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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1. Cecil Airport and Spaceport Overview

Located in northeastern Florida, 15 miles outside of Jacksonville, the Airport is home to multiple national
Maintenance, Repair, and Overhaul (MRO) operators retrofitting and performing aircraft inspections for a
variety of aircraft types. The Airport and Spaceport are owned and actively managed by the Jacksonville
Aviation Authority (JAA). The Airport and Spaceport are co-located on the same land, residing on 6,082
acres of property. Spaceport launch operations at Cecil Spaceport are limited to horizontal launch
vehicles. The Spaceport, at the time of this document, has not obtained license to operate as a re-entry
Spaceport. Historically, private companies leverage the Spaceport for research and development.

To ensure that the Airport and Spaceport can continue serving the aerospace industry and economic
development needs of the Jacksonville area, the JAA began preparing this Airport Master Plan Update
(MPU) in late 2021. This update provides a strategic vision for the growth and operation of the Airport
over a 20-year period and establishes an updated framework to help guide land use and development
decisions on and near the Airport. The previous master plan update was published in 2008. Since this
time, the operating environment has changed, requiring an update to this plan.

To identify the infrastructure improvements that may be needed in the future, this master plan update
accounts for several changes in the aviation industry that have occurred over the last 10 years, including
the COVID-19 pandemic, shifting business strategies, aircraft fleet changes, improved navigational
technologies, a desire to right-size facilities to historical and forecast demand, and updated Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) programs and guidance. The goals of this MPU are to address those
changes and ensure that regional aviation needs are met in a feasible and fiscally responsible manner.
The update will also ensure that ongoing Airport development maintains the safe and efficient operations
while being wholly compatible with the surrounding community and environment.

1.2. The Importance of Airports and Spaceports
Airports and Spaceports are vital infrastructure assets because they:

Provides the necessary infrastructure, safety protocols, and logistical support to facilitate the
successful deployment of spacecraft and payloads into space/orbit.

Contribute to a productive national economy and international competitiveness.

Support economic growth and vitality at the local, regional, and national levels through job
creation, and business activity.

Provide access to emergency and public safety services such as law enforcement, fire and
rescue, and medical transport.

Serve national defense by accommodating the various missions of all branches of the military.
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1.3. Airport Master Planning

To preserve and maximize the public benefit generated by an individual airport, focused local planning is
needed to reflect the market conditions and community at that specific airport. An airport master plan is a
comprehensive study that evaluates an airport’s existing facilities and current market trends, forecasts
future activity levels, and assesses facility requirements to accommodate those needs. The results of the
study provide the Airport sponsor, stakeholders, government officials, and regulatory agencies with an
organized and rational plan for maintaining and developing aeronautical facilities over near-, mid-, and
long-term planning horizons (typically 20 years), with the earlier periods providing more specific detail and
the latter periods providing broader guidance. To respond to changing market conditions and regulatory
programs, as well as changing local and regional priorities, master plans are typically updated every five
to seven years. Ultimately, these plans support and justify investment in specific capital improvement
projects at the Airport and Spaceport.

The overarching goal of this MPU was to ensure the long-term operational sustainability of the Airport and
Spaceport by meeting aerospace needs in a feasible and fiscally responsible manner in concert with the
surrounding community and environment. To accomplish this goal, the following specific objectives were
established prior to production of the overall document:

Integrate other recent and related local area studies into the planning for the Airport.

Obtain new aerial mapping and FAA Airports Geographic Information System (AGIS) safety-
critical data, including airfield coordinates and elevations, navigational aid locations, and airspace
obstacle information.

Prepare realistic and FAA-approvable activity forecasts that include a regional system
perspective of general aviation demands.

Engage stakeholders, tenants, customers, and the public in the planning process to ensure their
interests and concerns are taken into consideration.

Identify an airport land use strategy that promotes safety and compatibility while balancing
aviation and non-aeronautical uses.
Create a comprehensive, contemporary, and implementable development plan for VQQ that
satisfies future aviation needs, meets FAA design standards, and enhances safety with specific
focuses on:

Landside access, including the capacity and future expansion of public parking facilities

Airfield geometry with consideration of the latest FAA design principles.
Evaluate the development potential of airport property for aviation and non-aviation uses.

The scope of work for this MPU was developed in cooperation with the FAA and the work elements are
consistent with guidance provided in FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5070-6B, Airport Master Plans. The
planning process involves several key elements as identified in Figure 1-1. These elements include
defining the study goals, inventorying existing conditions, forecasting future activity levels, identifying user
needs and facility requirements, evaluating alternative development scenarios, selecting the preferred
concept, and preparing an implementation/capital improvement plan (CIP). The results of the study are
documented in a technical report and a set of Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawings that depict the existing
airport facilities and environs along with the proposed future improvements.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 1-1 — Master Planning Process Overview
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While coordination with the FAA occurs throughout the process, the two elements of a master plan study
that require FAA approval are the activity forecasts and ALP drawings. These two items are used by the
FAA to justify and support funding assistance for eligible projects under the FAA'’s Airport Improvement
Program (AIP).

1.3.3. Stakeholder and Public Engagement

Master plans are local planning efforts that must address the needs of the airport sponsor (i.e.,
Jacksonville Aviation Authority), as well as the various users and stakeholders that rely on the Airport and
its facilities. For that reason, and to ensure that future development is in concert in with the community
and other local initiatives, outreach and public involvement was performed at several points during the
study process.




1.3.3.1. Planning Advisory Committee (PAC)

A Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) was established to provide insight into Airport operational matters
and local/regional activities and concerns. The PAC also functions as an information conduit to their
respective organizations’ constituencies. The PAC formally met twice during this study and were given
the opportunity to review and comment on draft report chapters as they were prepared.

The PAC consisted of:

JAX Port JAX Chamber

JAXUSA Partnership Public Affairs Agency/Citizen Group
Florida State College at Jacksonville JEA

City of Jacksonville (Planning City of Jacksonville — Office of

Department) Economic Development

1.3.3.1. Public Open House Workshops

In addition to the PAC meetings, three public informational workshops were held to present the study data
and gain input from the general public and neighboring communities. The first meeting was held during
the inventory of existing conditions and provided an introduction and overview of the study findings to that
point, inclusive of preliminary forecast data. The second meeting was conducted during the selection of
the preferred development concept to gain community support and confirm there will be no major public
conflicts. At this meeting forecast, facility requirements and revised inventory data was presented to assist
in the selection of the preferred development concept. The third meeting occurred toward the end of the
study to present the final plan and implementation program; in addition, noise contours for both existing
and future years were presented. To help coordinate the dissemination of study materials and keep the
public engaged, a project website was maintained.

1.3.3.2. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

In addition to the PAC and public informational workshops, a TAC was established to engage active
tenant feedback and concurrence on each major recommendation within this MPU. The TAC met four
times throughout the development of this MPU. The first meeting was at the start of the study, introducing
the purpose and use of this study. The second meeting discussed initial inventory data gathered. The
third meeting presented forecast data and initial facility requirements alongside preliminary alternatives.
The fourth and final TAC meeting was for reviewing and discussing the final plan and implementation
program. From each of these meetings, data sets were refined and subsequently presented at PAC
meetings and the public informational workshops.

The TAC consisted of:

Jacksonville Aviation Authority
Federal Aviation Administration
Boeing

United States Coast Guard

Million Air Jacksonville (formerly owned
and operated by Jacksonville JetPort)

Space Florida
Florida Army National Guard

{

United States Navy
Robinson Aviation, Inc.
Fleet Readiness Center Southeast
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1.4. Updates to Cecil Airport

The bulk of this MPU occurred between October 2021 and September 2023. With the FAA approval of
the ALP drawing set occurring June 2025, this master plan report was finalized. Between September
2023 and June 2025, the following changes occurred at Cecil, which are included within the approved
ALP drawing set, elements of the study narrative may have slight discrepancies when compared to the
ALP, due to continued evolution and refinement of the future conditions planned.

\

Boeing completed construction of their east side development and relocated their east side
development and relocated their operations to the east side. This freed up several facilities on the
west side, notably Buildings 825 and 1820. This impending transition was accounted for in the
overall development of the Recommended Development Plan and therefore no changes were
made to this document or recommendations.

Cecil Spaceport updated their Launch Site Operators License (LSOL) and associated Explosive
Hazard Site Plan (EHSP). These were approved by the FAA Office of Commercial Space
Transportation (FAA/AST) December 2024. Changes to future Spaceport development are
included in the approved ALP drawing set. No changes were made to the MPU.

In May 2025, JAA approved a deal to attract aircraft manufacture, Otto Aviation, to Cecil Airport.
This project is in the very early stages and will require an ALP update at a later time. Since the
development will likely leverage existing building areas and/or occur in areas identified on the
approved ALP as Future MRO Development which is compatible with this development, no
changes were made to this MPU.

Existing Helipads 1 and 2 were found to be noncompliant with current FAA design standards. The
JAA is evaluating the need of these facilities and they will likely be decommissioned. The
approved ALP drawing set denotes these helipads to be decommissioned in the future and future
helipads are no longer planned for. This note relates to published helipads with the FAA.
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Chapter 2. Inventory of Existing Conditions

2.1. Introduction

This chapter documents the existing facilities,
operations, land use and zoning efforts by local
jurisdictions, and other critical infrastructure
supporting Cecil. The chapter further analyzes
the existing environmental elements present at
and around Cecil to support this summary of
the Airport’s and Spaceport’s historical
operating environment.

2.2. Background, Ownership, and Local Setting

Situated in northeast Florida, Cecil is a general aviation (GA) airport open to the public with a history as a
military airfield. Cecil is located approximately 15 miles southwest from Jacksonville city center as
depicted in Figure 2-1 and covers approximately 6,082 acres.! The airport elevation, defined as the
highest point along the runways, is 79.6 feet. The Airport stands out from the other 128 public use airports
in Florida due to a two-mile-long active runway and extensive maintenance, repair, and overhaul (MRO)
facilities. Cecil has a Spaceport Territory with a license for Horizontal Takeoff Horizontal Launch (HTHL)
operations.? Cecil resides in the Jacksonville metropolitan area, an active transportation hub, which has
historically experienced annual growth year over year. Additionally, the geographic setting on the east
coast of Florida provides an optimal space launch location for public and commercial space operations.
Overall, Cecil is positioned within a market providing significant demand for both airport and spaceport
facilities. The Jacksonville area is projected to see extended periods of growth into the future across a
variety of sectors, and Cecil will continue to play a role in the region’s continued growth.

Cecil is owned and actively managed by the Jacksonville Aviation Authority (JAA). The JAA is an
independent government agency that owns and operates four airports within the Jacksonville area, which
are depicted in Figure 2-1 and discussed below.

! Airport Data and Information Portal, Federal Aviation Administration, 2023.
2 Florida Department of Transportation, 2035 FASP, 2017.
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Figure 2-1 — Location Map
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Jacksonville International Airport (JAX): JAX is the JAA’s commercial service airport within the
region providing commercial flights to millions of passengers each year. JAX also supports
commercial air cargo operations and has the Florida Air National Guard 125™ Fighter Wing
stationed on field, operating a fleet of F-15 military fighter aircraft.

Jacksonville Executive at Craig Airport (CRG): CRG is a GA airport primarily serving corporate
aviation operators and flight training at its airfield near the suburban business centers east of
downtown Jacksonville.

Herlong Recreational Airport (HEG): HEG is the JAA's main recreation GA airport located to the
west of Jacksonville and is home to glider, hot air balloon, leisure, and sport aviation operations.
Cecil Airport (VQQ): VQQ is positioned to become the regions primary aircraft MRO airport. Cecil
also maintains a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Spaceport Launch Site license for HTHL
vehicles and accommodates many military operations.

Within the Jacksonville area, there are two military bases and one supporting military airstrip:

Jacksonville Naval Air Station Towers Field (NIP or NAVJAX): To the east of Cecil, NIP is a
strategic, active military airfield for both the U.S. Navy and its allies to base and operate military
aerospace assets.

Mayport Naval Station (NRB): The military airfield of NRB is located northeast of downtown
Jacksonville. NRB has one active runway and is primarily utilized by the U.S. Navy for repair and
basing of U.S. Navy assets via the military port supplementing the airfield, which can harbor
aircraft carrier-sized vessels.

Whitehouse Naval Outlying Field (NEH): Military field with minimal supporting facilities that is
owned and operated by the U.S. Navy. The airstrip is used to supplement the other U.S. Navy
bases within the area. NEH is northwest of Cecil.

Since taking ownership of the facility in 1999, the JAA has been making strides to realize their vision for
Cecil within the local region. Envisioned as the premier GA hub for maintenance and leisure civil aviation
traffic of northeast Florida, Cecil continues to push toward that goal each year. With constant capital
developments, expanding facilities, and the ability to serve a diverse mix of aircraft and aerospace
operations, Cecil is well on its way to realizing the vision of the JAA. The JAA has laid out a three-tiered
approach to the future:®

To sustain and grow existing businesses at Cecll
To attract new tenants, including business adjacencies
To develop Cecil Airport as a logistics center

Originally built as a U.S. Navy fleet training base in 1941, Cecil Field was named after U.S. Navy pilot
Commander Henry Barton Cecil. The base was recognized as an important strategic airfield for the U.S.
Military and upgraded from a training facility to a U.S. Navy master jet base that was operational from

3 Cecil Field and Jacksonville Aviation Authority, Development Strategy, 2010.
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1952 to 1999.4 At the tail end of the operational period, the U.S. Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
Commission recommended Cecil Field to be decommissioned. From 1993 to 1999, the U.S. Navy worked
to transition the field’s ownership to the JAA and the City of Jacksonville. Celebrating 20 years as a
civilian public-use airport in 2019, Cecil Airport, rebranded from Cecil Field in 2011, has pushed forward
as a civil aviation airport serving the entire Northeast Florida region.*

Between 2002 and 2021, thousands of square feet in new hangar space were added, along with
expansive MRO and aircraft maintenance facilities, and JAA secured the East Coast’s first FAA
Commercial Space Launch license for HTHL vehicles for Cecil Spaceport. In recent years (2020-2021),
the JAA constructed a new Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) alongside an advanced mission control
facility to support both Airport and Spaceport operations. Estimated to be complete in 2023, Boeing has
expanded its MRO presence at the Airport, constructing a new MRO facility on the northeast portion of
the airfield.

