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CESWF-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506)
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of Findings for the
Above-Numbered Permit Application

Commenter
Number Name of Commenter

40 | Michelle Yakovac

41 | Elnora McDonald

42 | Steve Box

43 | Candace Boheme

44 | Paul and Pick Houng Wong

45 | Glen Harrison

46 | Texas Parks and Wildlife

47 | Suzanne Zarling, LCRA

48 | Ronnie McDonald, Bastrop County Judge
49 | Chris and Dinah Van Peski

50 | Ronald and Susan O'Neal

31 | Will Gullatt

52 | Environmental Protection Agency
53 | Leroy and Judy Gilbert

54 | Ian Nelson

55 | Gene Church

56 | Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
57 | Bill van Benthuysen

38 | Bill G. Graves, Elgin ISD

59 | Phil Cook

60 | Tommy Hazleton

6] { Lorin Vant-Hull

Comments and Responses
Name Issue and Response

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,9,11, 12, | Comment 1: Multiple persons were concerned with water
13, 14,15, 17,20,22, 24, | quality impacts caused by the discharge of dredged and fill
25,26,27,28,30,31,32, | material, construction, and operation of the CTA. Issues
33, 34,36, 37, 38, 39,29, | raised referenced impacts to surface and subsurface water
30, 39,40,42,43,44 45, | including the Colorado River, aquifers, the Colorado
47,49, 50,51, 53, 54, 55, | alluvium, springs, area wells and drinking water. They
57,59, 60, 61 relerence potential pollution, such as jel fuel tunefl] toxic
chemicals, solvents, degreasers, powdered tire rubber,
sewage, storm water, and other waste products that could
contaminate the water supply and have a significant impact
on the residents and wildlife in the area. Concentration of
pollutants caused by the filling of waters of the U.S. was
also mentioned,

Response 1: See Water Quality Section of the Department
of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of
Finding for Application SWF-2010-00506,
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CESWF-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506) - - P FT
SUBJECT: Department of the-Army Environmental Assessmenl and Statement of Fmdmgs for the

Above~N1unbered Permit Apphcatlon

Name

Issue and R%ponse -

- 12,9,11, 12, 16, 22,30, 35,

|37, 39, 43, 44, 45, 47, 49
| 51,53, 61 :

‘Comment 2: Several commerts were received concerning

the dlscharge of dredged and fill material into the Colorado

‘ RJvel impacts to the’ uve1 *y ﬂoudpldm, Ioecd ﬂoodlng

caused by the CTA pr0_|ect, and/or flooding of the CTA

o prOJect and mamtammg preconstructlon ﬂows :

'Response 2 No dlscharge of dredged and/or fill material

into the Colorado Rrver is planned for thls project.

| The dlscharge of ﬁlls w1thm the ﬂoodplam are addressed in

and approved by Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) as part of the Cond1t10nal Letter of Map Revision

(CLOMR) apphcatlon process, “The specific design criteria
| for the detention _pond, concrete culverts, and the grass-

lined channels were submitted and approved by FEMA as

| part 6f the CLOMR apphcatron process. A floodplain
1 study conducted by the ‘applicant indicates post

L ‘constructlon flows would not exceed those: oceurring in

pre-construction condition. Fuither, based on this analysis,

1'it'appears that the post—development limits.of the 100-year

ﬂoodplam would decrease by apprommately 113.10 acres. -

2,3.4,5,6,9,17, 19, 20,
22,25, 26,28, 30, 31, 35,
137,38, 3943444549
151, 53 55 57 :

Cornment 3 Several comments were received concerning

' 1mpacts to recreation and tourism. These comments noted

the river’s waters which are frequently used by boaters,

| fisherman, and for other recreational acfivities. The Hyatt
' Lost Pmes Resort would be Impacted by the airport.

McKJnney Roughs Nature Park on the banks of the river as

- 'Well as a few kayaking spots rlght next to the proposed
o, airport and in the stretch of the river where the proposed
R ifalrport is planned SRR :

S VResponse 3 No substantlal unpacts to recreation are

| anticipated from the CTA project. The Colorado River
| 'would still be open to kayakmg, and for the same reasons

prov1ded in Response 1, no long-term adverse water quahty

‘iripacts are anticipated. Based on our evaluation of -
fmfonnatron provided by the appllcant, itappears that -
. flrn pactS to th;; nature park and to the resott are expected to

if any. Alsosee section on Noise and Land

] ) iUse Seetlons of the Department of the Army

tal Assessment and Statement ‘of Fmdlng for
SWF—ZOIO—OOS 06




CESWF-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506)
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statoment of F indings for the
Above-Numbered Permit Application

Name Issue and Response

42 Comment 4: Since this segment [of the Lower Colorado
River] has an “exceptional aquatic life” designation, it is
our expectation that any construction of the magnitude
anticipated by the subject permit application would be
subject to “exceptional” habitat and water quality
protective measures meeting the most current best
management practices, Basically, we are requesting that
the project use more natural materials; better stabilization
methods (soil “lifts”, ete.); use pilot channels (as opposed
to congrete “trickle” channels); native and appropriate
vegetation; and so forth; essentially a green version of
trapezoidal channels.

Response 4: See Response 1 on water quality.

Additionally, because all streams would be eliminated from
the project site, opportunities to employ material and
construction methods, such as soil lifts and pilot channels,
are not compatible with this project.

1,2,3,4,5,6,9,11,15, . | Comment 5; Several commenters are concerned with
22,25,27,28, 30,37, 38, | impacts to threatened and endangered species, fish,
39,42,43,44, 45,49, 51, | wildlife, riparian habitat, habitat fragmentation, and
53, 55,57, 59, 60 wetlands.

Response 5: The proposed project area consists primarily
of coastal bermudagrass pastures, with few trees, and is
used for the grazing of approximately 400 head of cattle.
The southern boundary of the proposed project area is
adjacent to the Colorado River. Woody riparian vegetation
in the project area is limited to scattered trees adjacent to
the Colorado River and trees immediately adjacent to the
ephemeral stream (ephemeral stream by definition do not
have well developed riparian zones). In addition, there are
no wetlands in the proposed project area. Although the
project arca is well suited for livestock, wildlife habitat in
the proposed project area is poor.

An ephemeral stream is a stream that has flowing water
only during, and for a short duration after, precipitation
events in a fypical year. Ephemeral stream beds are located
above the water table year-round. Groundwaier is not a
source of water for the ephemeral stream. Runoff from
rainfall is the primary source of water for stream flow. The
ephemetal streams within the proposed project area have a
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CESWF PER—R (Apphcatron SWF-2010~00506) R
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Enmonmental Assessment and Statement of Fmdmgs for the
Above-Numbered Perrmt Apphcatron : e

Name - ' ;' Bl V'Issue and Response , Lt

RPN - | defined bed, bank, and orclmary hlgh Water mark (OHWM)
"(averagmg approxunately 7 feet wide) for approximately
15,390 feet. Upstream of the fence line dividing the eastern
-} third of the proposed project area, the stream takes on the
S characterlstlcs of a grass-lined (bennudagrass) swale for a
| distance of appro‘umately 2,822 feet. In'this area, the

- |'stréam does not have a defined bed, bank, and OHWM.
E The total area of streams has an acrial extent of -
R approxrmately 0.87 acre. There is a cattle stock tank or
| farm pond on the upstrearn extent of the swale. The pond
1s approx1mately 8.55 acres.

