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Figure 4.3-10
Alternative 6 – Heintzelman Boulevard

SOURCE: Greater Orlando Aviation Authority, 2008; and ESA Airports, 2009
OIA East Airfield Development Area EA . 207524
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Alternative 7 – Mud Lake Area

SOURCE: Greater Orlando Aviation Authority, 2008; and ESA Airports, 2009
OIA East Airfield Development Area EA . 207524
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• Environmental Constraints – Potential to adversely affect natural resources, fish and 
wildlife. This criterion was evaluated using the following scale: 

o None- no potential to have an adverse affect, and no environmental permits would be 
expected to be required for the development. 

o Low – a low potential to have an adverse affect, would be off-set through best 
management practices and minimal mitigation efforts and would likely be able to 
obtain environmental permits on the federal, state, and local levels. 

o Medium – a medium potential to have adverse affect, would be able to off-set those 
adverse affects through mitigation and would likely be able to obtain federal, state, 
and local environmental permits. 

o High – a high potential to adversely affect, would not likely be able to off-set these 
impacts through mitigation efforts and would not likely be able to obtain environmental 
permits on the federal, state, and local levels. 

4.4.2 Alternatives Considered but Not Retained 
During the alternatives screening analysis, seven (7) of the nine (9) alternatives were removed from 
further consideration because they were found to be unreasonable and/or not prudent.  A summary 
table of the screening analysis is located in section 4.4.3. 

Alternative Off (1) “Lake Nona” did not have feasible airfield access, is not consistent with local 
land use plans, would not meet FAA safety and efficiency requirements, the property would be costly 
to purchase, and existing development (including residential) is located currently on or adjacent 
to a majority of the parcel.  This alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

Alternative Off (2) “Orlando Executive Airport” was included in the alternatives investigation 
because the parcel has direct airfield access and is designated as aviation use in local land use 
plans. However, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration due to the unavailability 
of contiguous acreage of a size to accommodate large scale Aviation Uses. Additionally, due to 
physical barriers, runway lengths could not be extended to accommodate larger aircraft that could be 
associated with the Aviation Use development. Finally, the site currently has aviation and aviation 
support structures and operations that would be displaced to accommodate large scale Aviation Uses.  

Alternative 2, East Airfield Development Area Concept A, has the same impact footprint as 
Alternative 3, East Airfield Development Area Concept B. However, Alternative 2 was eliminated 
from further consideration after public input was received regarding the location of the fuel farm 
in close proximity to the residential areas and the desire to establish a land use buffer to residential 
areas south of the site. Alternative 3 was developed to specifically address these changes. Because all 
other impacts would be identical relative to the two alternatives and Alternative 3 was superior relative 
to the community concerns, Alternative 2 was eliminated from further consideration. 
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Alternative 4, Tradeport Area, was eliminated from further consideration due to the potential 
impact on numerous existing businesses and facilities that would result from the demolition and 
reconstruction required to support large scale Aviation Uses in this area. While the alternative 
is consistent with local land use plans, the remaining undeveloped property in the Tradeport 
area consists predominately of infill parcels that are inadequate to support large scale aviation 
uses. Impacts to the existing revenue stream resulting from impacts to existing Tradeport tenants are 
counter to primary screening criteria in the purpose and need. 

Alternative 5, South Terminal Area, has already been planned, designed, and permitted for 
commercial passenger service uses and thus, was eliminated from further consideration. The future 
south terminal complex has been planned for in the OIA Master Plan, received environmental 
clearance (FAA unconditional approval on the current OIA ALP), and environmental impacts 
have already been mitigated. Alternative 5 is not considered a prudent alternative in light of the 
future needs for commercial passenger service facilities at OIA. 

Alternative 6, Heintzelman Boulevard, was eliminated from further consideration due to the 
constraints on Aviation Use facility development imposed by air traffic control line of site 
requirements and FAR Part 77 height restrictions. These constraints would limit the height of 
buildings and thus the ability of the site to provide for large scale development to meet the purpose 
and need. Additionally, Alternative 6 provides considerably less contiguous land area than any 
of the other alternatives, restricting the types and flexibility of Aviation Use facility development 
and overall revenue enhancement thus, not meeting a primary screening consideration for the purpose 
and need. 

Alternative 7, Mud Lake, was eliminated from further consideration for a number of reasons. The 
parcel has no direct or planned airfield access and is not consistent with local land use planning. 
Additionally, it has a high potential to have adverse affects on natural resources, fish and wildlife, 
and its present use is as an existing mitigation area which has been impressed with a conservation 
easement. Alternative 7 would have the largest amount of wetland impacts when compared to the 
other on-site alternatives. Approximately 639 acres of USACE wetland impacts would be required 
if Alternative 7 would be developed to meet the purpose and need. In addition, Alternative 7 could 
require the filling of up to 240 acres of Mud Lake. It is unlikely that the sponsor would be able 
to obtain the necessary governmental permits authorizing these wetland impacts or the filling 
of Mud Lake. 
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4.4.3 Summary Table of Alternatives Analysis 
 

TABLE 4.4-1 
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING ANALYSIS 

 Screening Item 
Alt Off 1 

Lake Nona 
Alt Off 2  

OEA 
Alt 1 

No Action 

Alt 2 
East Airfield 
Concept Aa 

Alt 3 
East Airfield 
Concept B 

Alt 4 
Tradeport 

Alt 5 
South 

Terminal 

Alt 6 
Heintzelman 

Blvd 
Alt 7 

Mud Lake 

Pr
im

ar
y 

Sc
re

en
in

g 
C

rit
er

ia
 

Parcel size of approximately 1,000 contiguous acres.  X   X X X X  X 

Parcel has direct or future planned airfield access.  X  X X X X X  

Parcel has access to necessary infrastructure to 
support large scale aviation development (a 
minimum of a 9,000 foot runway). 