The FAA, through its Airport Improvement Program (AIP), awards grants for the planning and
development of airports within the National Plan for Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). Additional grants
are awarded by the state through Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) programs. As a BRAC
airport, funding is also available through the FAA Military Airport Program (MAP) grant funding. MAP
funding consists of separate AIP grant dollars set aside by the FAA to fund public-use projects at a total
of 15 airports that are, or were, previously classified as military bases. This program only qualifies three
GA airports, including Cecil Airport, and the remaining 12 are commercial service. All significant public
grants awarded to Cecil are summarized in Table 2-1.

4 Cecil Airport, Airport History webpage, Accessed 2021.
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Table 2-1 — Cecil Capital Grant Summary

Fiscal Year | Project Description

Federal Aviation Administration AIP Funding

Total Amount

023 2021 Update Airport Master Plan or Study $751,447
Rehabilitate R Install Airfiel

021 2019 e- abilita e- unway and Install Airfield $1.254.614
Guidance Signs
Runway 9R/27L and 18L/36R Guidance

020 2016 Hnway u $496,167
System(s)

019 2014 Construct Taxiway E and E1 $3,731,070

017 2013 Improve Airport Drainage $1,016,918

018 2013 Install Perimeter Fencing $1,083,020

016 2012 Complete Wildlife Hazard Assessment $44,847
Improve Taxiway Drainage and Rehabilitate

020 2011 PEHE [y Iz " $379,004
Taxiway D

014 2010 Rehabilitate Runway 18L/36R $4,785,415

013 2009 Rehabilitate Runway 9R/27L $823,306
Rehabilitate Terminal Building (Americans with

011 2008 N 275,050
Disabilities Act [ADA]) $
Extend Taxiway D and Rehabilitate Access

12 2 2,267,337

0 008 Road and Terminal Parking Lot $2,267.33
Improve Drainage and Rehabilitate Terminal

010 2007 P V. . nag ! ! $4,017,900
and Building

008 2006 Construct Building (Rehabilitate H-67 Roof) $1,945,712
Install Perimeter Fencing and Rehabilitate Fire

009 2006 an mer g WaeTI® | $1,443,251
Main Building and Taxiway
Improve Drainage; Rehabilitate ATCT and
Buildings 313, 312, and Fireloop; Demolish

007 2005 L . ) . 3,153,730
Building 214; Rehabilitate Taxiway Lights on B, ¢
C, and D; and Remove Obstruction (Refuelers)
Install Misc. NAVAIDs, Install Runway 9R/27L

005 2004 and 18L/36R Lighting, and Rehabilitate Taxiway | $2,767,328
Lighting and Buildings
Rehabilitate Runway 18L/36R Lighting,

004 2003 Rehabilitate Terminal Building, and Construct $4,141,402
Apron
Rehabilitate Runway Lighting and Building and

003 2002 rate Runway Hgnting and Euliding $2,568,965
Install Guidance Signage

002 2001 Rehabilitate Airfield Facilities $2,801,300

Subtotal | $39,748,773

\\
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Grant
Number

Fiscal Year

Project Description

Florida Department of Transportation ACIP Funding

Total Amount

4440-1 2022 Freight Logistics and Passenger Operation $5,625,000
Program — Runway 18R/36L Rehabilitation

N/A 2021 Approach Road Expansion $4,000,000

440047 2017 Runway 9L/27R Design and Rehabilitation $1,200,000

440040 2017 Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) $2,039,391
Facility Design and Construction

434747 2016 - 2017 | Airport Drainage Design and Construction $2,990,106

438740 2016 — 2017 | Cecil Field Eastside Utility Corridor Phase | $3,125,000
Design and Construction

436699 2016 New Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) $100,000
and Runway End Identifier Lights (REILs) on
Runway 18L/36R and 9R/27L

433709 2014 - 2015 | Hangar 955 Design and Construction $6,500,000

425466 2014 Ut|||t.|es and Infrast.rL-JctL-Jre for Fire Main System $269.000
Design and Rehabilitation

433710 2014 ATCT Design and Construction $3,500,000

434751 2014 Hangar 67 Tail Slot Modification Design and $500,000
Construction

433944 2013 - 2014 | Instrument Landing System (ILS) Purchase and | $1,200,000
Installation

427531 2013 — 2014 | Airport Drainage Design and Construction $411,398

432024 2013 Hangar 935 EDTF Design and Construction $7,000,000

432024 2013 Maintenance Hangar 935 Design and $20,000,000
Construction

423982 2013 Airport Capacity Project $2,500,000

425469 2012 -2015 Aviation Capacity Project $4,340,528

427524 2012 — 2014 | Roof Repairs on Buildings 67, 1823, and 824 $3,426,100

432143 2012 Cecil Spaceport Launch Sight Operator $178,000
Licensing Modification

432086 2012 Environmental Assessment Modification for $161,546
Cecil Space Port Concept "Y" Vehicle

425880 2011 Aviation Preservation Project $2,070,000

425170 2011 Aviation Capacity Project $6,000,000

429098 2011 Aviation Revenue and Operational $3,008,046
Improvements

Subtotal | $80,144,115
Total | $158,890,214

Sources: FAA, Airport Improvement Program, 2001 — 2021; FDOT, JACIP Online 6-Year Work Program Report, 2021.
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2.3. Past Studies and Plans

JAA has undertaken numerous studies to understand the position and future planning of the Airport and
Spaceport facilities. Each major study is summarized below, including the scope and timelines presented
in each:

2008 Airport Master Plan: The 2008 Airport Master Plan was Cecil’s first master plan while
being fully open to the public. The master plan, similar to this document, had a 20-year planning
horizon touching on topics such as the Airport’s existing inventory and forecasting and providing
an FAA-approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawing set.

2012 Spaceport Master Plan: After obtaining a Commercial Launch Site Operator License
through the FAA'’s Office of Commercial Space Transportation (FAA/AST) in January 2010, the
2012 Spaceport Master Plan focused on the anticipated demands for the Spaceport. The plan
documented basic elements needed for a Spaceport to become operationally useful and a
description of a strategic business plan that charted future success over a 20-year timeframe.
2021 Spaceport Development Area Plan: The purpose of the plan was to further elaborate on
the facilities needed at the Spaceport and adjust for the now-known variables that the 2012
Spaceport Master Plan had not predicted. The plan evaluated potential Spaceport development
areas with various layout options presented and prioritized development based on importance to
a functional Spaceport. Additionally, the plan prepared a conceptual development aerospace area
to supplement the overall report.

2.4. Airport Role

The National Airspace System (NAS) is the overall environment for the safe operation of aircraft that are
subject to the FAA’s jurisdiction.® Included in the NAS are system components used and operated by the
Department of Defense (DoD). Understanding the Airport's individual role within the greater system helps
assess existing demand and plan for future improvements. This section outlines Cecil’s roles as
designated by the NPIAS, FDOT, and JAA.

Due to the vast network of public-use airports in the U.S., the federal government is responsible for
providing development and funding guidance for the country’s airport system to meet the growing
demand for civil aviation. Pursuant to Title 49 United States Code (U.S.C.), Section 47103, the FAA
established the NPIAS to assist in programming federal funds that support aviation development.® Last
updated in 2021 for the planning period of 2021 to 2025, the NPIAS identifies 3,304 public-use airports
that are considered significant to national air transportation and are therefore eligible to receive grants
under the FAA's AIP.

In the most recent NPIAS, Cecil is identified as a public-use GA Regional airport. The GA categorization
is derived from the Airport’s activity, including no regularly scheduled commercial flights and servicing a
wide range of GA, military, and civil maintenance operations. The Regional designation comes from the
number and type of based aircraft at the Airport and the volume of flights. The Regional designation is the

5 FAA, Title 32 Code of Federal Regulations § 245.5, 2006.
5 FAA, National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) Report, 2021.
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second highest designation within this category, with National being the highest. The designation of
Regional was not forecasted to change in the NPIAS.

FDOT has established the FDOT Aviation Office which ensures Florida maintains a cohesive and efficient
airport system across the state. Major activities of this office include aviation system development,
management of the state’s aviation grant program, airport regulation, intergovernmental coordination,
aviation outreach, and aviation emergency operations management.” FDOT works to ensure that airports
in the state are supported in a variety of ways. One example is the “United We Stand” specialized license
plate Florida drivers can purchase, whose funds are used to conduct aviation security studies across the
state to maximize safety within the transportation network. FDOT also funds statewide studies within their
aviation system development sector to outline the state’s vision for individual airports and assess
individual infrastructure needs.

2.4.2.1. Florida Aviation System Plan (FASP)

FASP is an effort by the FDOT Aviation Office to outline public-use airports across the state to direct
specific state-funded development dollars. To be incorporated in the FASP, airports must follow FDOT
Procedure 725-040-210-f, New Public Airport Funding Eligibility. The FASP 2035 identifies 129 airports
across the Florida aviation system.2 FASP 2035 utilizes existing NPIAS classifications of airports.

2.4.2.2. Spaceport Integration

Additional support has been provided to Cecil by the state because of its designation as a Spaceport
Territory in 2012 through State House Bill 59.° This designation incorporates Cecil into system plans
coordinated by FDOT Aviation and Spaceports offices, in partnership with Space Florida. The Florida
Transportation Plan (FTP) makes a clear distinction between aviation and aerospace operations. The
plan includes mapping capital development efforts, particularly through the Spaceport Improvement
Program (SIP). Cecil Spaceport and Cape Canaveral Spaceport are the only listed spaceports in the FTP
with independent approved master plans. This further identifies the importance for Cecil Spaceport on a
state level and ensures that potential future funding will be provided to maintain the Spaceport’s facilities,
which are separate from the Airport’s. This funding is predicted to have areas of overlap benefiting the
entirety of Cecil, such as the financial support granted to Cecil by the Department of Economic
Opportunity in October 2021 to construct Approach Road, which is intended to service future Boeing
facilities and be further developed as needed to provide more efficient access to the Spaceport
development areas.

The JAA has identified the role of Cecil as a local hub for aircraft MRO and maintenance facilities. The
runway, taxiway, apron, and hangar facilities accommodate a variety of aircraft types including small GA,
military aircraft, regional aircraft, and wide-body aircraft. Uniquely, Cecil is licensed for HTHL operations
and provides facilities to accommodate future demand. FDOT published an economic impact study for the
JAA in 2019 that reported Cecil having an economic impact of $3 billion for the Northeast Florida region,

" FDOT, Aviation Office webpage, Accessed 2021.
8 FDOT, 2035 FASP, 2017.
9 Space Florida, Florida Spaceport System Plan 2018, 2018.
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representing half of the total economic impact of the entire JAA at $6 billion.'° Additionally, the report
highlighted that Cecil has created over 11,000 jobs with expectations to grow in the near future.

2.5. Airside Facilities

The term “airside” refers to the Aircraft Movement Area at Cecil. Aircraft Movement Areas consist of the
runway and taxiway systems and are the controlled movement areas by the ATCT. These areas define
“airside” within this report and fully encompass the infrastructure directly used by all aircraft or HTHL
vehicles at Cecil. Figure 2-2 summarizes major airside facilities.

The Airport has two sets of active parallel runways. A taxiway/taxilane system connects all areas of the
airfield and runs the full length of the existing runways. Navigational Aids (NAVAIDs) have been installed
on primary and secondary runways and the taxiway system to allow for efficient operations during
reduced visibility conditions. The FAA has provided guidance when designing critical infrastructure. Key
design criteria regarding various pieces of infrastructure at an airport are located within the FAA Advisory
Circular (AC) 150/5300-13B, Airport Design (AC 5300-13B). This section will outline the existing airside
facilities and summarize existing geometry and design standards for the taxiway and runway systems.