F ederally threatened and endangered specres evaluations
- | were performed as required for submittal with the
Apphcatron for a Department of the Army Permit. Species
, 1ncluded Houston toad (Bufo houstonensis), whooping

| crane (Grus americana); and Navasota ladies’-tresses
| (Spirarithes parksii). The bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) was removed from the federal list of
fthreatened and endangered specles in 2007 but is protected

! VMrgratory Bll'd Treaty Act and the Lacey Ac’t

;In conversanons regardmg federally ]Jsted endangered

- | species between the USACE and USFWS, Austin

, ‘Eeologlcal Field Office, it was agreed that no effect to
“1° hese specles was antlcxpated from the proposed prOJect

e ~;Fmally, there is no woody npanan habltat in the pro_]ect
| ‘area; No other riparian habitat would be impacted by the .
. v’proposed project There is no fish habltat on the proposed
o0 4 project as the cattle tank runs dry too frequently to support .
A fish a.nd the ephemeral streams do not typically contain
= |- water. The proposed compensatory mitigation would result
~|in‘anet galn in: aquanc resources in the watershed and the
.'-reglon ; :

Also seé. the Frsh and Wlldhfe Values Sectmn of the a :
Departiment of the Army Environmental Asséssment and
f Flndlng for Apphcatlon SWF-ZOIO 00506.




CESWEF-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506)
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of Findings for the

Above-Numbered Permit Application

Name

-{ Issue and Response

3,4,5,6,7,9,11, 15,49,
25, 26, 31, 32, 33, 36, 39,
40, 42, 47, 49, 50, 57

Comment 6: The Colorado River is a known migratory
flyway. The airport runway would end a mere 2,500 feet
from the river. Containment ponds proposed at the site
would present a hazard not only to birds and wildlife, but
would present an aircraft hazard, thereby endangering area
residents, A potential conflict is the FAA recommendation
that new stormwater management facilities for airports be
constructed to drain within 48 hours and not hold standing
water that may result in a hazardous wildlife attractant.
Where water remains, the FAA recommends construction
of wildlife barriers, such as a bird wall, wire grids or
netting between the attractant and the area of operation,
LCRA recommends a Wildlife Hazard Assessment be
performed, There are a lot of concerns regarding the safety
of aitcraft flying with the abundance of wildlife in the area
— particularly large flocks of birds. Having lived in this area
for near thirty years I can testify to the thick fogs that often
envelope the river valley in this area. Combine this danger
with that of airplane collision with large birds on the
migration route this project would endanger the citizens of
Texas.

Response 6: Although the USACE worked in eamest to
encourage the applicant to re-design the proposed
stormwater pond to incorporate a dry basin, the applicant
insisted on maintaining the current design. Due to the
USACE limited scope of analysis for this project,
combined with the lack of federal funding, the USACE
could only strongly encourage, not require such a pond re-
design. As such, in an effort to minimize these effects, the
applicant proposes to implement standard bird abatement
procedures which would become a special condition of any
Section 404 permit issued by the USACE. Such
procedures are commonly used by airports to dissuade the
presence of avian species.

Wildlife strikes by aircraft occur en-route and in or near
airport environments across the United States and
throughout the world. The first aviation related bird strike
was reported by Orville Wright in 1905, It is estimated by
the FAA that approximately 40 percent of actual wildlife
strikes are reported.

According to the FAA Wildlife Strike Database, there were
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SUBJECT: Department of the Army- Envwonmental Assessment ancl Statement of Fmd.lngs for the
Above-Numbered Permit Apphcatlon '

Name R e ;Issue and ReSponse

" T e 858 reported strikes, at ABIA from Feb 26 1990 thru June
“130,2010. Typical strikes at ABIA were with: doves,
pigeons, hawks, bats, grackles, turkey vultures, etc. There

- I 'Were.no reported injuries to persons as aresult of these

R reported stnkes :

' :The Arrcraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) states
that: accordmg to FAA and National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB) data for the period 1976-1990, ,
~ | approximately 99.999998 percent of all ¢ general aviation”
"+ departures do not result in a fatality or serious injury to

o ~1nd1v1duals ina bulldmg or a residence on the ground

';3 4 6 7 9,11, 22 25, 36 Comment7 Migrating waterfowl would be negatwely
139, 40 42 43 49 57 " 'impacted by | low flying autrafﬁc mthe Colorado River
| S ‘:watershed ,

' ‘Response 7: See Comment Response 6

(A2 L T e 'Cornment 8 We would request that the project conduct an
‘ o evaluation of the [Austin-Bastrop River Corridor] .
Parhlershlp s data and talk with Brush Freeman (TPWD) to
provide an assessment on the potential impacts of the
.proposed pro_]ect on the birds and waterfowl in the
= unpaoted area,

‘ vResPonse 8 Comment noted. Texas Parks and Wlldhfe
.- |'Department (TPWD) commented on the project. No
.| comments from TPWD on impacts to avian specles were -
recelved Also see Comment Response 6. :

R Comment 9 In’ general we are opposed to puttlng thJs

o *Vcreek into a pipe. We believe the project needs to evaluate |
| the size of the drainage area impacted by this action and '
~ I-determing to what extent buffer setbacks ate needed and

: .- whether an enwronmental variance should be requ1red prmr

ERE (o) puttmg thlS creek into a plpe along with the “no build”

‘option, V .

"é's’pdn"se' 9' See Comment Response 2.

‘Comment: 10 Partles to the Permlt Appllcatlon (Mr
}Carpenter):have prevtously begun adevelopment in the

o Mano egion whlch went bankrupt Mr Carpenter also '




- CESWF-PER-R (Application SWEF-2010-00506)
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of F indings for the
Above-Numbered Permit Application

Name Issue and Response

has a fraud conviction against him, which was recently
upheld by a second court (in 2009). Consequently, there is
reason to be concerned that the development will be
initiated, but not completed, leading to a permanent,
disrupted, and polluting area of several miles on the banks
of the river.

Response 10: Comment noted.

47 Comment 11: Replacing a wet-weather stream with
impervious lined channels and culverts as proposed will
reduce pollutant attenuation, infiltration and base flow to
local waterways and the river, Generally, engineered
wetlands and water quality wet ponds or other best
management practices should be required as mitigation for
the loss of these important characteristics. The applicant
intends to construct a stormwater detention pond to control
flow, but does not discuss whether any treatment processes
will filter or attenuate pollutants. Additionally, these
generally acceptabie best management practices may not be
appropriate at this site due to the nature of the proposed
business and it is important to understand how these
mitigation measures will be met for the life of the project.

Response 11: See Responses to Comments 1, 2, 13, 20.

42,43, 47 Comment 12: As currently proposed, the stormwater
detention pond will control only the peak flow and not the
volume of flow. Increased runoff volume resulting from
impervious cover coupled with peak flow control will
result in longer periods of high flow than found in the pre-
developed condition. These extended periods of high flow
typically contribute to increased streambank erosion in
receiving waters. Therefore, the proposed drainage system
should include retention of the channel forming discharge
(typically the 1-year storm) to control streambank erosion.
Additionally, we are concerned that a retention pond on a
creek of this size and with a large drainage area in erosive
soils will likely experience significant problems with
sedimentation.

Response 12: The specific design criteria for the detention
pond, concrete culverts, and the grass-lined channels were
submitted and approved by FEMA as part of the CLOMR
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CESWEF-PER-R (Appllcatlon SWF -2010-00506).