   X X X X X  

Increases and diversifies OIA revenue without 
disrupting or impacting existing or future planned 
airport revenue generation areas (identified on the 
current ALP). 

   X X   X X 

Consistency with local land use plans (designated for 
aviation uses)  X  X X X X X  

Meets FAA standards and provide for safe and 
efficient use of airport property    X X X X X  

Se
co

nd
ar

y 
Sc

re
en

in
g 

C
rit

er
ia

 Use of existing airport land not needed currently or in 
the future for commercial passenger service  X  X X X  X X 

Parcel has access to major transportation 
infrastructure, including state and interstate highways 
and rail facilities (existing or planned) 

   X X X X X  

Environmental Constraints – Potential to adversely 
affect natural resources, fish and wildlife (none, low, 
medium, or high – described in section 4.4.1) 

medium low  medium medium low low low high 

 
NOTE: An “X” indicates that the alternative meets the screening criteria. 
a – Alternative 2 was eliminated from further consideration due to community concerns. 
SOURCE: ESA Airports, 2009 
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4.4.4. Alternatives Retained After Secondary Screening 
Following the secondary screening analysis, only Alternative 3 - East Airfield Development Area 
Concept B was retained for further analysis and is considered the Preferred Alternative. Except for 
the No Action Alternative, all other alternatives were eliminated from further consideration.  Although 
the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need or screening criteria, as mentioned 
previously, it is retained for further environmental analysis as it provides a baseline for comparative 
purposes to fulfill FAA’s responsibility under NEPA and the CEQ Guidelines.  

4.5 Preferred Alternative 
As a result of this analysis, Alternative 3 is identified as the Preferred Alternative for implementation 
of the Proposed Action. The following land uses are included as part of the 1,325 acre site for 
Alternative 3 (details can be reviewed in Section 3.0): 

• Approximately 600 acres of high intensity airport support facilities with direct airfield 
access including taxiways, aircraft parking apron, and airfield lighting 

• Approximately 115 acres of medium intensity aviation support facilities which creates a 
land use buffer to the south of the project 

• An approximate 30 acre site for a fuel farm facility in the northern portion of the project 

• Approximately 200 acres of stormwater treatment facilities and drainage facility 
improvements 

• Additional acreage for taxiways and transportation infrastructure internal to the project 
and for project egress and ingress from surrounding transportation systems (see section 
3.0 for acreage details). 

• Off-site wetland mitigation (see section 6.20 for off-site wetland mitigation discussion). 

4.6 Consistency with the USACE Permit Application 
Alternatives 
The application of these criteria produced results similar to the conclusion of the alternatives analysis 
prepared by the Sponsor as part of the September 2006 USACE Application (USUSACE) (SAJ-
2006-2640 IP-JSC) for authorization under 33 U.S.C. Section 1344 to discharge dredged or fill 
material to “waters of the United States” associated with the Project. According to the Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines promulgated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, no discharge of 
dredged or fill material to waters of the United States shall be permitted where there is a practicable 
alternative which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative 
does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences. Under the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines, an alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done after taking into 
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. If an 
alternative is otherwise practicable, it may be considered even if it is not presently owned by the 
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applicant provided that it could reasonably be obtained, utilized, expanded or managed in order to 
fulfill the basic purpose.  

The Sponsor determined development feasibility was a significant factor in site selection concluding 
the site must be of sufficient size to accommodate the scale and logistics of the large-scale aviation 
facilities and aviation related uses. For purposes of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, a parcel with 
no less than 1,000 developable acres would accommodate all federal, state, and local permitting 
requirements for a development of this scope and correlate to necessary economies of scale. The 
Sponsor also determined the site must have land use designations allowing development of the 
large-scale aviation facilities, aviation support, and other aviation related facilities. In addition, 
the Sponsor concluded use of the site as a major aviation facility must be consistent with applicable 
federal, state, and local airport operational requirements. Further, the Sponsor determined the site 
must be available and be free of constraints that would preclude the proposed development.  

In evaluating potential sites for acquisition and development, therefore, the Sponsor considered a 
variety of factors, including:  

• Location;  

• Size;  

• Direct access to existing Airport flight operations;  

• Access to major transportation infrastructure, including state and interstate highways and 
rail facilities;  

• Access to the Airport property’s service areas and internal secure road network to 
facilitate the free flow of goods and services within the secure Airport Property;  

• Land use and zoning designations;  

• Compatibility with Airport operations and surrounding land uses;  

• Consistency with federal, state, and local airport operations laws and regulations;  

• Environmental conditions; and  

• Site availability and cost considerations.  

The Sponsor concluded that there was no off-site practicable alternative available and capable of 
being developed after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of 
overall project purposes.  

 