Figure 2-2 — Airside Facilities
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10 FDOT, Florida Statewide Economic Impact Study, 2019.

s
-~

2-20



Of the four active runways at the Airport, Runway 18L/36R is the only runway historically eligible for any
federal funding as of 2023. Federal funding is only available for the northern 8,000 feet of Runway
18L/36R (approximately three quarters of the existing runway length). The remaining length of Runway
18L/36R, in addition to the three remaining active runways, has been maintained through state and local
funds. Both sets of parallel runways are orientated in a north-south and east-west configuration and can
provide simultaneous, same-direction operations during visual flight conditions for all aircraft using the
Airport. A summary of runway geometry, associated airfield lighting, and other critical elements is located
in Table 2-2.
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Table 2-2 — Runway Details

Runway 18L/36R

Runway 18R/36L

Runway 9R/27L

Runway 9L/27R

Runway
Component
Runway Length 12,503 8,001’ 8,003’ 4,439’
Runway Width 200’ 200’ 200’ 200’
Paved Runway
. None None None None None None None None
Shoulder Width
Asphalt and
Pavement Type Asphalt and Concrete | Asphalt and Concrete | Asphalt and Concrete Concrete
Pavement . . - Non- . Non- . .
. Precision | Precision | Precision . Precision . Basic Basic
Markings Precision Precision
Pavement . . . .
. Good Good Fair Fair Fair Fair Good Good
Condition
High-Intensity
Edge Lights Runway Lights None HIRLs None
(HIRLS)
Runway Effective
. y 0.06% 0.11% 0.19% 0.17%
Gradient
MALSR? None Yes None None Yes None None None
Runway End
Identifier Lights Yes None None None None Yes None None
(REILS)
Vi | Appr h PAPI 4- PAPI 4- PAPI 4- PAPI 4-
.sua pproac None None None None
Aids Box Box Box Box
Runway Centerline
y 250" 250" 250" 250"

to Hold Position

Runway Centerline
to Parallel Taxiway
Centerline

1,200’ to Taxiway A

500’ to Taxiway A

1,200’ to Taxiway B

500’ to Taxiway B

Runway Centerline
to Parallel Runway
Centerline

700’

700’

700’

700’

Notes: 1) Medium Intensity Approach Light System with Runway Alignment Indicator Lights (MALSR).
Sources: FAA, Airport Data and Information Portal, 2021; FAA, VQQ - 5010 Airport Master Record, 2021; JAA, Airport Layout Plan

Set, 2008
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2.5.1.1. Runway 18L/36R

The Airport’s main runway aligned in a north-south orientation, designated Runway 18L/36R, is a 12,503-
foot by 200-foot runway. Runway 18L/36R is the runway designated to accommodate Spaceport
operations. Runway 18L/36R is paved with concrete and asphalt and rated in good condition.! Precision
runway markings are in good condition along the runway. The runway is serviced via a full-length parallel
taxiway, Taxiway A, located west of Runway 18R/36L. The taxiway provides direct access to Runway
18L/36R south of Runway 18R/36L; otherwise, aircraft using Runway 18L/36R will need to cross the
parallel runway (Runway 18R/36L) to reach Taxiway A. Runway 18L/36R has HIRLs installed to assist
pilots during night operations or instrument meteorological conditions. Runway 18L is equipped with
REILs. A 4-box PAPI system is located to the left of each runway approach end. Runway 36R has an ILS
installed and in working condition. The Runway Design Code (RDC) is a D-1V-2400. Additional runway
dimensions and criteria are located in Table 2-2.

2.5.1.2. Runway 18R/36L

Runway 18R/36L is an 8,002-foot long by 200-foot-wide paved runway, located west of and parallel to
Runway 18L/36R. The recent pavement inspection for the asphalt and concrete runway determined the
pavement condition to be rated at very poor. FDOT is funding a pavement rehabilitation project which will
begin in 2022 with the adjusted scope to rehabilitate only the first 1,000-foot keel section (50 feet wide, 25
feet on either side of the runway centerline) for Runway 18R/36L, on both ends. The runway is serviced
by a full-length parallel taxiway, Taxiway A, to the west. Runway 36L has non-precision markings in fair
condition and Runway 18R has precision markings in fair condition. There are no lighting systems
installed on Runway 18R/36L. The RDC is a D-IV-VIS. Additional dimensions are located in Table 2-2.

2.5.1.3. Runway 9R/27L

Runway 9R/27L is oriented east-west, measures 8,003 feet long by 200 feet wide, and intersects Runway
18L/36R and Runway 18R/36L. Runway 9R/27L is a paved asphalt and concrete runway in fair condition.
The runway is supported by full-length Taxiway B to the north of 9L/27R, requiring aircraft utilizing
Runway 9R/27L to cross the parallel runway to access Taxiway B. The Runway 9R end has precision
markings in fair condition with the Runway 27L end having non-precision markings in fair condition.
Runway 9R/27L has HIRL and REILs are present on the Runway 27L end. The historic RDC is a D-IV-
4000. Additional dimensions are located in Table 2-2.

2.5.1.4. Runway 9L/27R

At 4,439 feet long by 200 feet wide, Runway 9L/27R is Cecil's shortest runway. Historically, the runway
was a full-length parallel to Runway 9R/27L; however, due to funding constraints, the runway was
shortened by approximately 3,700 feet. Due to the decreased length of the runway, activity on the runway
has been limited to GA training use. The pavement east of the approach end of Runway 27R is
decommissioned and marked as a blast pad. The runway also has an operational restriction to fixed-wing
aircraft with a maximum weight of 12,500 pounds. The active portion of the runway’s asphalt and
concrete pavement was reported in good condition. The previous ALP and Master Plan identified the
runway with an RDC of D-IV-VIS; it should be noted that the runway designation was determined when
the runway was at its prior length of 8,000 feet. At the conclusion of the first Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) meeting, it was established the runway’s RDC is B-II-VIS. Additional dimensions are
located in Table 2-2.

1 FDOT, Statewide Airfield Pavement Management Program, 2021
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Airport design standards are defined in FAA AC 150/5300-13B. The standards relate to various airport
infrastructure and their functions and cover a wide range of size and performance characteristics of
aircraft anticipated to use an airport. Airport sponsors that accept federal AIP grants are required to
adhere to FAA design standards or obtain approval for any modification of standards (MOS).

Design criteria directly associated with the runway system and its immediate area(s) are described below.
Dimensions for these areas are included in Table 2-3 and Table 2-4. While a summary of the Airport’s

existing

design standards is presented in the tables below, a full analysis of required dimensional criteria

associated with the Airport’s existing and future cases are presented in the Facility Requirements Chapter
(Chapter 4) of this Master Plan.

Runway Safety Area (RSA): The RSA is an area immediately surrounding the active runway that
is designed to reduce aircraft damage in the extent of a runway excursion, undershoot, or
overshoot. The dimensions are centered on the runway centerline and must be cleared, graded,
and free of hazardous surface variations. Additionally, the RSA must be free of objects, except
objects exempt from this rule directly supporting aircraft air navigation or ground maneuvering.
The FAA does not allow the RSA to have an MOS.

Runway Object Free Area (ROFA): The ROFA is an area centered on the active runway
centerline that is required to be clear of above-ground obstacles to maintain safe aircraft
operations. Exemptions are made for critical navigation equipment and taxiing or holding aircraft.
Runway Obstacle Free Zone (ROFZ): The ROFZ, centered on the runway centerline, is a three-
dimensional volume of airspace running along the active runway and extending 200 feet beyond
each end of the runway. The ROFZ must be clear of all objects, including aircraft, with the
exemption of critical NAVAID equipment that must be located within the ROFZ.

Runway Protection Zone (RPZ): The RPZ is a trapezoidal area extending beyond, and prior to,
the active runway centerline. The RPZ'’s primary purpose is to enhance the safety within the
immediate approach and departure end of the runway. This zone protects not only the aircraft
operating within, but also any person or property on the ground. It is strongly recommended by
the FAA that the Airport maintain ownership of the land located within the RPZ. Unlike other listed
areas, the RPZ bases its dimensions off visibility minimums for the runway. For this reason, RPZ
dimensions are listed in Table 2-4.
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Design Standard

Table 2-3 — Runway Design Criteria

Runway Centerline to
Aircraft Parking Area

1,450°

750’

1,550

830’

Runway Centerline to
Helicopter Touchdown
Pad

N/A

N/A

1,

000’

300°

RSA Width

500

500’

500’

150’

RSA Length Beyond
Departure End

1,000’

1,000’

1,000’

1,000’

1,000’

1,000’

300°

300°

RSA Length Prior to
Landing Threshold

600’

600’

1,000’

1,000’

600’

600’

300°

300°

ROFA Width

800’

800’

800’

800’

ROFA Length Beyond
Departure End

1,000’

1,000’

1,000’

1,000’

1,000

1,000

300°

300°

ROFA Length Prior to
Threshold

600’

600’

1,000’

1,000’

600’

600’

300’

300’

ROFZ Width

400’

400’

400’

250’

ROFZ Length Beyond
Runway End

200’

200’

200’

200’

200’

200’

200’

200’

Sources: FAA, 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; FAA 150/5390-2C Heliport Design, 2012.

Dimension

Table 2-4 — Runway Protection Zones

Approach Runway Protection Zone

Length 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,000’ 1,000’
Inner 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’
Width
Outer 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
; 1,010 1,010 1,010 1,010 1,010 1,010 700 700
Width
Acres 29.456 29.45 29.456 29.456 29.456 29.456 13.770 13.770
Departure Runway Protection Zone
Length 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,000’ 1,000’
Ll 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’
Width
Outer , , ) ) , ) , ,
; 1,010 1,010 1,010 1,010 1,010 1,010 700 700
Width
Acres 29.456 29.456 | 29.456 29.456 29.456 29.456 13.770 13.770
Sources: FAA, 150/5300-13B, Change 1, Airport Design, 2022; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021.
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The Airport has two marked heliports: Heliport 1 on Taxiway B3 and Heliport 2 on Taxiway B2. The
heliports are adjacent to the west ramp area which is the apron from which the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)
and Florida Army National Guard (FLARNG) operate. These tenants are the primary rotorcraft operators
at the Airport. Heliports have unique design standards attributed to the areas of use due to the rotor wash
safety areas, as documented within Table 2-5. Helicopters are more maneuverable than fixed-wing
aircraft and will often utilize the same taxiway system for taxiing, in which the helicopter follows a taxi
instruction by the ATCT while hovering above the taxiway. Helicopters will also frequently land and
takeoff at the intersection of Taxiways B and M. This is not a designated heliport.

Table 2-5 — Heliport Design Criteria

Design Standards Heliports

H1 H2
Touchdown and Liftoff Area (TLOF) 40’ x 40’ 40’ x 40’
Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO) 70'x 70° 70'x 70°
Heliport Safety Area 90’ x 90’ 90’ x 90’
Heliport Protection Zone (HPZ) — Length 280’ 280’
HPZ — Inner Width 70’ 70’
HPZ — Outer Width 200’ 200’

Source: FAA, AC 150/5390-2C, 2012.

The taxiway system at the Airport includes a full-length parallel taxiway supporting each set of parallel
runways, one taxilane running parallel to both the north apron area and the west apron areas, and a
taxiway on the northeast side of the airfield. Taxiway A, aligned north-south, supports Runway 18L/36R
and parallel Runway 18R/36L. Taxiway B, aligned east-west, supports Runway 9R/27L and parallel
Runway 9L/27R. Each full-length taxiway has connector taxiways to/from the runways and apron areas.
Table 2-6 summarizes the taxiway system. A connector Taxiway B2 from Taxiway B crosses both
runways and extends further south beyond Runway 9R/27L to provide direct access to the hot cargo area
and future rocket engine testing area. The portion of Taxiway B2 south of Runway 9R/27L is referred to
as Taxiway B2 South by ATC. Taxiway B2 South is within the movement area; however, ATC and airport
operations are working to modify this section to be non-movement area.
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Table 2-6 — Taxiway Geometry

Taxiways
A Parallel 75 MITL
Al Runway Entrance/Exit, Connector, and Crossover 150 MITL
A2 Runway Exit, Connector, and Crossover 75 MITL
A3 Runway Exit, Connector, and Crossover 75 MITL
A4 Runway Entrance/Exit, Connector, and Crossover 150 MITL
A5 Runway Entrance/Exit 150 MITL
B Parallel 75 MITL
B1 Runway Entrance/Exit 150 MITL
B2 Runway Exit, Connector, and Crossover 75 MITL
B3 Runway Entrance/Exit, Connector, and Crossover 150 MITL
E Parallel Taxiway 75 Reflectors
El Runway Entrance/Exit 75 Reflectors
M Connector 75 MITL
C Partial Parallel/Apron Edge 75 MITL
D Partial Parallel/Apron Edge 75 MITL
D2 Apron Connector 75 MITL
D3 Apron Connector 75 MITL

Sources: FAA, VQQ Airport Diagram, 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021

Taxilane D is on the eastern edge of the north apron and runs parallel with the north apron and Taxiway
A, connecting with the Taxiway A and perpendicular Taxiway B. Taxilane D was physically extended to
the north in 2008 to service future development. With completion of Hangar 1005, the northerly portion of
Taxilane D was opened for use. Taxilane C is on the southern edge of the west apron area and runs
parallel with Taxiway B servicing the entire west apron and connects to Taxiway B. Taxiway E extends
north-east from the approach end of Runway 18L and has reflectors along its full length. Taxiway E will
serve the future Boeing facility scheduled to open in 2024. Taxiway M provides access from Taxiway B to
the FLARNG area on the west ramp. For a map of the taxiway system, refer to Figure 2-2.

The Taxiway Design Group (TDG) is defined in FAA AC 150/5300-13B and allows planners the ability to
design taxiways and taxilanes based on the dimensions of the critical aircraft's main gear to main gear
width and cockpit to main gear width. TDGs range from TDG 1 to TDG 7. The TDG classification also
allows planners and airport owners to tailor individual taxiways to the aircraft using them. For example,
areas that are only accessed by smaller GA aircraft do not need the same taxiway requirements as
larger, mainline air carrier aircraft. The TDG helps determine right-size infrastructure to those aircraft
using the facility. The ARC noted in the 2008 ALP was a Boeing 767-400, which is a TDG 5 aircraft.

Similar to runways, taxiways and taxilanes have safety areas that are based on the critical aircraft. These
dimensions are centered on the taxiway or taxilane centerline and are meant to facilitate safe and efficient

=
-~
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operations. Taxiway design standards, such as Taxiway Safety Area (TSA) and Taxiway Object Free
Area (TOFA) are determined through the critical aircraft’'s Aircraft Design Group (ADG).