SUBJECT: Department-of the Army Env1ronmentzil Assessment and Statement of Flndmgs for the
Above-Numbered Permit Apphcatlon :

Name e Issue and Response Bl :
R .t application process. A Floodplam Study was completed

* .| and submitted to FEMA as part of thé¢ CLOMR approval
* | process.: The Floodplain Study reflected the pre-
' development flows and the CLOMR reflects that those pre-
‘development flows would be maintained and the USACE
"has determlned these conclusmns to be reasonable.

| 56 S Comment 13 As a general comment, the TCEQ

' encourages the use of natural stream channel design rather
| than complete concrete culvettmg in stream modlﬁcatlon
o ',prOJects o

e lResponse 13: Because the ephemeral streams on site are
| not compatible with the CTA development, appropriate
v 'Compensatory Mitigation would be used as indicated in the
s updated mltlgatlon plan Ehmmatlon of these areas from
o .'purpose Therefore an opportunity does not exist to -
b 1ncorp0rate natural channel de31gn elements into the
'project ’

. ,3 4 5 6 9, 25 28 30 37 Comment 14 Several comments were received in regards
139, 44 49 53,57 - .| to farmland protectlon In addition, the following comment
| was received. Iam also part of a growing group of local
| farmers in this reglon who want to pursue organic farming.
| The land here is very rich and the water is clean and
‘o sultable for, farmmg, ranching and this project would ruin
¢ | my. business opportunities and those of all the farmers and
- | ranchers around here. -It would also catise extensive
... |-disruption to the rice farmers further downstream and
S| pecan orchards that depend on the Colorado RIVCI' for
o 1rr1gat10n of the1r crops

L VResponse 14 See the Water Quahty and Food and F ibet-

* | Production/Prime Farmland Sections of the Department of
+ | 'the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of -
mdmg for Apphcatlon SWF-ZOIO—OOS 06

':'Comment 15 The apphcant does not spemfy what
S ;'jmétetials w111 be used,to‘ﬂlvl the propos_ed ﬁll eites.‘ -

‘R ponse 15 As desc1bed in the Apphcatlon for a




CESWEF-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506) ,
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of Findings for the
Above-Numbered Permit Application

Name Issue and Response

and the existing on-site soils. The on-site soils consist of
sand, clay, and loam. The conerete box culverts would be
either pre-cast and placed by cranes or cast-in-place.

1,3,4,56,7,9, 10, 11, | Comment 16: Several comments were received regarding
15, 22, 24, 25, 28, 29, 30, | the lack of infrastructure and traffic conirol in the area to
35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 44, 43, | support industrial development and surrounding residential
45,49, 51, 53, 57 neighborhoods. Of particular concern is increased traffic
on FM 969 and FM 1204 and the potential need for a
bridge crossing the Colorado River. In addition, the
potential of increased taxation to pay for the infrastructural
improvements was of concern.

Response 16: The Capital Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (CAMPO) is the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the Bastrop, Caldwell, Hays,
Travis, and Williamson Counties in central Texas. The
purpose of CAMPO is to coordinate regional transportation
planning with counties, cities, and other transportation
providers in the region, and to approve the use of federal
transportation funds within the region.

The CAMPO 2035 Plan (adopted May 24, 2010) includes a
future planned roadway improvement to FM 969 from the
current geometry to a 4 lane, divided arterial. In addition to
the adopted CAMPO 2035 Plan, Bastrop County has an
adopted transportation plan.

According to the Bastrop County plan, FM 969 should be
upgraded to a four lane, divided arterial (consistent with the
CAMPO Plan) and FM 1704 should be upgraded to a 4
lane, divided arterial as well, Both FM 969 and FM 1704
are recognized by the County as having a high level of
importance for the County and the region.

All county taxpayers, including CTA, pay a Road and
Bridge Tax. The funds collected by the County are
distributed to each County precinct according to the amount
of roadways and bridges within the precinct.

4,5,7,8,9,11, 14, 24, 25, | Comment 17: Several comments were received expressing
36, 38, 39, 40, 43, 49, 50, | concerns relative to air quality from exhaust, burnt fuel,
57 and vapors from leaky storage tanks.
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CESWF-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506)

SUBJECT: - Department of the Army Envuonmental Assessment and Statement of Fmdlngs for the
Above-Numbered Permit Apphcatlon , , ST

Name el ISsue. and Response

HR A ‘Response 17: ‘The primary air quahty concern for Central

| Texas is the production of ground level ozone (03). There

| are two major emissions lypes which contribute to O3
formation in Central Texas Nitrous Oxides (N 0X) and

-| Volatile Orgamo Compounds v OC) The major producers

[ of NOX and VOC are on-road vehicles, non-road motors,

= blogemc matter, and pomt soutce (e.g., factories, brick

yards, etc.). In general, it is Wldely accepted that reducing

| the vehicle miles traveled within the region and eliminating

-emissions blown in from other areas would have the most

+.| impact on unprovmg Central Texas’ air quality and ensure

“a continued attainment status of the National Ambient Air
Quahty Standards

i Accordmg to the Capital Area Council of Governments

o Z(CAPCOG) there are approximately 560,011 daily vehicle

. Work trips in the region (of which Bastrop County
'generates 19 978) '

= ~A11'01'aﬁ operatlons at general aviation alrports do not
typlcally pose a substantial risk of increase in 03. The

.1 more likely concern for Bastrop County is an increase in
.| vehicular traffic that would result from the anticipated
s ?populatmn growth in the area. ‘

Durmg the constructlon of the proposed CTA, temporary
- | effects on air quality include additional dust generated from
~ | construction activities. Efforts would be made to control

" | temporary air quahty Impacts during construction,

- | including minimizing or eliminating unnecessary idling of
it ‘construction vehicles and employing a combination of
e ;Watermg, ‘¢hemical stabilization, and vehicle speed
o reductlon techmques : : :

| Indlrect effects to air quahty may oceur to a lesser extent
jout31de the proposed project area during the proposed

“| action and construction. "The efforts rnade to minimize the
‘mpacts on site duting the proposed action would be
effectlve for the md;rect 1mpacts as they are for the direct

Spill Preventlon Control and Countenneasure plan
ol (S'PCC) would be in place fot the site and mcludes
L _i:pI‘OVISIOIlS for monthly mspeot:lons of all tanks plpmg, .




CESWT-PER-R (Application SWF-2010-00506)
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of Findings for the
Above-Numbered Permit Application

Name Issue and Response

valves, seals, secondary containment and all other
associated equipment.

1,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, Comment 18: Several comments were received concerning
14,17, 24, 25, 28, 29, 36, | noise impacts relative to the CTA. The Hyatt Lost Pines
37,39,40,41, 43,45,49, | Resort, McKinney Roughs Nature Park, Cedar Creek High
53,57, 60 ~ School, a church, nearby businesses (including a yoga
business) and area residences were commented on relative
to these concerns. In particular, quality of life and
retitement were primary issues expressed relative to noise
impacts.

Response 18: Although the project would result in adverse
noise effects, general aviation airports do not typically have
the noise levels of commercial and military airports, In
addition, noise abatement procedures during takeoff and
landing make for quieter airport operations. Such
procedures consist of a faster takeoff speed and a steeper
climb, quickly followed by slowing ihe engine and
reducing the rate of climb, once airborne over a populated
arca. Once beyond or substantially above the populated
area, the engines return to climb settings and normal flight
operations are resumed. This lessens the amount of engine
noise over the populated area without adversely affecting
the flight.

Standard noise abatement procedures for arriving and
departing aircraft have been developed by aircraft
manufacturers and by the National Business Aviation
Association. These standard noise abatement procedures
are planned to be implemented at CTA.

Also, see noise section of the Department of the Army
Environmental Assessment and Statement of Finding for
Application SWF-2010-00506.

4,5,7,9,11, 24, 25, 28, Comment 19: Several comments were received relative to
36, 39,40, 43,49, 57, 60 | light pollution from the CTA.

Response 19: The construction of the CTA is anticipated
to generate minimal light outside the proposed project site.
Most construction is anticipated during regular daylight
hours. Best management practices will be employed for
any requisite safety lighting to reduce, to the maximum
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SUBJECT:" Department of the ‘Army Environmental Assessment and Staternent of Fmdmos for the
Above-Numbered Pernut Appllcatlon : - R

Name o

Issue and Response

extent pracncable nnpacts to the reglonal dark ni ght sky.

