plan is consideration of an extension of the runway. A runway
length of between 5,000 and 7,600 feet is optimal for a reliever airport, such as Georgetown. Existing
land use constraints limit the potential length of the runway to 6,000 feet, of which 5,500 feet would be
available for takeoff. The current length of 5,004 feet would remain the landing length available. The
considered runway extension is designed to meet the needs of current airport users and is not intended
to attract larger aircraft.
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On the landside, a long term conceptual plan has been put forth. Areas on the east side of the airport
are shown with future hangar development. This includes potential redevelopment of some older hang-
ars just north of the terminal building. The redevelopment would remove the older hangars and replace
them with high-activity conventional/FBO hangars. This is a much more appropriate use of this land
area. If all the land on the east side of the airfield were developed as presented on the plan, this would
meet the 20-year need for hangar space.

To provide a long-term vision for the airport, the large parcel on the west side of the airport has been
shown with a full build-out scenario. The land to the southwest has been identified for either aviation
or compatible non-aviation land uses. No development plan is currently shown for this parcel, instead,
this should be considered for development on a case-by-case basis.

The next chapter of the master plan will consider a reasonable plan to phase development of the Airport
over time.
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