Design criteria directly associated with the existing taxiway system are listed below. Dimensions for these
areas are included in Table 2-6. As noted above, the TDG is a newer classification; therefore, previous
taxiways projects were typically designed to ADG |V aircraft. As part of this airport Master Plan Update,
appropriate design criteria will be determined for each taxiway (see Chapter 4).

Taxiway Safety Area (TSA) — The TSA is defined by the area around a taxiway that
encompasses an aircraft. Typically, this area will encompass the entire width of the aircraft,
including wingtips. This area must be free of all objects apart from specific NAVAID equipment.
The TSA is also applicable to taxilanes.

Taxiway Edge Safety Margin (TESM) — The TESM is an area that is based from the outer edge
of the landing gear with its nose gear and the taxiway pavement edges. Providing the TESM
space for potential aircraft sway ensures safety during poor weather conditions or potential pilot
error.

Taxiway Object Free Area (TOFA) — The TOFA is an area designed to provide spacing between
an active taxiway and the nearest fixed or movable object. The TOFA should be clear of all
objects, with the exemption of critical NAVAID equipment.

Taxilane Object Free Area (TLOFA) — The TLOFA is an area designed to provide spacing
between an active taxilane and the nearest fixed or movable object, typically a hangar or a
parked aircraft. No objects, except critical equipment for navigation purposes, are allowed within
the area.

Distance to — Distance to standards are an essential part of taxiway design and help planners
ensure that operations can take place independent of other aircraft operations and airport
infrastructure.

Except for Taxiway M, all taxiways meet ADG IV and TDG 5 standards. A security gate traverses Taxiway
M to secure the USCG and FLARNG apron areas to prevent inadvertent civilian access. This gate limits
the wingspan to ADG | aircraft (assuming taxiway separation standards).

Taxilane C also features a security gate which limits larger wingspan aircraft from using the taxilane to
access the USCG and FLARNG aprons. This gate is used for enhanced security and is located on the
lease boundary. To provide adequate taxilane wingtip clearance separations, aircraft wingspans on
Taxilane C accessing the security gate are limited to approximately 64 feet.

Taxilanes D2 and D3 provide access to Flightstar Building 935 and Logistics Services International (LSI)
Buildings 915 and 955, respectively. Taxilane D2 meets ADG |V standards. Taxilane D3 is limited to
aircraft with approximately 140-foot wingspans.
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Airfield pavement represents a significant capital investment at airports across the country. Pavement
condition directly impacts the safety and efficiency of operations at an airport. As previously mentioned,
the Airport has not historically received FAA AIP funding for runway projects outside of the northern 8,000
feet of Runway 18L/36R. For this reason, pavement must be maintained using state and local funds.
FDOT recently conducted a pavement survey in 2021 as part of its statewide Airfield Pavement
Management Program (APMP). The pavement survey was an in-depth analysis of existing pavement
conditions. The condition report was accompanied by a rehabilitation plan that outlines capital cost
estimates for replacement over a 20-year timeline. Cecil is responsible for day-to-day pavement
management such as fixing cracks, addressing weed growth, and other minor defects. Due to a prior
construction project on Runway 9L/27R resulting in subpar results, weight restrictions are in place,
limiting Runway 9L/27R to Single Wheel (SW) 12,500-pound aircraft. A summary of the conditions
reported in the FDOT study can be found in Figure 2-3.

Conditions of pavement are reported in a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) number. PCI considers the
severity of distress observed on pavement surfaces and provides a numerical value between 0 — 100 to
the section of pavement being surveyed, with a value of O representing failed pavement conditions and
100 representing good pavement conditions. The Airport’s runway system had a wide range of pavement
conditions reported from the FDOT APMP survey.

The runway system has a majority of pavement rated as fair or higher, with Runway 18R/36L
having a very poor rating; however, the pavement rehabilitation projects underway are anticipated
to help increase the pavement condition index for Runway 18R/36L.

The taxiway system can be categorized in satisfactory condition.

The apron system can be categorized in an overall satisfactory condition, with some fair sections
and some good sections. The north and west apron areas ranged between satisfactory and fair
PCI ratings. The Spaceport apron space was rated in good condition.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-3 — Pavement Condition Survey

Sources: Florida Department of Transportation, Pavement Management Study, 2021.
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NAVAIDs, unlike airfield lighting, assist aircraft in different stages of flight navigating to and from the
Airport. NAVAIDs are generally FAA-funded infrastructure and are serviced by FAA Technical Operations
(FAA Tech Ops). During hours outside the operational schedule of ATCT, runway airfield lighting (HIRL,
REIL, and Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Runway Alignment Indicator Lights [MALSR])
can be controlled via the Common Traffic Advisory Frequency (CTAF). HIRL and REIL systems are
owned by FDOT. The following electronic and visual NAVAIDs are present at Cecil:

Automated Surface Observing System (ASOS) — An ASOS provides an automated weather
report at 20-minute intervals. These weather reports include information regarding ceiling and sky
conditions, visibility, temperature, dew point, altimeter settings and wind speed, gusts, and
direction. The Airport’s ASOS is located south of Runway 27L, east of Runway 36R.

Very High Frequency Omnidirectional Range Tactical Air Navigation System (VORTAC) — A
VORTAC is two systems operating together: a co-located very high frequency (VHF)
omnidirectional range (VOR) beacon and a tactical air navigation system (TACAN) beacon. The
VORTAC provides information to its retaliative position, allowing pilots to remain on course. The
Craig VORTAC (CRG VORTAQC) is located at Craig Airport, approximately 24 miles east of Cecil.
CRG VORTAC is used for several instrument approach procedures at Cecil Airport.

Distance Measuring Equipment (DME) — DME is a radio NAVAID that provides slant range
information for the arriving aircraft to the NAVAID ground station.

Instrument Landing System (ILS)/Localizer (LOC)/Glide Slope Antenna (GS) — An ILS offers
horizontal and vertical guidance during the approach and landing phases of flight. In conjunction
with the ILS, the LOC provides azimuth navigation information, and the GS provides vertical
guidance to the arriving aircraft. Runway 36R is the only runway at Cecil with an ILS.

Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Runway Alignment Indicator Lights
(MALSR) — A MALSR is a form of an Approach Lighting System (ALS) meant to assist pilots
transitioning from an instrument flight to visual flight during landing operations. A MALSR system
is installed in the runway approach zones along the extended centerline. It consists of a
combination of threshold lamps, steady burning light bars, and flashers, providing visual
information to pilots on runway alignment, height perception, roll guidance, and horizontal
references for Category | Precision Approaches. Runway 9R and Runway 36R have MALSR
systems installed. The MALSR system is owned by FDOT.

Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) — A PAPI system is a series of either two or four
light boxes that help a pilot maintain a correct approach angle. The Airport has a 4-light box PAPI
system located to the left of each approach end for Runways 18L/36R and 9R/27L (a total of four
PAPI Systems). All PAPIs installed at the Airport are owned by FDOT.

Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) — A REIL system consists of two synchronized flashing
lights located to the left and right of a runway’s approach end, indicating the landing threshold.
Both sets of REILs are owned by FDOT (Runway 18L and 27L).

Airport Beacon — The airport beacon is a rotating beacon that flashes alternate-colored lights to
provide airport identification to pilots in the air during night or low visibility operations. The Airport
beacon is located atop the ATCT. The beacon flashes clear and green during the hours between
sunset and sunrise, or in low-visibility conditions.
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Compass Calibration Pad — A compass calibration pad is a specially constructed aircraft pad
used to align an aircraft compass with the Earth’'s magnetic field. The Airport’'s compass
calibration pad is located on the west apron space and is in working condition. The FAA must
check and certify this NAVAID each year. The FLARNG ensures the compass calibration pad
certification remains operational. While the compass calibration pad is available to the public, it is
within the fenced apron area of the FLARNG. Military F-18s are the primary users of this
NAVAID.

Wind Indicators — Wind indicators, commonly referred to as windsocks or wind cones, provide
pilots with information regarding wind direction and strength. The Airport has five wind indicators
located on each end of Runway 18L/36R and Runway 9R/27L, with the primary wind indicator
being located at mid-field near Taxiway A5.

With the variety of operations taking place at Cecil, it is important the Airport and Spaceport identify safety
critical operational areas on the airfield to perform special operations. The following outlines the identified
special use areas at Cecil:

Engine Run-ups — MROs will conduct engine run-ups within their leased apron areas. High-
power engine run-ups are not permitted on apron areas and are limited to five locations:
On Taxiway A, between Taxiways Al and A2.
On Taxiway B1, between Taxiway B and the hold line of Runway 9R/27L.
On Taxiway A5, between Taxiway A and the hold line of Runway 18L/36R.
Co-located with the hot cargo ramp located south of Runway 9R/27L on Taxiway B2 South.
This run-up location is sized to accommodate larger aircraft.
East of Runway 18L/36R, off Taxiway A2. The run-up area off Taxiway A2 is the only ramp
used for military fighter jet engine high-power run-ups and is too small to accommodate large
aircraft.

Military Hot Fueling — Military hot fueling is performed for military aircraft by Million Air, the
Airport’s Fixed-Base Operator (FBO). The location of the hot fueling is strictly limited to the area
in front of Building 825. Three spaces are available.
Military Hot Cargo — Military hot cargo typically refers to live munitions. The area dedicated for
processing these cargo types is located to the southwest of the airfield, on Taxiway B2 South
provides access to the hot cargo pad south of Runway 9R/27L. There are also three arm/de-arm
locations on the airfield.

Intersection of Taxiway A and A5

Intersection of Taxiway B and B1

Intersection of Taxiway B and B3

Spaceport Areas — As will be discussed in greater detail in Section 2.9 of this chapter, there are
two major special-use areas for Spaceport operations. The first is the rocket testing area located
on the Spaceport Ramp. The second is the oxidizer loading area located to the south of the
Spaceport apron on the decommissioned pavement for Runway 9L/27R.

2-32



2.6. Meteorological Conditions

Weather is constantly changing and can have a significant impact on operations at Cecil. This section
outlines local weather patterns and events to provide data for later analyses in this Master Plan. Data
used for this study will be from the Airport’s ASOS and the local National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) National Weather Service (NWS) forecast office in Jacksonville.

Located in the northeast corner of Florida, the City of Jacksonville experiences a variety of weather
patterns, including hot and humid summers with high cloud coverage and average maximum high
temperatures of 90 degrees Fahrenheit, to cool winters with temperatures nearing an average minimum
low of 45 degrees Fahrenheit.'? Florida’s hurricane season is typically June to November.

Prevailing winds are those that blow predominantly from a specific direction. In an ideal setting, a
runway is oriented so aircraft can take off and land into the wind. Therefore, the direction of

the prevailing wind determines the preferred configuration and alignment of a given runway. Crosswinds,
which are a component of wind that blows perpendicular to the runway centerline, are a limiting factor in
whether an aircraft can safely land or take off. The FAA states that a crosswind runway should be
considered when a runway orientation provides less than 95 percent wind coverage for its RDC.** The
allowable crosswind component based on Aircraft Allowable Crosswind (AAC) and ADG is shown in
Table 2-7.

Table 2-7 — Aircraft Allowable Crosswind

Allowable Crosswind Aircraft Approach Category - Airplane Design Group
10.5 knots A-1 and B-I
13 knots A-1l and B-II
16 knots A-lll, B-lll, and C-I through D-lII
20 knots A-1V through D-VI, E-I through E-VI

Source: FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13B, Change 1, Airport Design, 2022.

With an existing AAC and ADG of D-IV-2400, Runways 18L/36R, 18R/36L, and 9R/27L should provide
above a 95 percent coverage for a 20-knot crosswind component. As a B-Il runway, Runway 9L/27R
should provide 95 percent coverage for a 13-knot crosswind component. For the analysis in Table 2-8,
the runway’s true bearing was used. The crosswind analysis conducted for the existing runways at the
Airport show that all runways exceed crosswind coverage requirements. The wind analysis conducted
suggests that crosswind runways are not required at Cecil. However, based on conversations with Air
Traffic Control (ATC) personnel and several operators, it was frequently noted that winds favor the 18/36
Runways approximately 70 percent of the time and the 9/27 Runways 30 percent of the time. Additional
detailed wind analysis (broken down by seasonal wind patterns), was performed as part of the Facility
Requirements chapter (Chapter 4) of this report.

Figure 2-4 identifies the wind roses used in the analysis.

12 National Weather Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Online Weather Data Portal, Accessed 2021.
13 Federal Aviation Administration, Advisory Circular 150/5300-13B, Change 1, Airport Design, 2022.
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Table 2-8 — Wind Coverage Results

All Weather Conditions (2011 - 2020)

Wind in Knots 10.5 13
Runway 18L/36R 97.16% 98.47% 99.66% 99.93%
Runway 18R/36L 97.15% 98.47% 99.66% 99.93%
Runway 9L/27R 97.82% 98.94% 99.82% 99.96%
Runway 9R/27L 97.82% 98.94% 99.82% 99.96%
Combined 99.79% 99.95% 99.99% 100.00%

Visual Flight Rules (VFR)

Wind in Knots 10.5 13
Runway 18L/36R 96.91% 98.34% 99.66% 99.94%
Runway 18R/36L 96.90% 98.34% 99.66% 99.94%
Runway 9L/27R 97.90% 99.01% 99.85% 99.98%
Runway 9R/27L 97.90% 99.01% 99.85% 99.98%
Combined 99.80% 99.96% 99.99% 100.00%

Instrument Flight Rules (IFR)

Wind in Knots 10.5 13
Runway 18L/36R 98.61% 99.22% 99.68% 99.90%
Runway 18R/36L 98.61% 99.22% 99.68% 99.90%
Runway 9L/27R 97.11% 98.41% 99.61% 99.87%
Runway 9R/27L 97.11% 98.41% 99.61% 99.87%
Combined 99.73% 99.89% 99.95% 99.99%

Notes: Runway 18R/36L has a true bearing of 179 degrees and 359 degrees; Runway 18L/36R has a true bearing of 180 and 360
degrees.