Aerort famhtles are. 1llum1nated by various types of

.| lighting. These hghts can emanate from the airfield

| (ircluding runway, apron “and ‘navigational lighting) and

. x| from latdside sources (mcludmg buildings, roadways, and

.| parking facﬂltles) Other lighting is located along taxiways

| and ramps for guidance during periods of low visibility,

[ and to assist aircraft movement on the airfield. Aircraft

| lighting, such as landing lights, position and navigation

| lights, beacon lights, and vehicle lighting are other types of

| light sources on the airfield. Thete are no F ederal statutory

| or regulatory requlrements for adverse effects related to

- | airport-rélated light emissions or ‘visual effects and no

State, reglonal or local requirements are apphcable to the

- proposed pnvate action.

fI'he proposed actlon would oceur in rural setting along
| Texas Highway FM 969 at the intersection of Texas
' nghway FM 1704 apprommately 17 miles east of Austin,

Texas, 10 miles northeast of Bastrop, Texas, and 10 miles

south-of Elgin, Texas: The lighting i in the area is generally
L typlcal of rural agncul‘rural areas hear major urban growth
+ #| centers.-Land uses in the vicinity vary from sparsely

populated rural residential, ranchmg, to commercial turf
grass operatlons film and music productlon studios, and

| industrial uses lncludmg sand and gravel nnmng and -
L concrete operatlons o

: VMore than 90% of aircraft operatlons are expected to oceur
o Vdurmv dayhght hours, and the planned hours of operations
* | for the terminal facilities arc 7am -11pm: The limited

- surroundmg residential areas are shielded from airport light

1 iemissions; prlmarlly due to the buffer of undeveloped and
st compatlble land uses around the anport, the runway
.| protection zones off the. ends of the runway, highways,
s ,mdustnal development mature trees, and the distance of
‘residential structires from the difport: The various light
“sources associated with the lumted numbers of nighttime

raft and airfield operations are antlclpated to generate
light outside of the pr0posed project site. The
dium Intensﬂy Approach Light System w1th Runway
nment Indicator Lights on each end of the runway and

on Approach Path Indwaior hghtmg would be '
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directed upward so no light emission impacts to residential
areas would be expected.

Landside light sources located at the terminal, hangars,
commercial buildings and parking areas, including building
security lighting, would consist of common lighting
techniques. Light sources would include roof perimeter
lights and lighting from the interior of the structures. The
future roof perimeter and parapet lights would be shielded
and directed down and generally do not spill more than 30
feet away from the source. Energy savings and management
technologies will be incorporated into the airfield and
landside lighting assets during daytime and nighttime
operations and after hours. The terminal building and
parking area present the greatest lighting requirements
while hangar area lighting is driven by user activity and
security needs. The terminal and parking lots are located in
a manner that the lighting emissions are shielded by the
hangars and commercial buildings and would be observable
from the airport perimeter but would not result in an off-
airport light emission,

Roadway lighting and parking lot lights would consist of
amber security lighting or low profile street lights, Such
lighting, similar to building light, is directed downward and
does not typically spill more than 30-50 feet away from the
light source. Therefore light emission impacts as a result of
the roadways and parking lots would not be substantial,

47

Comment 20: "The information provided in the Permit
Application Notice and Section 401 Tier IT Water Quality
Certification report does not sufficiently address wetland
impacts and mitigation, Wetlands are present on the tract
on the region of the river oxbow and are not mapped in the
report.

Response 20: During field investigations and verified by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers during the site visit on
December 15, 2010, there are no existing wetlands in the
proposed CTA project area. Additionally, during a site
visit on December 20, 2010, the entire area immediately
adjacent to the eastern bank of the river oxbow within the
proposed CTA project area was walked and there were no
wetlands in this area.
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°| For compensatory mitigation to waters of the U.S., see the

mitigation section of the Department of the Army

Environmental Asséssment and Statement of Flndlng for
Apphcatlon SWF ~2010- 00506

146 . e V'Commeut 21 In fast-gromng areas ephemeral and
' - w07 headwater streams are often severely and irreversibly
‘altered for development and flood control purposes. Ona
' regional scale, the eradication and channelization of these
‘streams results in a large cumulative impact to the
| watershed in general. Removing the’ sinuosity and
1 floodplain access of streams by confining them to
© ¢ |-underground culverts will increase the volume and flow
- 1 veloeity downstream and potentlally cause erosion or
flooding in those-arcas. Water exmng these modified
- | 'streams has more erosive potentlal since the water in a
| channelized stream generally does not have as much
| suspended sediment in the water column. ‘Burying
| ‘exacerbates downstream problems by passmg
.| ‘contaminants, accelerated flow, and runoff from additional
impervious cover further down the watershed.

‘Response 21: See Responses 1, 2, and the mitigation-

*|'section of the Department of the Army Environmental

.| Assessment and Statement of Fmdmg for Apphcatmn
" 'SWF-2010~00506 : .

- VComment 22 TPWD staff is concerned that the proposed
el ,strea.m modifications will result in the ureplaceable loss of
e Vvvstream habltats and functlons in thls reg1on .

e ,;Response 22 Sec Responses 5,6, and the lmtxgatlon
o rsection-of the Department of the Army Environmental
R Assessment and Statement of Fmdmg for Apphcatmu
o VSWF 2010-00506

Ry Comment 23 Multlple comments were recelved regardmg _ _
e potential for the loss in property value for re31denees '
'and 'busmesses ; o L, '

“Response 23: A prehmmary analysxs to determme the loss
5 if any, to properties located in proxumty to the

i proposed:CTA in Bastrop County was conducted The

-‘--’}1’?8656 o :" o
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methodology refiects the modern capacity to collect large
amoumnts of data relating to property assessments around
any given location.

The approach was based on the proposition that
homeowners and property owners in the vicinity of the
airport would avail themselves of any advantages with
regard to the assessments which are pertinent to their
particular property. That is to say, if there is a disadvantage
to airport proximity of the magnitude of over 25 percent, it
would certainly be reflected in the tax assessments for
property which is in the vicinity of the airport as opposed to
property which is located further away from the airport.
The consideration of the airport would either be reflected in
the assessment as a Detrimental Condition, or alternatively,
would likely be appealed by a prudent owner if not
considered by the original assessment. This is based on the
simple economic principle that taxpayers want to pay as
little tax as possible.

The study focused on three airports in Texas which cater to
a general aviation constituency, and have similar types of
runway and taxiway configurations that are planned for
CTA. These airports include David Wayne Hooks Airport,
Addison Airport, and Sugar Land Regional Airport. These
airports are located in areas which have similar
demographics to those which exist in the general Austin-
Bastrop region. In the case of residential property, all three
locations do not exhibit any substantia! difference in the
assessment applied to residential housing in each of the
three areas based on commonality of characteristics, as a
result of proximity to the airport. Variations in assessed
values were generally between 3 and 5 percent.

In the case of commercial and industrial property, values
defined by assessment were, in general, higher for property
closer to the airport. In the case of commercial property
some of this can be attributed to the large population and
customer base which is supported by the economic activity
on all three airport environments. This is particularly true
for retail property, because people who work at the airport
buy things at stores around the airport, and dining at
restaurants close to the airport on their lunch hour.
Additionally, assessors and appzaisers in all three counties
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: T - 1 do hotecognize airport proximity as a detrlmental
.t VCOIldIthIl for these facilities, nor do they report any
“{ noticeable property tax appeal activity based on this
B 'concept

, Based on thls lnformanon, the USACE has determmed that |
- tsome property values may be drop by the proposed CTA; ‘

~+| howevet, other property values may rise. Typically,

general aVIatlon alrports do not 1mpact property values.

o152 0 0 j‘Commeht 24: Ou.rv home represents not only the place we
1. * |'planto spend the rest of our lives but also the place we
- | gather with our families and our eleven grandchildren. The
| thought of the proposed CTA destroying not only the value
.| of our investment in our home and making it for all
LT practlcal purposes uninhabitable is devastatmg If the
R :;development of this proposed airport is allowed to precede,
| ' many families, not only those in our neighborhood will
-I-suffer an enormous loss of their financial worth and a way
V'of hfe they have ‘worked to prov1de for their families.