Sources: FAA, ADIP Wind Rose Generation Tool, Accessed 2021.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-4 — Cecil Wind Roses
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2.7. Airspace

Airspace is defined in three-dimensional volumes and organized by the FAA. Within the NAS, there are
classifications for these volumes, facilities to help control and monitor traffic—known as ATC facilities—
and NAVAIDs. This section documents the surrounding airspace near Cecil and outlines specific
operating procedures for aircraft landing and departing at Cecil. This data was analyzed further in a later
phase of this study to ensure the airspace system and procedures could accommodate existing and
anticipated demands during the planning horizon.

Classification and active control help the NAS organize complex airspace. Restrictions on certain portions
of airspace may include specific aircraft equipment, visibility minimums, cloud clearance, and/or
procedures when operating inside them, such as communication with ATC. These restrictions assist the
NAS in operating at maximum levels of safety and efficiency. Figure 2-5 depicts controlled airspace
(Classes A, B, C, D, and E), which refers to airspace where ATC services are provided. Within
uncontrolled airspace (Class G), ATC has no authority or responsibility to control. Special use designates
airspace where certain activities occur or where limitations must be imposed. Other airspace refers to the
remaining airspace not covered by the aforementioned classifications.

Figure 2-5 — Airspace Classifications
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Source: FAA, FAA Handbook, 2021.
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Table 2-9 details the categories of airspace further and elaborates on the Airport’s relationship to each
category. In addition to the table, Figure 2-6 is the VFR sectional chart illustrating the NAS surrounding
Cecil. It should be noted that there are published glider operation areas to the east of Cecil. This is
inaccurate, as glider operations do not use the Airport and only operate out of Herlong. The Airport’s
airspace categorization is dependent on the ATCT being active. During hours of ATCT operation, the
airspace is a Class D, and it reverts to a Class G when ATCT is closed.

Table 2-9 — Airspace Classification

ClaeshileEion Relationship to Cecil Airport

of Airspace
Class A Class A airspace is defined by Flight Level (FL) 600, or 18,000 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL).

Strict equipment requirements are present when operating within this airspace.

This airspace is located above the Airport and is accessed by long-range en-route aircraft.
Class B Class B airspace is designated for large airport airspace located in a densely populated urban

area. The airspace looks like an upside-down wedding cake. Equipment requirements are in
place when operating in Class B.

The nearest Class B airspace to the Airport surrounds Orlando International Airport,
approximately 80 nautical miles to the south.

Class C Class C airspace is defined by a medium-sized hub airport with an operational ATCT. Class C
is a smaller volume of airspace than Class B. Equipment requirements are in place when
operating in Class C.

The nearest Class C airspace to the Airport is 14 nautical miles to the northeast surrounding
Jacksonville International Airport. JAX’s Class C airspace is modified due to nearby military
facilities.

Class D Class D airspace defines airspace near a regional hub airport with an active ATCT or a GA
airport with an active ATCT. Class D requires two-way radio communication to be established
before entering.

Cecil Airport is designated as Class D airspace when the ATCT is active. The Airport’s Class D
airspace extends from the ground to 2,600 feet MSL.

Class E Class E airspace begins under Class A at 10,000 MSL up to 18,000 MSL. Within 12 nautical
miles off the coastline, Class E typically drops to 3,000 MSL. Equipment requirements are in
place when operating in Class E.

During specific hours, Class E airspace, with a floor of 700 feet Above Ground Level (AGL), is
in effect for the airspace around the Airport. Note that if Class D is in effect, Class E will start
outside Class D.

Class G Class G airspace makes up most of the airspace across the continental United States. Class G
refers to airspace outside the above classifications and often has a variety of aircraft operating
within it.

Class G airspace is in effect at the Airport from the surface to 700 AGL when ATCT is not
active.
Sources: FAA, FAA Aeronautical Information Manual (AlM), 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-6 — Jacksonville Area FAA Sectional Chart
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Most operations at Cecil are conducted under VFR conditions. These conditions require the aircraft to
maintain visual separation from other aircraft and objects within the local airspace. Located in Class D
airspace with an active ATC facility, aircraft are in communication with the ATC facility. Class D ATCT
does not provide radar services; however, other ATC facilities servicing the local airspace will often
provide radar vectors to aircraft operating within the airspace surrounding Cecil to adjust for other traffic,
special operations areas, or weather. During VFR conditions, the parallel runways can support
simultaneous, same-direction operations.

The Airport uses a standard left-rectangular traffic pattern for each runway. The traffic pattern at the
Airport as described by local ATC includes separate altitudes dependent on the aircraft. Entering the left
traffic pattern, helicopters operate at 500 feet Above Ground Level (AGL), propeller planes fly at 1,000
feet AGL, and jets and military aircraft fly at 1,500 feet AGL.

Standard Terminal Arrival procedures (STARS) are used to efficiently direct aircraft arriving to the Airport
during normal weather conditions. Cecil has three published STARs. The first is named the ALMA TWO
arrival, directing aircraft traveling inbound from the north over central Florida toward Jacksonville
Executive Airport. Radar vectors will then be given to direct the aircraft toward Cecil. The HOTAR ONE
arrival is an Area Navigation (RNAV) Global Positioning System (GPS) procedure that offers guidance to
aircraft inbound from the north near the coast of Florida. Arrivals will expect radar vectors to the final
approach course. The POGIE TWO arrival directs aircraft inbound to the field from the south, and as with
the other two published approaches, pilots can expect radar vectors to final approach once near the
airport.

There are no published standard departure procedures for the Airport. Published in FAA’s Takeoff
Minimums, (Obstacle) Departure Procedures, and Diverse Vector Area (Radar Vectors) are close-in
obstacles for Cecil. These obstacles include trees notable for departing aircraft. The interview with the
ATCT manager revealed that the tower has a standard departure for all runways which includes the
following initial instructions: turn to heading 270 degrees and climb to 2,000 feet.

The JAA, in conjunction with the FAA, has established a flight corridor and operating range to the west of
the Spaceport. This corridor serves as one of the first overland flight corridors established in the State of
Florida for the purpose of benefiting the future Commercial Space industry operations.'* The westerly
corridor for suborbital flight can be seen in Figure 2-7, as well as the FAA approved corridor with the
complimentary operating area. Cecil ATC has an approved Letter of Agreement (LOA) with Jacksonville
Center for sub-orbital flights out of Cecil. This LOA will be used in the future as Spaceport operations
increase through the growing activity in HTHL vehicles.

4 Space Florida, Florida Spaceport System Plan, 2018.
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Figure 2-7 — Suborbital Flight Corridor

Source: Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021.
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There is a published Military Training Routes (MTR) extending southeast from the Airport to the restricted
airspace over Cape Canaveral. This route is used by FLARNG and other operators of military aircraft at
the Airport. The nearest Military Operation Area (MOA) is located to the west of the Airport, with
Restricted Airspace located to the south over and surrounding Camp Blanding Joint Training Center.

Another important note is the general proximity of the Airport to both Herlong Recreation Airport and
Jacksonville Naval Air Station. The Airport has seen an increase in small GA aircraft operations from
Herlong in the recent years, reported anecdotally by the ATCT manger.

VFR and IFR present unique sets of procedures, criteria, and guidelines under which pilots

operate. Instrument flight procedures aid pilots flying under IFR in determining their position, navigating
between points, and approaching and departing an airport. This section describes existing IFR
procedures at the Airport.

2.7.6.1. Instrument Approach Procedures

Cecil Airport has seven published Instrument Approach Procedures (IAP) associated with the Runways
18L/36R and 9R/27L. Airports with published IAPs can see increased flight training traffic. Circling options
are normally provided on IAP charts to give pilots an alternative to the standard straight-in approach.
Circling approaches can be used by the pilot to land on the other runways, once the airport is in sight.
Circling approaches have higher minima than straight-in approaches. Table 2-10 details the published
FAA IAP charts.

Table 2-10 — Instrument Approach Summary

Aircraft ‘ Lowest Minima ‘ : Threshold
Glideslope ;
Procedure Approach Ceill Visibilit Anale Crossing
Category ering 1stority g Height
RNAV
18L (GPS) A through D 300 feet 1-mile 3.00° 50 feet
ILS or LOC! | Athrough E 200 feet % - mile 3.00° 49 feet
36R RNAV .
A through D 200 feet % - mile 3.00° 49 feet
(GPS)
RNAV
9R A through D 300 feet Y4 - mile 3.00° 53 feet
(GPS)
RNAV
A through D 400 feet 1 - mile 3.00° 50 feet
(GPS)
A through B 500 feet 1 - mile
27L VOR 3.00° 67 feet
C through D 500 feet 1 3/8 - mile ee
A through B 500 feet 1 —mile
TACAN 2.97° 55 feet
C through E 500 feet 1 3/8 - mile ee

Note: 1 This approach provides Category | (CAT I) minima.
Source: FAA, Airport Data and Information Portal, 2021.
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2.7.6.2. Instrument Departure Procedures

Instrument departure procedures are preplanned IFR procedures that provide clearance from
obstructions around the airport area to the en-route portion of the flight. Obstacle Departure Procedures
(ODP) publication by the FAA identify an obstacle for Runway 18L as a tree 1,499 feet from the departure
end of the runway and 699 feet to the right (west) of the extended runway centerline. The height of the
tree is listed as 34 feet AGL, or 113 feet MSL. No other obstructions are noted. The Airport does not have
published instrument departure procedures.

Cecil actively strives to be a good neighbor to surrounding communities and actively works with pilots,
tenants, and members of the public to mitigate noise impacts. Mitigation measures include allotting
designated daytime hours and locations for engine maintenance run-ups and standard departure
procedures vector away from the more populous areas of Jacksonville. There are semi-frequent training
operations by military operators based at the Airport.

Cecil has a dedicated portal on their website for local residents to file noise complaints. When received,
the JAA investigates the noise complaint through a process that assesses the hour, estimated altitude,
and other important factors of the case. The JAA will then conclude the investigation and follow-up with
the person that filed the complaint.

2.8. Landside Facilities

Landside facilities, as defined in this report, support aspects of aviation that involve aircraft parking,
aircraft servicing, passengers, pilots, and cargo. This section describes the major landside facilities and
tenants at Cecil.

Figure 2-8 and Figure 2-9 identify the buildings and their corresponding identification numbers at the
Airport. These building numbers will be used to identify areas of operation for tenants throughout this
study.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-8 — Southern Buildings

Source: Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2023; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-9 — Northern Buildings

Source: Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2023; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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The apron areas at Cecil are broken into three separate areas: west apron, north apron, and the
Spaceport apron. Most of the existing apron areas are leased to tenants to support their individual
operations, and it was reported that the apron areas frequently reach capacity, particularly when larger
aircraft are present. Figure 2-10 outlines the different apron lease areas.

The largest apron space on the airfield is designated as the north apron. The north apron begins at the
ARFF station and runs north to the full length of Taxilane D. With over 222,250 square yards of pavement
space and Taxilane D supporting the full length of usable space, the north apron is essential to most of
the Airport’s operations. Boeing will be relocating to the northeast portion of the airfield adjacent to
Taxiway E. This future apron space will be designed to accommodate Boeing’s existing needs and able to
be expanded in the future.

The second largest apron space is the west apron space that supports facilities and tenants west of the
ARFF station and is serviced by Taxilane C. Notable tenants include the USCG HITRON and the
FLARNG. FLARNG has fencing installed to prevent access onto their ramp and facilities located to the
western-most side of the west apron. Gates span across Taxilane C and Taxiway M, both of which are
currently left open until national security requires closure. A public use aircraft wash rack is available
between the USCG, FLARNG, and U.S. Customs at Hangar 14.

The Spaceport apron is the smallest and is located to the northeast of midfield. There are no long-term
leases associated with this apron. Rather, it is used by various independent companies and leased out on
a short-term basis, as needed. Taxiway B connects to the Spaceport apron, providing airfield access.

Scattered across the various apron spaces, Airport users store overflowing equipment and aircraft parts
on apron areas within their leaseholds. Storing this volume of equipment on the apron spaces further
restricts the amount of aircraft parking available at the Airport.

Aircraft parking at the Airport is primarily provided as open apron space in front of the MRO tenants’
respective hangars. There is minimal hangar space dedicated solely for aircraft storage, due to many
hangar spaces being utilized for MRO operations. Million Air is the Airport’s only FBO and has no short-
term plans of expanding based-aircraft storage. However, Million Air owns and operates a large
conventional hangar that accompanies their operations, capable of housing approximately six GA aircraft,
such as a Gulfstream aircraft.

Other tenants at the Airport provide aircraft maintenance and do not offer transient aircraft parking areas.
Aircraft undergoing maintenance at these facilities use the tenants’ individual hangar spaces and the
open pavement on the north apron area. Numerous fabric hangars have been constructed as a short-
term solution to meet hangar space demands, with the intent to remove a majority of them after Boeing
relocates to their new facility on the northeast side of the airfield.
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Florida State College at Jacksonville (FSCJ) is located near the USCG and utilizes a portion of the west
apron space for tie-downs of their training aircraft. The west apron space adjacent to FSCJ, near the fuel
farm, is used for overflow aircraft parking and is leased by the FBO. During the tenant interviews
conducted as part of the inventory data collection, it was regularly communicated that the existing apron
areas frequently reach capacity; therefore, there is limited aircraft parking available at Cecil.

The Spaceport apron has a supporting fabric hangar space with a trailer providing office space and
landside access via secure public roadways. In 2023 an aircraft door was added to the hangar.

The GA terminal is located in Building 82, occupied primarily by Million Air. Million Air services a variety of
clients, but primarily focuses on fueling military operators. Million Air has a broad range of amenities for
those that use their service, including access to their terminal building such as internet, flight planning,
pilot lounge, flight crew refreshments and lounge area, showers with toiletries, and assistance navigating
the local Jacksonville area. Million Air operations and administration offices are attached to their terminal
and part of the same building as the Cecil Airport Administration offices. The terminal is located by the
ATCT at the south end of the north apron. Airport and Spaceport personnel including maintenance and
managing officers are also located here. Many of the tenants at the Airport have additional administrative
offices connected to their respective hangar spaces.

Million Air is the sole FBO at Cecil. The facilities and equipment at the Airport and Million Air meet a
diverse range of aerospace needs from a variety of airport users. Million Air is certified to provide hot
fueling, which allows them to fuel aircraft while the engines are still running. Three spaces near Building
825 are used for hot fueling. Million Air provides military detachment training and support facilities that are
frequently in use. These facilities include classrooms and flight preparation rooms large enough for 30
trainees. With the expansion of the Spaceport, Million Air has specifically stated interest in providing
propellant or other supporting services to Spaceport users via their extensive network of local commercial
partners.

As described above, the FBO offers numerous amenities within their terminal and administrative office.
The FBO operates out of Building 925 and Building 82. The FBO sublets numerous parcels of apron and
hangar space to other tenants, such as one to Technical Air Support in Building 945. Million Air has
expansion plans for future development at Cecil. This includes approximately 60,000 square feet of
hangar space (inclusive of offices and shops) and approximately 160,000 square feet of apron space
within the next couple of years. Million Air also expressed interest in the existing Boeing facilities, once
Boeing has transitioned to their new facility and vacated their existing leased buildings.

Cecil’'s only FBO, Million Air, has a business model focused on transient military operators that need
fueling and other FBO services. Therefore, services to transient GA aircraft are somewhat limited. Aircraft
fueling, access to pilot lounge and planning areas, catering services, and organizing car rentals are
provided by the FBO. The Airport’s wide-ranging aircraft maintenance tenants provide repair and
inspection services to complete teardowns; however, these are typically through exclusive contracts and
services are not available for “walk-in” customers.
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Overnight transient aircraft parking space is limited and coordinated with Million Air and Airport
operations. As discussed in the previous sections, there are minimal enclosed aircraft parking solutions at
the Airport, with most parking available on open apron areas. Million Air leases a large portion of the west
apron closest to the fuel depot for overflow transient apron parking.

The Airport’s primary military ramps are located on the west apron space and occupied by FLARNG and
the USCG HITRON.

Florida Army National Guard (FLARNG): FLARNG has fully operational military offensive and
defensive helicopters and bases 16 helicopters. FLARNG property is fenced off from the public
and has FLARNG military police on internal and external patrols, ensuring the safety of their
facilities. FLARNG expressed concerns with the existing inoperability of their airfield fencing as
well as the limitations it poses on aircraft access to the ramp, such as limits on the HC-130 and
similar aircraft that need additional separation space. Future plans are in place to increase the
separation distance.

As the FLARNG apron is fenced, when a fighter jet needs to park for an extended period due

to a maintenance issue, it is typically housed on FLARNG's apron.

The landside area directly north of the airside FLARNG property is used for land-based

vehicle storage for FLARNG.

There is an old munition bunker within the FLARNG leasehold that FLARNG is in the process

of recertifying for use.

FLARNG regularly conducts training operations in the southwest quadrant of the Airport.

Some training operations conducted include sling load, hoist, and ramp and slope. FLARNG

desires the ability to also conduct pinnacle landing trainings at Cecil.

United States Coast Guard (USCG) — HITRON: The USCG HITRON operates a fleet containing
helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft. The USCG HITRON conducts numerous operational flights
over the Atlantic, most notably drug enforcement operations. Due to the nature of the operations,
the Jacksonville Port Authority and the U.S. Customs and Border Patrol have an office near the
USCG HITRON that directly supports these operations.

Approximately 25 U.S. Navy munition bunkers were constructed in the northeast quadrant of the Airport
during its time as a military base. These areas have subsequently been decommissioned and are no
longer in active use. The location and environmental impacts of these decommissioned facilities will be
further discussed in the Environmental Overview section (Section 2.13) of this chapter.

FLARNG has long-term plans to demolish their existing hangar (Building 860) and build a new 47,000-
square-foot hangar, 93,120 square feet in new Readiness Centers, and additional supporting
administration buildings. FLARNG indicated their existing hangar and apron area are sufficient to meet
their needs for the foreseeable future. However, the growth between FLARNG, USCG, and the Fleet
Readiness Center might warrant an expanded co-located facility.

Aside from the FLARNG and USCG, several other tenants at the Airport service or operate military
aircraft to some capacity. As these other tenants are not branches of the DoD, they will be described in
subsequent sections of this chapter.
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The primary services provided at the Airport are centered around MRO operations. Each operator has
reported strong growth in demand in recent years and most are looking to expand their physical presence
at Cecil. Table 2-11 below outlines the existing MRO operating environment at the Airport and the aircraft
being serviced on a regular basis. MRO operations are typically mid-to-long-term maintenance and thus
require an aircraft to remain at the Airport for weeks to months at a time. For example, upgrades to be
performed on the P-8 Poseidon aircraft will take approximately four months with a fully-staffed, large
operational team.

The Boeing Company has begun a transition to the northeast portion of the airfield from their existing
location(s) on the north apron. The move includes constructing a large new hangar to accommodate the
growth in their MRO operations. The new facility will be able to accommodate up to eight Boeing P-8
Poseidon aircraft or 16 F-18s.

Table 2-11 — MRO Operators

_— Building/Hangar Representative
MRO Operator Buildings Ramp Space

Space Aircraft

887, 1820, 312,

. 67, 825, 887, P-8 (military)
Boeing 880,362 SF 1,186,066 SF .
825, 315, 67, F-18 (military)
1823, 310
. 905, 815, 504, B767 (commercial)
Flightstar 664,570 SF 669,698 SF .
313, 935 A320 (commercial)
Numerous Fabric -
Man Tech 887 6,438 SF P — 8 (Military)

Hangars sublet
Total Complex

Hermues 334, 339, 328 7,883 SF Commercial
51,125 SF
Logistic .
. Helicopters
Services 915, 824, 955 219,092 SF 90,516 SF N
. (military)
International
Tactical Air .
945-1, 945 25,000 SF 3,000 SF F-5 (military)
Support

Notes: Pratt and Whitney is no longer leasing areas at the Airport, as of 2025, Hermues has taken over these lease areas; Boeing
has relocated to their own dedicated space, many formerly leased buildings have since been made available to other tenants.
Sources: Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; FAA, Airport Layout Plan, 2008; Tenant Interviews, 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Flightstar Aircraft Services operate an extensive airframe maintenance, modification, and conversion
operations. The MRO operator serves various passenger and cargo commercial carriers. The typical
aircraft being serviced by Flightstar are Airbus, Boeing, Embraer, and McDonnell Douglas aircraft.

Tactical Air Support provides MRO services for Northrup F-5 aircraft. These light fighter aircraft are
brought to the Airport via truck or cargo aircraft, such as C-130s, to be retrofitted with modern radar and
avionics. The primary clients of Tactical Air Support are military forces purchasing the retrofitted aircraft to
act as adversarial forces during training exercises. Tactical Air Support expressed a desire to expand
warehouse and office space. Warehouse space is located off airport property, approximately three miles
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to the east. Tactical Air Support also requires a paint booth for their operations and would seek to share a
facility as opposed to building their own.

Man Tech and LSI provide various services under the MRO umbrella, such as engine testing and avionics
retrofitting. Man Tech and LSI continue to support various military clients and aircraft. Pratt and Whitney
was formerly based at Cecil, providing commercial MRO services. They do not currently maintain a
leased space at the Airport, as of 2025, Hermues has since taken over these lease areas. In addition to
MRO operations, there are various aircraft maintenance training schools offering on-site technical training
and classroom environments to their employees or local students. Notable training facilities are FSCJ and
LSI.

2.9. Spaceport Facilities

The following section outlines the Spaceport-specific infrastructure and safety areas identified in previous
studies such as the 2012 Spaceport Master Plan and the 2021 Spaceport Development Area Plan (SDP).
Some of these areas have yet to be incorporated into existing operations at Cecil and are stated as such
when applicable. Refer to 14 CFR Part 420 for additional definitions and general Spaceport regulations
not covered within this section.

Regulated by the FAA via 14 CFR Part 420, there are only 20 Launch Site Operator Licenses (LSOLs) for
commercial HTHL spaceports across the country as of 2023. Effective January 11, 2015, the JAA was
awarded a Spaceport Launch Site Operating License extending out to January 2025 for commercial
HTHL Reusable Launch Vehicles (RLVs). The license can be further expanded in the future as additional
categories of HTHLs or RLVs become operational. In addition to the spaceport license held by Cecil,
operators at the Spaceport must also hold an operator licenses and respective permits prior to
commencing licensed activities.

The license process is an in-depth analysis of potential operations including outlining the various potential
impact areas of an operation. The license represents interagency coordination within the area to support
the operations — in the Spaceport’s case, the relationship between the Airport, ATCT, JAA, FAA,
Jacksonville Center, Jacksonville Approach/Departure, and U.S. Navy and its Fleet Area Control and
Surveillance Facilities at Jacksonville (FASFACJAX). The primary criteria related to the approval of a
spaceport license is an outlined map of flight corridors and the impacts to the communities within. The
license also requires a detailed calculation of safety protocols and operational safety areas at the
Spaceport, including an Explosive Site Plan.

The LSOL under 14 CFR Part 420 requires Cecil to work with local agencies to develop an Explosive
Hazard Site Plan (EHSP) that outlines potential hazard areas, their respective safety envelopes, and the
anticipated emergency responses associated with each operation. Unlike conventional aircraft, launch
vehicles use fuels and oxidizers as propellants which are highly flammable and hold explosive properties,
representing a significant safety risk. For this reason, an EHSP should identify each operation’s
respective safety areas in a designated location at Cecil. The two primary operations requiring these
declarations of safety areas pertain to rocket engine testing and oxidizer loading areas (OLAS).
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The primary safety areas to be defined per operation are listed below:

Public Area Distance (PAD): The minimum distance permitted between a public area and an
explosive hazard facility; the PAD safety area has a 1,250-foot radius from the center point of the
operational site.

Public Traffic Route Distance (PTRD): The minimum distance permitted between a public
highway or railroad line and an explosive hazard facility; the PTRD safety area has a 750-foot
radius from the center point of the operational site.

Intraline Distance (ILD): The minimum distance permitted between any two explosive hazard
facilities in the ownership, possession, or control of one spaceport customer; the ILD safety area
has a 559-foot radius from the center point of the operational site.

OLAs are important to plan for due to the operational impacts they have on surrounding areas. When the
OLAs are active, meaning propellant is being loaded into a vehicle, surrounding buildings must be
evacuated and no aircraft can operate in the adjacent airfield areas defined within the PAD safety area.
Due to the large safety area needed for the OLA, it is advised to co-locate the OLA and rocket engine
testing area. The OLA for the Spaceport is located on the no-longer-active portion of Runway 27R.

Within the SDP, the existing location of the OLA was identified to have a significant operational impact on
future development and operations within the area. Both existing and proposed site areas and their
respective safety areas are shown in Figure 2-11. Due to the PAD safety area overlapping critical
movement areas and future Spaceport development areas, the JAA in coordination with the SDP
identified new proposed OLA locations off Taxiway A. The transition to the future Site B, which includes a
taxiway connector and ramp space, will accompany future development efforts at the Spaceport.
Proposed Site C identified within the SDP and Figure 2-11 shows a short-term transition area of OLA to
mitigate impact on operations at the Airport during an active loading operation.

Following drafting of this section, in December 2024, FAA/AST approved Cecil Spaceport's updated
LSOL and associated EHSP which modified the preferred OLA location, moving it near Site A shown on
Figure 2-11. The revised preferred location, as of 2025, is depicted within the final ALP sheet set.
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Figure 2-11 — Possible Oxidizer Loading Areas
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Notes: In the final ESP dated December 2024, the preferred location has been altered from the preferred site shown.
Source: Space Florida, 2021; Kimley-Horn, Spaceport Development Plan, 2021.




For Spaceport operations, there are two types of propellant: solid and liquid. There are no permanent
propellant storage facilities for either at the Spaceport; however, there is temporary storage facility
provided by an empty mobile trailer. Existing operations require the Spaceport user to transport, or
organize the transport of, the propellant to the Spaceport. Once at the Spaceport, operators can use the
Spaceport’s temporary storage as needed.