, Response 24 See Response to Comment 23 Based on
& compansons to other airports with similar demographics,

1 -there is no reason to believe that any existing residences
, 'would become unmhabltable asa result of this prOJect.

3 4 6 7 9, 10 17 19 21 -~Comment 25 Several commeots were received concerning
122,25, 26; 28, 31 32, 37 the potenhal economic impacts the proposed project would
3 ’40 43 49 50 57 have on area re51dences and busmesses

S "Response; 25 An Econom;lc Impact Study conducted by
.| The Perryman Group measured the likely economic effects
| stemming from the construction and development of the
| proposed CTA and associafed facilities, as Well as the
ik fassoc;ated Green Corporate Centers :

. The total effect of constructlon of the alrpoxt and
~* “associated facilities would lead to an additional
B vf_$627 million in total spendmg, $298 million in
. output, and 3,818 person-years of employment in
the: State e _

The operatwn of the a1rport and related services
generate ongomg posmve CCOIIOIIJIC effeets at
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maturity including $878 million in annual total
spending, $398 million in output each year, and
4,730 jobs. Activity would be concentrated in the
immediate area, with spillover effects to the region
and beyond. Over a typical five-year period, the
airport contributes over $4 billion in cumulative
outlays and almost $2 billion in gross product.

The ongoing economic activity associated with this project
would, in turn, lead to gains in the direct and indirect tax
receipts to local governments and the State.

6, 8,10,11, 19,21, 24, 26, | Comment 26: The proposed runway structure would have
27,31,32,37, 38,43, 44, | planes flying a mere 900 fi. above a brand new 2,000

54 student High School (Cedar Creek High School) the danger
that imposes along with the high noise levels and air
pollution that it will create make this location unacceptable.
Additional commercial traffic would represent an
unacceptable safety hazard. Solar panels require space.
Where will they be located on the proposed site and how
many will there be? Solar panels are also bright and shiny.
Will their presence on the CTA property create distractions
or safety issues for pilots attempting to approach and depart
the airport?

Response 26: The arrival and departure patterns would not
track over the high school. Currently, certain arrival and
departure pattérns at Austin Bergstrom International
Airport track over the high school. The proposed CTA
would be a general aviation airport. The operations of
general aviation airports are for purposes other than
regulatly scheduled commercial passenger and air cargo
services. In the event solar panels are installed as part of
any future development they would be located and
positioned in such a manner to ensure public safety,

Also, see Responses to Comments 17 and 18.

3,4,6,7,9,13, 25, 30, 35, | Comment 27: Multiple comments were received relative to
36,37,38,39,40,41, 44, | the project’s inappropriateness and suitability for a new
49, 53, 54, 57 airport.

Response 27: The CTA is only a portion of the overall
project, which includes EcoMerge Green Corporate Centers
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: RRRRS ¥ (GCC) "GCC and CTA is an economic development,
-master planned corporate camipus, and privately owned

ol general aviation reliever airport. ‘The project offers many
| benefits that include on-site renewable energy generatlon
o 'mtegrated communications services, business services and
L vmfrastructure and an on-site general aviation airport
'prov1dmg services not presently available in the central
Texas region. However, the GCC is a separate and

: complete pro_; ject and has mdependent utility from the CTA.

| Also see Response to Comment 25 and 26.

= 10,11, 19, 21, 22, 318,' 43 Comment 28: Comments were recewed w1th concerns for
; E R h1stonc cultural and scemc resources.

B "Response 28 The proposed CTA development was
| surveyed for the presence of historic and preh13tor1c sites.
| Prior'to the survey there were no known or recorded sites

LT ‘ellg1ble or potentially eligible, for listing in the National
, Reglster of Historic Places on the property. The cultural
“ | resources ‘work mcluded pedestnan survey, shovel-testing,

: '3and backtioe trenchmg - There were no sites or structures of
" | any.age located in the permit area. There is a negligible
chance of unidentified sites being encountered during
constructmn :

j2' 3 4 5 6 9 10 15 19 - VComment 29 ‘Several comments were ¢ received stating that
20, 21,22,25,26,27,28, .| the: -project was not needed, that there are anumberof
°30,36,37,38, 39 41 43,", executive and reliever airpotts already operating in the area,
'44 49 57 60 ' |-and these airports fill the need. - Sotne of these comments -

i suggested that this prOJect may impact the emstmg :
.| operations’ ‘of other airports. One comment stated that as a
s professmnal pilot he sees 110 need for the proposed airport,
-~ |"CTA,"in Bastrop, Texas. - The two fixed based operators at
L Bergstrom Airport are only working at about 40% of .

| capacity. -Also, with exceptior of the Northeast Corner the
* |“entire east side of ‘Bergstrom Alrport could be developed
‘One must consider the New Executive Aerort just north of
: 'Befgstrom that will be opening in'a couple of months. As
| far ¢ as mamtenance 1s concemed all maj or manufacturers :
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acre tract in Bastrop County, Texas. The proposed CTA
would be one component in the proposed development by
Green Corporate Centers Holdings, Inc. (GCCH). GCCH
is headquartered in Austin, Texas, and was formed to
develop a privately constructed, approximately 1,000-acre
“green” business site with a privately owned and operated
general aviation reliever airport as the economic engine at
its core.

The proposed CTA would serve the Austin metropolitan
area, the 15™ largest metropolitan population in the U.S.
The closing of both Robert Mueller Municipal and Austin
Executive Airports in 1999 resulted in the displacement of
over 400 general aviation aircraft, along with virtually all
associated maintenance, repair, and support businesses,
creating the operational need for a general aviation reliever
airport in the Austin metropolitan region.

ABIA was designed to primarily support commercial
passenger and &ir cargo businesses. Until recently, two
supporting general aviation reliever airports existed in the
Central Texas region. Neither of the two supporting
general aviation airports is conveniently located to Austin,
nor are they suitable for supporting Austin’s current or
future general aviation needs. Multiple prior attempts to
secure a site and build a general aviation reliever airport
nearer to Austin by the Federal Aviation Administration,
the Texas Department of Transportation, and the City of
Austin have not succeeded,

CTA’s proposed 7,200-foot precision approach runway
would be capable of supporting all types and classes of
general aviation aircraft and would be comparable to
executive general aviation operations at Houston’s Hobby
or Dallas’ Addison Airports, and would be available for
public use. The CTA would fill Austin’s void in general
aviation support by providing facilities needed for the
growing aviation demand created over the past 11 years.
CTA plans to recruit and support a full array of aviation
sales, charter, leasing, maintenance, and repair and support
businesses.

The recently completed Austin Executive Airport (formerly
Bird’s Nest) opened for business in June of 2011, and helps
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el ey * I fill the nieeds of thé general av1at10n commumty in Central
Texas, The proposed operations of the Austin Executive
'| Airport would be a compliment to the operations of the
: CTA and Austm Bergstrom International Alrport

' Based on ﬂ'llS information, the USACE has determined the
':apphcant has demonstrated aneed for the pI’Q] ect

14,26,31,55 = - ‘ Comment 30 Comments were recelved concernmg
PR I o ‘increased border security, drug trafficking, and law
e enforcement problems and i issues relative to the CTA.

: Response 30: There is no reason to believe that tlns airport
-|'would create a larger security risk to the region than any
other general aviation airport. The CTA and other people
:usmg the airport would be subject to the same federal,
'state and local laws and law enforcement as anyone else.

0 9,10,19,21,22,43,60 - :"Comment 31 Several comments were recelved concerning
R S I TR b property ownerslnp” and “confiscated”™ roperly

' Response 31 Under cutrent Texas State Law, no land can
| be “confiscated” for private economic development, No
5' pnvate property would be “confiscated” by the apphcant

o 16,22, 45,54,60 - K VComment 32 ‘We have major concerns for the negative
S o ‘environmental impacts this project would have on our
- Vnelghborhood and the surroundlng ared.

Response 32 See all comment responses

, 3 4, 5 6 9 19 25 26, g ~Comment 33: Multiple comments were received
27,28.30, 31, ?12,; 36., 37, '|.concerning the lack of federal/governmient regulatlon and
38,39, 41',:,42,,, , 50, 51, | ‘oversight; including local, county, and city oversight
54,55, 57, 60 i relatlve to private fundlng for the CTA. Specifically,

B - | agencies and authorities mentioned included the EPA, the
| FAA, “Federal Security,” City of Bastrop, and Bastrop

' -;-Coun . These: concerns lncluded uncontrolled

R Response 33 Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
o | the U Army Corps of Engineers (U SACE) regulates the

-7 7| dischargé of dredged and fill material into waters of the -

T Unlted States Includmg wetlands USACE respons1b111ty

.:;;fpag?62'.p* LA
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under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 is
to regulate any work in, or affecting, navigable waters of
the United States. Based on the description of the proposed
work, and other information available to us, we have
determined this project would involve activities subject to
the requirements of Section 404, The USACE based this
decision on a preliminary jurisdictional determination that
there are waters of the United States within the project site.
While the USACE is performing this Environmental
Assessment of the proposed CTA to comply with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its review
authority is limited by these laws and associated
regulations, court decisions, rules, and legal guidance.

In accordance with Section 404, the Applicant has
submitted an Application for a Department of the Army
Permit. As part of the application process, required
environmental evaluations are conducted, and the project is
reviewed by the Environmental Protection Agency, the
USACE, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Texas Historical
Commission, Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality, and Texas Parks and Wildlife. The applicant has
also applied for and received approval from the Federal
Aviation Administration, in an advisory role, for airspace
for the proposed CTA. The Applicant has submitted data
and a request for a change in the FEMA floodplain for the
proposed project, and FEMA has issued a Conditional
Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) Change for this activity.

Privately funded airports have limited review by the FAA.
No federal agency has the authority to review projects
outside of their responsibility; therefore, the FAA could not
provide regulatory review of this project even if requested
by the applicant.

Also, see responses to Comments 1, 2, 5, and 9.

43

Comment 34: At the county’s request, the 381 Agreement
(a contractual arrangement between Bastrop County and the
applicant) stipulates that the proposed CTA will not be
required to obtain an Airport Operating Certificate (AQC).
This decision by the County exempts the airport from
having to adhere to the 14 CFR Part 139 rules which are
mandatory with an AOC but otherwise optional.
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o Response 34 'CTA has not been granted an exemption to
)| 14 CFR Part 139 (Part 139). Part 139 is not applicable to
o CTA -Part'139 is only apphcable to certain specific
- | airports, ot all airports. It is only for alrports that have
S ‘scheduled ait carrier operatlons (such as Southwest
i Alrllnes) If air carrier service does not currently exist, or
- | is not planned for a certain date, the standards of Part 139
4 'do not apply to the an'port Part 139 is not apphcable to

1 9516, 35,37,38, 42,43, Comment 35: Several comments requested NEPA analysis
48, 50,51,55,59 = . of the pr0ject and public dtselosure of the Environmental
el e Y ~Docume11t :

e Response 35; Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
the U.:S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates the
di scharge of dredged and fill material into waters of the
"+ United States, including wetlands. USACE responsibility
" iunder Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 is

| to regulate any work in, or affecting, navigable waters of |-
the United States. Based on the description of the proposed
work, and other information available to us, we have
L detemnned this project would involve activities subject to

| the: requirements of Section 404. The USACE based this
decision ori a prehmmary Junsdwuonal determination that
- | there are waters of the United States within the project site.
- |- While the USACE is performing this Environmental
| Assessment, 404(b)(1) Guidelines ‘Evaluation, Public
| Interest Review, and Statement of Findings for the
= ‘proposed CTA its.review authonty is limited to these
- |-waters and the area surfounding waters of the U.S. This
RO Envn'onmental Assessment document is subject to a
.| Freedom of Informatlon Act (FOIA) request and may be
e obtamed aﬁer a penmt decmlon is rnade

o, Also‘ "Se'e responSe to Comment 33.

‘Cornment 36 0pen conta:mment ponds in a known
vvnldhfearea are not in comphance w1th FAA

36+ See responses toComments 6,7, and 33,

- [9,28,30,36,39, 40,49,

o;ntﬁent' 7App11cant has not solicited any public
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51,60 conment on this proposed development from the local
community.

Response 37: In accordance with the Clean Water Act, the
Applicant has submitted an Application for a Department
of the Army Permit. Part of the application includes a
public comment period, during which these comments were
received.

56 Comment 38: The applicant proposes to construct an on-
channel 26-acre water detention pond for this project. The
applicant should consult with the TCEQ Water Rights
Permitting and Availability Section to determine if a water
rights permit is required for this project.

Response 38: This comment was forward to the applicant
for action. All TCEQ regulations and requirements would
be implemented as necessary.

10, 19,21, 43 Comment 39; Comments were received stating that the
public notice for the project was insufficient to evaluate the
project and make comments.

Response 39: The public notice was prepared in
accordance with the Clean Water Act regulations, rules,
and guidance for Department of the Army, Standard
Individual Permits. The purpose of the public notice is to
inform the public of a proposal for work in which they
might be interested. It is also to solicit comments and
information to better enable the USACE to make a
reasonable decision on factors affecting the public interest.
The public notice is not intended to be an analysis of the
proposed project.

22 Comment 40: A comment was received relative to
navigation.

Response 40: As previously discussed, the project would
have direct impacts to ephemeral streams and a pond. The
proposed project would not have direct impacts (o the
Colorado River and would not impact navigation.

35 Comment 41: The developer has made multiple
unsubstantiated statements and promises. One is that the
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' R = proposed development would bnng over 40 000 JObS to the
area.’:a'claim for which the developer has prov1ded no
“supporting documentation.” ;..also claimed (hat various
* | international companies have already s1c,ned on to this

*| project;’ 1nclud1ng Toshiba, Again, he has prowded nothing
g to substantlate thls cIalm :

Response 41 Comment noted.

S S R 'Comment 42 In reallty, itis dlfﬁcult to capture the full
s s e scope ofi impacts that will result from the applicant’s

| proposed development because little factual information is
available to the public, especially with respect to the 4

| million plus square feet of comrnercial development
indicated in the application. Further, the paucity of

S 'mformatmn that does become avallable is 1ncon31stent and
constantly shﬂtmg

Response 42 Comment noted

P43 e ;Comment 43 Acomment was recelved on the unc!ear
| nature of the flights to be served by the proposed airport...
| All~cargo 0perat1ons can land at a non-139-certified airport
'| as long as they are not scheduled charter flights. What this
means is - that all-cargo operations that are either non-
o charter ot negot1ated~charter can land at non-139-certified
.| airports. .. This raises the specter of the CTA becommg a

- |: charter cargo hub which for all practlcal purposed could
"7 | transform this venture into a “commercial” facility that
sl would be anythmg but a general aviatlon an'port

Sl Response 43 In the U.S,, , more than 51xty percent of all air

- | cargois carried i in the baggage holds (called “belly cargo™)
.| of scheduled passenger airliners, and it would be extremely

| difficult and inefficient to 1solate cargo from passenger
* | operations. A]l-cargo (1 €. cargo. only) operations are not -
.easﬁy separated from passenger—cargo operations. Because
: 'Veargo is carried on passenget aircraft, that operation
st remain at the air carrier airports. Separatlon of all-’
and belly cargo would force agents and frelght 7
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Air cargo operations are centered at Austin Bergstrom
International Airport (ABIA), where there are handling
facilities designed to accommodate that type of traffic.
According to the applicant, CTA could not support an
economically viable cargo operation, Tt would not have the
infrastructure and plans do not call for any such
development,

38 Comment 44: There is vague information regarding the
“green” businesses that are proposed to also be in the
development.