Table 2-12 — Propellant Storage

Asset ‘ Dimension | Improved Space ‘ Unimproved Space
I - 83 feet by 50
Liquid Oxidizer Storage foet 4,152 square feet N/A
Liquid Oxidizer Storage .
quid Lxidiz 9 100-foot radius 4,152 square feet 47,760 square feet
Area — PAD
I 83 feet by 90
Liquid Propellant Storage foet 7,470 square feet N/A
Liquid Propellant Storage
d P g 100-foot radius 7,470 square feet 54,969 square feet
Area - ILD
. 25 feet by 50
Solid Propellant Storage toet 1,250 square feet N/A
Solid Propellant Storage —
PAD P g 255-foot radius 1,250 square feet 242,432 square feet
Mobile Propellant Trailer 400 Gallons N/A N/A
Mobile Liquid Oxygen 300 Gallons N/A N/A
Trailer

Notes: Public Area Distance (PAD); Intraline Distance (ILD).
Sources: Cecil Spaceport, Infrastructure webpage, Accessed 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025; Kimley-Horn, Spaceport Development Plan,
2021.

Spaceport propellants are often oxidizing materials that readily give off oxygen or other oxidizing
substances, making these substances and materials volatile. Safety areas are reduced in size for
propellant storage areas when compared to the OLA and rocket engine testing, as the propellants are not
yet mixed. Improved space refers to space that has existing infrastructure present.

Supplemental facilities related to typical aircraft fueling exist for vehicles requiring traditional propellants
such as AV Gas or Jet Fuel. The Airport’s FBO Million Air has expressed potential interest in expanding
its services to provide propellant storage and sales in the future, although no plans have been
undertaken. Permanent propellant storage areas for liquid oxygen are not anticipated to be located at the
Spaceport within the 20-year planning horizon. Hydrogen-based propellants are not expected to be used
for the vehicles operating out of the Spaceport.
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2.9.5. Rocket Engine Test Facilities

A typical rocket test requires a horizontal, appropriately rated, rocket test stand. The engine runs at
various power levels to identify critical performance metrics such as burn rate, thrust produced, and
overall efficiency of the engine. These tests are vital for launch operators as they can troubleshoot and
alter aspects of the engine prior to production, saving capital and development time. Co-location of the
test pad with any proposed OLA would maximize the compatibility of the space, but prevent simultaneous
operations if only one location was selected. Rocket engine test facilities must also be designed to
minimize damage to apron pavements. Figure 2-12 is a photo taken from a rocket engine test operation
at the Spaceport.

Figure 2-12 — Rocket Engine Testing

Source: Jacksonville Aviation Authority, Rocket Testing, 2021

Rocket engine testing facilities were identified as a top priority for short-term development within the SDP
These areas, similar to the OLAs, have significant operational impacts to the existing and future
Spaceport areas, as well as the Airport’s operations. The existing location and infrastructure present at
the Spaceport were proposed to be relocated from the current location on the Spaceport apron area to
the hot cargo pad located to the southwest of Cecil’'s primary airfield. The location of both sites are shown
in Figure 2-13.
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Figure 2-13 — Rocket Engine Testing Areas

Legend

=== Devplopment Area Boundary i
I Rocket Engine Test Ste (150° x 1500 |
[ 55" Intrabne Distance

T T ! 7S public TrafMic Route Distance

Notes: In the final ESP dated December 2024, the preferred location has been altered from the preferred site shown.
Source: Space Florida, 2021; Kimley-Horn, Spaceport Development Plan, 2021.




Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

2.9.6. Spaceport Development Area

The 2021 Spaceport Development Area Plan (SDP)'® presented projected landside and airside facility
growth needs within an approximate 320-acre area north of Runway 27R. The SDP included numerous
enabling development projects that would help the Spaceport expand its reach and infrastructure to
potential future Spaceport tenants. The SDP assumes facilities to be built by both public and private
entities, with the assumption that in the near term. The public-funded facilities could be used to alleviate
some of the Airport’s capacity constraints as the JAA markets the new facilities to future Spaceport users.
Figure 2-14 depicts the final selected potential development layout of the Spaceport Development Area
as defined in the SDP. The SDP was integrated into this planning effort and additional details defined as
appropriate in later sections. As elaborated in the Environmental Section of this chapter, the Spaceport
development area identified in the SDP is located on known wetland areas and floodplains, presenting
future development constraints. The location was chosen despite these constraints due to the area’s
connectivity to the public access roads and alignment with short-term expansion on the northeast portion
of the airfield. Additionally, JAA noted their historical importance in planning around environmental areas
with the potential to apply banked wetland and conservation credits toward these areas.

Figure 2-14 — Spaceport Development Layout

1. PFlanned Rcadway 2. Small Hangar

2. Proposed Access Road 10. Mediurm Hangar

3. Planned Taxivay 11. Large Hangar

4. Common Lise Hangars 12, Wetland

5 Aerospace Terminal 13, Airghde Apron

6. Existing Fabric Hangar 14. Existing Rumways

. Multi-use / Office Bulldngs 15. Future Phased Imgrovernents
B Payload Processing Faciity

Note: Map not drawn to scale.
Source: Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025; Kimley-Horn, Spaceport Development Plan, 2021.

15 Kimley-Horn, 2025 Spaceport Development Plan, 2023.
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Opened in July 2021, the Cecil Mission Control Center (MCC) is co-located in the same building as the
new ATCT. This facility provides a centralized mid-field location with access to redundant utility
infrastructure to an active Spaceport operation. The MCC provides an aerospace user with video,
communications, telemetry connectivity, and VHF and S-Band frequencies for telemetry equipment.® A
“plug-and-play” interface is used, connecting the various utilities and support systems for the Spaceport
operator. The MCC is a shared-use area and leased out on an as-needed basis, allowing various entities
to operate out of the MCC on an annual basis. These facilities are critical to understanding why a sub-
orbital operation succeeded or failed and provide the operator valuable information to improve operational
efficiency for future launches and monitor active operations.

There is not a dedicated Spaceport terminal at Cecil. The existing mobile office building adjacent to the
Spaceport fabric hangar is used as the Spaceport Terminal. A new terminal that has a visitor center
would provide future Spaceport tenants an area where their clients could initially be processed and serve
as a multi-tenant public-use facility. This facility may also provide the space needed to host community
members and media during Spaceport operations. It is assumed that when operations start, public
excitement and interest in the Spaceport will be at its peak, so a centralized public area to direct these
groups would help the JAA and its partners manage these various events more safely and efficiently.
From a variety of panel discussions within the SDP, the Spaceport Terminal was ranked lower than other
facilities, such as payload loading facilities, additional office spaces, and vehicle testing areas.

2.10. Supporting Facilities

Supporting facilities are defined as infrastructure and services that assist users operating at Cecil. These
facilities are typically related to maintenance, emergency services, and infrastructure related to fueling or
utilities. The section outlines these facilities and elaborates on their importance to Cecil.

The fuel farm is located southeast of Building 10 off the west apron. Million Air manages the fueling
operations at the Airport. Million Air stated they had sold approximately 6.3 million gallons of fuel during
the year 2020, and as of the end of October 2021, projected approximately 7 million gallons of fuel will be
supplied through the end of 2021. The fueling infrastructure at the Airport is summarized in Table 2-13.
Million Air has expressed the desire to expand the fuel farm toward the east, as existing fueling
infrastructure is the absolute minimum to support the 20 fuel truck deliveries per night. Million Air
frequently parks the fueling trucks at various locations around the Airport to serve their clients. The main
locations for fuel truck storage are Million Air's apron spaces, fuel farm open spaces, and the north apron
rapid refueling area. Special fueling operations such as hot refueling is provided by Million Air’s certified
fueling staff as well as tanker refueling using simultaneous truck flowing operations.

As Cecil expands, so too do the needs of the tenants. With Boeing’s expansion toward the northeast
portion of the airfield and existing challenges of fuel trucks accessing the northeast area of the Airport,
consideration is being given to install a secondary fuel facility in the northeast quadrant of the Airport.

16 Cecil Spaceport, Infrastructure webpage, Accessed 2021.
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Further analysis will be undertaken in the Facility Requirements chapter (Chapter 4) of this Master Plan

Update.

Table 2-13 — Fueling Assets

Assets ‘ Fuel Type
Tanks
One 50,000-gallon Above Ground Tank Jet A
Three 30,000-gallon Above Ground Tanks Jet A Fuel

One Above Ground Tank

12,000 Gallons of Jet A Fuel

One Above Ground Tank

12,000 Gallons of 100LL

One Above Ground Tank

Seven Fueling Trucks

20,000 Gallons of Defuel/Refueler Tank
cks
10,000 Gallon Capacity per Truck

One Fueling Truck

8,000 Gallon Capacity

Six Fueling Trucks

5,000 Gallon Capacity per Truck

Notes: Jacksonville JetPort has been transitioned to Million Air after obtaining the data within this table.
Sources: Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; Jacksonville JetPort, 2021.

Cecil's maintenance team and their respective equipment reside in two primary locations: a medium-sized
5,500-square-foot workshop at the base of the ATCT near the ARFF station (Building 177) and an old
shed (Building 595) to the northeast of the airfield used to store tools and equipment. Operations staff
oversees daily airfield inspections to ensure lighting and visual aids are in working conditions, verify that
pavement markings are clear and visible, and conduct a perimeter inspection of the fences. Maintenance
personnel work in unison with the Operations staff to perform minor rehabilitation efforts in the forms of
crack sealing, painting airfield markings, NAVAID lighting replacements, and manage weed growth and
wildlife activity. The Cecil Maintenance Manager indicated existing equipment has met historical needs.
Maintenance equipment will continue to be updated as needed.

In addition to airfield assets and fencing, Cecil conducts general maintenance efforts to repair and restore
roofing of most buildings and hangar spaces at Cecil. The roofing and water supply lines corresponding to
tenant hangars is maintained by Cecil’'s maintenance personnel.

The Maintenance Manager indicated a need for additional space for the vehicle fleet, mower storage, and
maintenance of equipment. A total of 10,000 square feet of maintenance area, inclusive of shops, was
identified. Additionally, 10,000 square feet for a storage barn was identified as a need.
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While Cecil is not a Part 139 airport, ARFF services are provided and support the frequent military
operations occurring at Cecil. Two ARFF-trained firefighters are staffed 24/7. Supplemental fire staffing
includes three structural firefighters at Fire Station 73 (on airport property near the intersection of Aviation
Avenue and State Road 134), who will respond to structural fires or additional assistance as requested by
Cecil. All firefighters that would respond to an Airport emergency within the two stations are given ARFF
training under National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1003 Standards. The immediate equipment
accessible to Cecil related to firefighting efforts is summarized in Table 2-14.

Table 2-14 — Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting

Station + Personnel ‘

Station 56 — On Airport

Four ARFF-Trained
Firefighters 24/7

Equipment

Amertek

2019 Oshkosh Striker 3000

2019 Oshkosh Striker 3000

2019 Chevrolet 2500 HD

Capabilities
100 gallons of water, 130
gallons of foam
3,000 gallons of water, 300
gallons of ARFF foam, 450
pounds of Purple K
3,000 gallons of water, 300
gallons of ARFF foam, 450
pounds of Purple K
100 gallons of ARFF foam, 450
pounds of Purple K

Station 73 — Near Airport

Five ARFF-Trained
Firefighters 24/7 with One
Active Paramedic

2017 Pierce
2018 Chevrolet Chassis

500 gallons of water, 20
gallons of foam
Advanced Life support
(Ambulance)

Sources: Cecil Airport, Emergency Services webpage, Accessed 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021.

The utility network at an Airport is vital to ensuring operations remain sustainable and can expand
operational capacity. Cecil’s staff have outlined their goal for the utility infrastructure is to be clean,
reliable, redundant, expandable, and maintainable. This section outlines the existing utility infrastructure

existing at or near Cecil.

Water: Water services for Cecil is provided by two different high-capacity water treatment sites.
Cecil is a part of the general Cecil Commerce Center water utility network which has a capacity
flow of 75 million gallons a day. There are no capacity issues related to water supply at Cecil.
Fire Water: Cecil maintains a dedicated fire water system that provides tenants access to highly
pressurized water. There are two high-pressure pump stations supporting the fire water system.
The individual tenant is responsible for adding whichever chemicals and flame retardants needed
for their respective fire plans. Cecil’'s maintenance personnel are tasked with monitoring and

upkeeping the system.
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Sewer: Sanitary sewer is provided by the local treatment plant that has an on-site 52-million-
gallon-a-day treatment plant capacity.

Stormwater: Located in Florida, Cecil experiences significant rain events; therefore, a complex
stormwater management system is required to ensure the protection of life, property, and
operational continuity. Cecil mitigates stormwater flowage using a system of underground pipes
and ditches along the landside roadways to route water runoff. The airfield is graded and slopped
to ensure pooling areas are not on pavement and flow into drainage ditches that route the water
away from the critical airfield areas. Cecil maintains a comprehensive Storm Water and Pollution
Protection Plan (SWPPP).

Electricity: Cecil's electricity is provided by the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA). There is
room for 2,600-plus megawatts of installed generating capacity with multiple feeds and dual
substations that exist on-site.

Natural Gas: Cecil has an existing 16-inch transmission line providing natural gas to Cecil and its
users, running along the Cecil Commerce Center. TECO Gas provides natural gas service to
Cecil. Natural gas is used to power various boiler systems.

Communications: Fiber-optic communication lines provide a high-speed, reliable bandwidth
connection to Cecil. These communication lines are available to most Airport users and plugs
directly into the ATCT and MCC infrastructure.