Response 44: Although evaluation of the proposed “green
business” development is beyond the scope of the
Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and
Statement of Finding for Application SWF-2010-00506, the
applicant has provided the following details.

The proposed CTA project is a single and complete project.
CTA is one component of a proposed “green”
development by GCCH. Based on information provided by
the applicant, the goal of GCCH is to recruit strategic
partners to develop, demonstrate, and manufacture products
at the equivalent of a “Global Eco-Trade Center”
marketplace for the Western Hemisphere. The GCCH has
entered into a strategic partnership with Eco-Merge USA,
LLC (Eco-Merge) and Tiga Energy Services, Inc. (Tiga) to
create a world class development to be called Eco-Merge
Green Corporate Centers (Eco-Project),

Eco-Merge, which is a consortium led by Dentsu, Inc. of
Japan, is presently recruiting strategic partners for the Eco-
Project, including many of the world’s leading companies
from America, Japan, Korea, India, and China, to bring
technology, and research and development demonstrations
from their respective countries. These include electric
automobile design/manufacturers, alternative energy
developers/manufacturers, green building design/material
manufacturers, energy technology, conservation
management companies, an eco-farming facility, an eco-
entertainment district, and communications infrastructure
and service businesses. Tt is intended that the Eco-Project
would be a world demonstration showcase for the
ecologically-sustainable development of aviation,
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vtransportatlon commgercial, mdustnal and reSIdentlal
commumtles

e Tloa isa commun1cat10ns services and consultmg firm that
. provrdes network security, connectivity, and .
-‘mteroperablhty solutions to industry. -Through their

strategic partnershlp with GCCII, Tiga plans to designa

| leading-edge communications platforrn to provide voice,
" | data, ahd video communication setvices to the entire

development campus. In addition to the planned
communications infrastructure for the management of

building controls and energy-related systems, GCCH also

plans to introduce the world’s first IP (“Internet Protocol”)

© i based Smart—Mlcro-GrldTM featuring real-time energy
,mformatlon capture, management and reporting for all

energy ‘generation, storage, transmission, and consumptlon

: ':data for the development

The m1t1al group of EGO-PI’O] ect partunpants are:

'TOShlba International Corporatton Plans an
installation of its leading solax-energy technology to
_ produce nearly 10 megawatts of photovoltaic
- electric generation, employing advanced storage
~_technology, energy management, and smart-grid
.~interfacés with secure communications technology
S in partnershlp w1th Tiga.

SR coSolaIgy, Tnc. - eco—Sola.rgy, whose parent
. | .company is T1anwe1 Clean Energy of Chengdu,
. -China, is a globally reconged advanced developer
27 and manufacturer of cost-effective photovoltaic
- moadules to collect solar powet, which proposes to

- construct a 50 megawatt annual capacity

3 . fmanufacturmg facility. .

Yenco manufacturmg. Inc — (formerly ¢ URI Energy,
~Inc., of Korea) Yerico is a company which creates
- and produces LED chsplays and lights that last

- o longer are more energy efficient, and contain less

; carbon ledeC and Do mercury or cadmium.

Akash Ganga Pvt Ltd Akash Ganga of Chennai,

i Indla is a developer and manufacturer of 1nnovat1ve

e
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products for extracting pure drinking water from the
atmosphere.

The CTA and Eco-Merge are also in discussions with
several other multinational companies about locating
facilities at the Eco-Project.

47 Comment 45: We believe that future phases and
contingency plans of the project could also have impacts on
waters of the U.S. and should be addressed at this time as a
part of the full and complete project.

Response 45: The USACE is evaluating the single and
complete project with independent utility from all other
phases of development. Should other projects that lack
independent utility be proposed at a future date, the

applicant would need to modify the Section 404 permit.

12 Comment 46: As an overarching matter, the City has not
been provided any detailed information related to the
Application and Permits sought, and with the information
in hand, is not able to discern, with any confidence, the
basic technical information related to the Project. (E.g.,
The exact channel size is not apparent.) Thus, the City has
been disadvantaged in reviewing the information provided
and in its preparation of these comments. Accordingly, the
City requests larger and more detailed drawings of the
submitted Project information, an adequate opportunity to
supplement this comment if it determines as a result of
those documents that details have been made available that
it did not have for this submission, With the discharge of
approximately 46,000 cubic yards of dredged and fill
material, the City requests to sce the engineering study
associated with the discharge of the material into the
floodplain as it relates to base flood elevations (“BF E”)
both existing and proposed. The City would like to review
the engineering design of the storm water box culverts and
channel system.... the proposed 26-acre detention pond
and site runoff.... the information submitted to FEMA. for
the floodplain and the associated LOMR-F and/or
CLOMA, if applicable.... the floodplain information
related to the Project sent to the City, due to the City’s
extended EJT.... what affect the box culverts and channels
will have on the upstream property owners and Colorado
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L River.. . With the Pro;ect crossmg the ﬂoodplam the City
w0 | s concerned about a larger flood event and its affect on the

surrounding property owners, who reside in the Clty g

SR § junsdlctwn The City requests mformatlon concerning
- | how alarger flood event would be directed around the

'~1n1provements and/or what would be done lf the ﬂood

| event “topped” the runway.... ¥

: ﬂoodp!alns (e.g., 100 or 500 year) have been/wﬂl be

| established with regards to this Project. ...a more in-depth
explanation of the mitigation plan/effort for the Project

. |'with regards to the removal of the ponds; potentlal flood

E impact. ([ncludmg affects, if any, on the City-asa

‘| downstream entity.) ...an opportunity to see the amount of

| forest/woods that will be destroyed with this Project and

" how the mitigation will offset that affect. - ...to see the

- ‘emergency plan that will be in effect for any aviation fuel
- | spill and what affect a spill (and the plan to address same)

w1ll have on the on-site stream, ponds, and Colorado River,
| +..information concerning how the routine petroleum
:products and other contaminates that are the unpreventable
| off-shoot of an aviation operatlon, such as that envisioned
| by the Project, will be controlled, to prevent its entry into
| on-site streams, soils and ultimately, into the Colorado

V | River. ...information concerning where the Project’s

I wastewater will go and how it will be treated. ...what -
| ‘entity will supply potable water to the Project. ...whether a
- |'wetland survey has been performed and if not whether it

| will be requlred and the schedule for performance of the
.7 ‘same. ... what effect the Project and the noise appurtenant

toan a1rport operation will have on the fish and wildlife

‘and humian life; how that will be assessed and mitigated.

.--what other outside ut111t1es, such as telephone, -
elecommumcauon services, waste-handling, etc. will be

' ) i pr0v1ded for thls Project, by what prowd.ers and what -
. =| impact construction related to those utlhtles wﬂl have on
| the env1ronment

,'of the Clean, Water Act. The CTA would need to comply.

: hé’térms and condltlons of the Individudl Permit, as -
vther state and federal regulations. Information -
‘submitted to the USACE by the consultant is subject to the

i vFree om of lﬁfonnailon Act (F OIA) and the mty could
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request all information submitted by the applicant through
FOIA. However, the information submitted to the USACE
may be no more than the type and amount of information
needed to allow the USACE the ability to render a permit
decision.

Also, see other responses to comments.

43 : Comment 47: It appears that neither Mr. Carpenter nor the
CTA own the land on which they propose to build this
project. Nor is there any indication that the owners of the
land support this application.

Response 47: Property ownership issues are beyond the
scope the 404 permitting process, Comment noted.

30, 38, 39, 40, 50 Comment 48: Applicant has submitted an incomplete
application regarding additional planned developments at
the site.

Response 48: The activity for which the application for a
Department of the Army permit was submitted is the
proposed construction of the CTA, runway, and associated
buildings. The USACE is evaluating the single and
complete project with independent utility from all other
potential future phases of development. In the event other
projects without independent utility from the current
project are proposed, the USACE would evaluate the
project and may determine the applicant needs to submit a
permit modification rather than a separate permit
application.

52 Comment 49: Much more information is needed in the
' Public Notice to evaluate whether the permiitee-responsible
requirements are being implemented.

Response 49: As required by the issuance of a Department
of the Army Permit for the proposed project, the Applicant
would implement the mitigation plan prior to ground
disturbing activities within waters of the U.S.

56 Comment 50: In the response to Item LD of the Alternative
Analysis Checklist, the applicant indicated that there are no
other locations and airspace within the Central Texas
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| region that could eﬁ‘imently prov1de a su1table gite fora

general ¢ av1at10n reliever airport. The applicant, therefore,

“+ 7 Tslates that no other sites were considered for this project.

Practicablé alternatives are prelm:unarlly assumed to exist,

but the apphea.nt does have the opportunity to clearly
demonstrate that no practical alternatives exist. Please

- | have the applicant complete Item LD of the TCEQ’s

Alternatives Analysis Checklist as requued by Section 401

£ 'Vof the Clean Water Act.

‘ Response 50: Alternatwe locations were addressed and

‘| ‘anialyzed in accordance with the Section 404(b)(1)

| guidelines, and it was determined that the current site best
- | serves the needs of the general aviation community in

| Central Texas in terms of location and air space

compatibility. “See Alternative Analysis Section of the

e Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and

| Statement of Finding for Apphcatlon SWF-2010-00506.
| The appllcant would complete Item LD of the TCEQ 8
v, Altematlves Analysas Cheekllst ,

56

o "Comment 51 -There appear to be dlscrepancws in the

L amourit-of unpact and mitigation described in the PN

i conipared o the Tier I Questionnaire/MP, which was

| submitted by the applicant. Please clarify these

e rdtserepanmes with the applicant and have the applicant
o +| submit a reVision of the- Tler II Questlonnalre and MP if
e :necessary ~ :

'~Resp' se 51 The U.s. Army Corps of Englneers revised
| the ‘amioumnt of lmpact found in the pubhc notice and :
| mitigation plan in thé Department of the Army -

-'| Environmental Assessment and Statement of Fmdmg for..
‘|-Application SWF-2010-00506. Therefore, the Applicant.
i ffwould ‘make the revisions to the Tier IT Questionnaire and

m1t1gat10n plan and resubmlt them to the TCEQ

' ephemefal stream 1dent1ﬁed as WAT 4 towards the -

Comment 52 Topographlc and satellite i 1magery maps of
he area. show additional waters (approxlmately 9,500 linear

fmbutary) extendlng notth and northeast from the
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waters i the north and northeastern part of the property, If
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has determined that
these waters are not jurisdictional, the TCEQ recommends
that the applicant mitigate for impact to waters in the state.

Response 52: The USACE made a site visit on December
13, 2010, in part to determine the extent of waters of the
U.S. Our field determination confirmed the limits of
waters of the U.S. as depicted in the applicant’s final
submittal. Impacts from the proposed project are as stated
in the Depariment of the Army Environmental Assessment
and Statement of Finding for Application SWF-2010-
00506. The USACE does not have jurisdiction over other
waters and non-waters, such as grass-lined swales, rill
erosion, and off-channel ponds dug in uplands.

56 Comment 53: If the applicant’s plan is for permittee-
responsible mitigation, the MP should include sections on
monitoring, site protection instrument, long-term
management, adaptive management, and financial
assurances,

Response 53: The applicant’s mitigation plan is to
purchase mitigation credits from an USACE approved
mitigation bank. No permittee-responsible mitigation
would occur.

56 Comment 54; Please have the applicant explain how the
functional values of the tributaries and open water
proposed to be impacted (including water in the state) will
be determined and how the proposed mitigation will
adequately compensate for the loss of those aquatic
Tesources.

Response 54: The loss of aquatic resources would be
compensated by an USACE-approved mitigation plan that
would be implemented based on TXRAM. For further
information, please sec the mitigation section of the
Departiment of the Army Environmental Assessment and
Statement of Finding for Application SWF-2010-00506.

56 Comment 55: Please have the applicant indicate how on-
site water quality will be maintained during construction
and after completion of the project. Please explain how
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S b " | water quality will be protected from any potential fuel spill.
The applicant should also consult with the TCEQ Storm
‘| Water Team fo determine if coverage is necessary under
‘| Multi-Sector General Permit for any industrial storm water
dlscharge '

o Response 55 See Response to Comment 1, and the Teir II
| Water Quality Questionnaire submltted to TCEQ by the
: - s gpplicant -
56 © | Comiment 56: Please have the apphcant clarify how they
R -~ |'will ensure adequate hydrology necessary to support long-
~ term susta1nab1hty of the mltlgatlon areas.

- '_Response 5 6 Please refer to the nutlga’uon section of the
Department of the Army Envmnmental Assessment and
VStatement of Fmdmg for Application. SWF-ZOIO 00506.

56 o o V'Comment 57 Please prOVIde a Jur1sd10t1onal determmanon
o ' . | ofthe apphcant‘s ‘property that has been verlﬁed by the
' Corps o

Response 57 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
| performed a Jurlsdlctlonal determination at the proposed
| 'project location on December 15, 2010, and the extent of
= waters of the U S.is reﬂected in the pubhe notice.

46 . - ,Comment 58 Ttis unclear from the Public Notice and the

Sl T anviary 2011 Mmga‘uon Plan how the location for the

-+ 'detentiont pond was selected or whether site conditions
S ,would allow the pond to be posmoned elsewhere on the

' Response 58 One of the main constralnts relatlve to pond
placement related to the site’s moderate topographic relief.
~Add1t10naﬂy the location of the proposed detention pond -
- --|-was placed on the existing drainage course as the opttmum :
| 1ocat10n to control post-constructlon ﬂows toa maxunum

pre-constructlon ﬂows SR :

: Y.Comment 59 A portlon of the proposed rlpanan plantmgs: ‘
| would occur on 4,000 1f of an oxbow of the. Colorada -

ature has been determined to be Jurlsdlctmnal R
n- _]unsdlcnonal features should not be pen:mtted o

: ~However, there is tio indication in ‘the PN or the MP :
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compensate for impacts to waters of the U.S.

Response 59: The applicant’s Mitigation Plan no Jonger
includes mitigation on the oxbow. Please see the
mitigation plan section of the Department of the Army
Environmental Assessment and Statement of Finding for
Application SWF-2010-00506.

46 Comment 60: A Fort Worth District approved functional
assessment should be performed to establish baseline
conditions and measure progress at the mitigation site(s).
The final assessment should indicate a minimum 1:1 ratio
of functions lost versus functions gained. The applicant
should use an assessment method that considers temporal
losses and the risk of project failure in the calculation of
total functions gained.

Response 60: All components of the above comment
would be implemented in the mitigation plan.

46 Comment 61: A success criterion should be set for woody
species diversity on Section 5.1 of the MP.

Response 61: Please see the mitigation plan section of the
Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and
Statement of Finding for Application SWF-2010-00506.

46 Comment 62: In order to ensure that impacts to waters of
the U.S. and the State’s fish and wildlife resoutces will be
appropriately mitigated; the applicant should address these
issues and incorporate changes into the MP prior to permit
issuance.

Response 62: Please see the mitigation plan section of the
Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and
Statement of Finding for Application SWF-2010-00506.
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