2.11. Land Use and Zoning

Proper land use planning and zoning is important in positioning an Airport to meet the future demand
growth of a community in a manner that is compatible with the community. Aircraft noise is an important
consideration in land use planning and zoning. Appendix A documents existing noise contours for Cecil.
This section will outline existing zoning and land use planning efforts undertaken by the local communities
and will identify incompatible land use areas in the immediate area of Cecil.

Cecil Airport is located within Duval County. Clay County begins on Cecil’'s southern property line;
therefore, zoning and land use planning was analyzed for both counties. The City of Jacksonville plays a
major role within the local regions’ zoning and infrastructure planning efforts and were taken into
consideration.

The JAA owns all lands within the existing RPZs, providing JAA full control of land uses within these
critical safety areas. Cecil's immediate boundaries are all zoned within the FAA’s recommended
standards except for the western Rural Residential zoned area that abuts Cecil’s property line. Land to
the north not abutting the Airport is zoned for residential single-family housing, but is not located within
the RPZ or on the immediate property line. In addition to the federal guidance by the FAA to zoning
jurisdictions, the state of Florida’s Statute 333 related to airport zoning further outlines the importance to
zone in accordance with Cecil’s critical safety areas, not just the direct operational areas. The statute
further identifies what aeronautical use is and the concerns related to obstructions near the Airport’s
operational areas. The existing zoning and associated map, Figure 2-15, is contained in the following
section.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-15 — Existing Land Use
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Zoning is the intentional act of dividing land areas up and restricting the function of that specific area of
land. Zoning is done through the local town or city’s zoning boards and is typically out of the direct control
of an airport owner, therefore not something the FAA can regulate. The JAA, City of Jacksonville, and
Duval County have aligned goals when it comes to the zoning of Cecil’s surrounding areas. This
relationship helps Cecil continue to expand without hindering operations or negatively impacting
communities. Under Part 10 Subpart A of Chapter 656 of the Jacksonville Florida Code of Ordinances,
the code establishes that the areas immediately surrounding an airport environment are required to be
zoned properly to ensure the safety and the wellbeing of the general public, so as to not expose
community members to substantial noise levels or adverse effects from critical navigational aid lighting for
aircraft. The Airport is explicitly cited within this code. Much of the land surrounding Cecil is either zoned
for industrial, commercial, agricultural, conservation, or recreation open space uses.

Duval County has zoned the areas to the north as commercial use, the areas to the northeast as
industrial use, and the areas to the west as public building facilities or agricultural use. The immediate
Airport’s property is zoned for mixed use, which encompasses the existing airfield extending up and to the
northwest to encompass the land to Cecil Field Gym and Recreation Center. Clay County has zoned the
area as predominantly agricultural use, apart from the southwest area in relation to Cecil zoned for
residential use south of a small portion of incompatible land area zoned as rural residential by Duval
County, as shown in Figure 2-16. This area is where the County has envisioned growth stemming from
increased operations at Cecil; however, there is intent by both counties to limit the amount of housing in
these areas and centralize future high-density residential areas further east.

Future land use maps for the two controlling jurisdictions are shown in Figure 2-16. Duval County plays a
proactive role in planning for future growth around the local airports. Unlike other airports within Duval
County, Cecil has a substantial amount of land owned directly by JAA and is located in a more rural part
of the county. With the high-frequency military operations and future spaceport operations, this extra land
helps provide a buffer to the surrounding community and provides opportunities for revenue generation to
support Cecil's operations, development, and maintenance. The City of Jacksonville Community Planning
Division completed the City of Jacksonville 2030 Comprehensive Plan in 2021 that contains future
infrastructure projects, land use adjustments, and potential funding sources for the City.'” This plan was
separate from the larger Florida Growth Management Act that requires counties and municipalities to plan
for the future growth within their local communities.

The JAA keeps close relations with the county and the City of Jacksonville to align all entities’ future
interests and manage the sustainable growth of Cecil. Clay County updated the Branan Field area Master
Plan, extending growth projections out to the 2040s. Through this, the County seeks to actively monitor
the growth of the Airport and the surrounding Cecil Commerce Center. As growth continues, the County is
planning to expand residential and commercial growth in their north-central communities. Overall, the
County is positioning to leverage growth induced by Cecil and the Cecil Commerce Center.

7 City of Jacksonville, City of Jacksonville 2030 Comprehensive Plan, 2021.
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Figure 2-16 — Future Land Use
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2.12. Surface Transportation

Surface transportation is vital to providing connectivity with an airport to local industries and communities.
The JAA actively participates in the roadway development projects and planning efforts through
coordination with the City of Jacksonville’s Transportation Planning Division. The City of Jacksonville is
striving to become one of the world’s first “Smart Cities”. This includes outfitting numerous roadways with
smart sensors, autonomous vehicle assistance, and other new technologies.

Major roadway infrastructure providing access to Cecil is depicted in Figure 2-17 and described below.
These roadways are integral in the local economy, as fulfillment centers north of Cecil utilize these
regional and national roadways daily.

State Road (SR) 23: SR 23 is also known as the First Coast Expressway. SR 23 is a north/south
divided, tolled highway that connects to SR 228 to the northeast of Cecil and SR 21 to the south.
Both SR 23 and SR 228 have signage indicating Cecil's location. SR 23 also connects to SR 134,
which provides access to Aviation Way, the main road used to access Cecil. SR 23 continues
north, connecting with US Interstate 10 (I-10) and US Highway 90. SR 23 is near the eastern
edge of Cecil's property.

SR 134: SR 134 is an east/west highway that provides access to Cecil and Amazon'’s fulfillment
center to the northeast of Cecil. SR 134 connects with US Highway 301 to the west and SR 23.
SR 134 is located near the northern boundary line of Cecil's property.

US 1-295: 1-295 is the loop highway for Jacksonville. 1-295 is approximately 6.5 miles east of Cecll
and can be accessed directly via SR 134 or SR 228.

US I-10: I-10 connects Jacksonville to Los Angeles, CA running east/west. I-10 connects
Jacksonville with Florida’s capital, Tallahassee. 1-10 is located approximately four miles north of
Cecil and is easily accessible via SR23. 1-10 can also be accessed to the west of Cecil via US
Highway 301.

SR 228: Connecting to SR 134, SR 228 is a major connecting roadway to downtown
Jacksonville. The roadway terminates at I-10 just outside the downtown Jacksonville area. It also
serves as a connector to the US Highway 301 to the west. SR 228 is approximately two miles
north of Cecil and provides access to Cecil via POW-MIA Memorial Parkway.

US Highway 301: Running north/south eight miles to the west of Cecil, US Highway 301 provides
a major connecting regional highway to the Jacksonville area from Gainesville, FL. Traveling
northbound, the highway parallels the coastline and continues past the Carolinas.
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Figure 2-17 — Major Regional Roadways
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A comprehensive local roadway system gives Airport users the ability to transition from major roadways to
Cecil or its supporting facilities. The local roadways connecting to Cecil exist only to the north side of
Cecil property. The main local roads are described in the points below and in Figure 2-18.

10" Street and Approach Road: The local roads connecting to the Spaceport facilities to the
northeast side of Cecil are narrow, winding roads that connect to SR 134. 10" Street connects to
Range Street which terminates at SR 134 near the Amazon fulfillment center. Approach Road
connects directly to Florida 134 to the east of 10" Street. These roads are not open to the public.
Approach Road was expanded to a new, dual-lane paved road as part of a Spaceport
initiative that received state funding. The grant was announced by the Florida Governor on
November 4, 2021. In addition to providing an improved roadway and alignment to the
Spaceport, Approach Road serves the new Boeing facility, which has since been completed.
As shown in Figure 2-18, the final alignment of the roadway is depicted. Some exhibits in the
following chapters may show a slight variation in alignment, as final design was not complete
at the time of writing this report. Figure 2-18 was updated in 2025 to reflect final alignment.

Aviation Avenue: Aviation Avenue is a three lane, north/south road that provides ground access
to the north apron tenants. Aviation Avenue terminates at Crossover Street which allows access
to Million Air, Airport Administration Offices, ATCT, and MCC via Simpson Way. The roadway
also connects to the various east/west roads supporting other commercial facilities throughout the
Cecil Commerce Center area.

Aerospace Way: Aerospace Way is an east/west roadway and provides ground access to the
west apron tenants. Aerospace Way can be accessed from SR 134 or SR 228 via POW-MIA
Memorial Highway.

Crossover Street: An east/west road, Crossover Street provides connectivity between Aviation
Avenue and POW-MIA Memorial Highway. Aerospace Way can also be accessed via north/south
roads Cargo Hold Way and Authority Avenue. Crossover Street leads directly to a secured airport
gate and provides access to Building 1820. Crossover Street connects with Simpson Way.
Simpson Way: This is a one-way loop road providing ground access to the ARFF, Airport
Maintenance, MCC, ATCT, Airport Administration Building, and Million Air (inclusive of Million
Air's terminal facility). Simpson Way loops around automobile parking for these facilities.

Lake Fretwell Street: Lake Fretwell Street is an east/west road providing connectivity between
Aviation Way and POW-MIA Memorial Highway and continues west of POW-MIA Memorial
Parkway, providing access to Lake Fretwell Park. The road then loops around the westerly end of
the 9/27 Runways. The road south of Lake Fretwell Park is gated and closed to the public. This
road provides potential ground access to the southwest quadrant of Cecil.

There is limited to no access to Cecil from the south. Several small roads on airport property are present,
none of which are accessible to the public, that provide access to the southeastern quadrant of Cecil.
Most of these are unpaved dirt roads. The City of Jacksonville has a planned road extension from the
Copper Ridge Development which will ultimately connect with the Cecil Connector. These plans were
further analyzed within the Alternatives Chapter of this Master Plan Update.

>
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Figure 2-18 — Local Roadways
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Once within the security gate, a primary service road wraps along the exterior of the movement areas,
providing airfield access throughout the entire airfield. Much of this road is either dirt or has had a chip
seal treatment. The road is not smooth, nor is it designed to accommodate larger, heavier vehicles. The
road also runs along both apron areas, and in these areas, it is paved.

There is not currently a need for tenants or users to use the service road beyond the limits of the apron.
With the relocation of Boeing’s facilities to the northeast, additional vehicle traffic, such as fuel trucks, will
require a route to get from existing facilities to the new facilities. Provisions for a paved service road within
the security fence may be necessary in the future.

The Jacksonville Transportation Authority (JTA) operates the Green Line 30 bus route that connects
through the local roadways to Cecil and extends east to 1-295. This line services the distribution centers
to the north of Cecil, as well as Cecil and FSCJ Cecil Center Campus. The terminus near 1-295 connects
with the JTA line Commonwealth/Lane, which provides service to downtown Jacksonville. These
connections allow a rider to travel to/from Cecil and downtown using only two bus lines. At the downtown
endpoint of the Commonwealth/Lane route, a transit user would have additional access to the main
transport center of Jacksonville, including bus and train transit hubs. The transit center in downtown
Jacksonville is an extensive system that offers connection lines via various modes of transportation in and
around the city or to the coastal beaches.

There is no direct rail access from Cecil to the rail network surrounding Jacksonville; however, using the
major roadways around Cecil, the rail hubs of Jacksonville are easily within reach of Cecil. The rail hubs
are located 13 miles from Cecil.

The rail system centered downtown provides direct line access to routes reaching all parts of the country.
JAXPORT operates these railways and has over $1.8 billion dollars in future development planned to
upgrade systems it operates. Jacksonville sees 40 daily trains operating on two Class | railroad
companies (CSX and Norfolk Southern) along with the regional railroad company, Florida East Coast
Railway. Additionally, JAXPORT operates two Intermodal Container Transfer Facilities (ICTF), one of
which is an on-dock facility. The on-dock rail system ranks as one of the nation’s highest weight-bearing
capacity docks.

JAXPORT is undergoing a $484-million-dollar project to deepen the port to accommodate all large cargo
ships for the new fully loaded New Panamax class vessels. This will help JAXPORT capture significant
sea-cargo operations wanting to off-load to land or air-based transportation. There are four existing deep-
water marine terminals servicing dozens of global ocean carrying companies. Access to/from JAXPORT
and Cecil is possible via several State Road and Interstate connections; a convenient and direct route is
not available.
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Most Airport tenants have dedicated parking lots for employees and guests adjacent to their operations. A
total of approximately 5,000 parking spaces'®, including adequate ADA parking spaces, was observed
from tenant lease information. These lots provide direct access to facilities through gated entry points or
administrative buildings. Through discussions with Airport Management and tenants, it was noted that
existing parking facilities are generally adequate and at times nearing capacity. During special events,
parking demands may exceed capacity, particularly in localized areas (e.g., if the USCG has a special
exercise bringing in additional staff, there may be overflow in adjacent automobile parking areas). Cecil’s
large business park area provides adequate additional parking locations during extreme peaks. However,
as development expands within this area, overflow parking options may become limited.

2.13. Environmental Overview

As part of this Airport and Spaceport Master Plan, noise modeling was performed that incorporates
existing and forecast Airport and Spaceport operations. The full report is contained within Appendix A of
this Master Plan Update. In summary, existing noise contours at the 75 decibel range are contained
within the Airport’s property. 65 decibel range contours extend beyond the Airport property to the north,
south, east, and west driven by the main runway alignments at the Airport. Per an environmental
assessment published in 2009, the measured ambient concentration data collected showed no violations
of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards have occurred at
local monitoring stations, indicating existing pollutant levels in the Cecil Field area are anticipated to be
within standards. The EPA classifies the State of Florida, including the area around Cecil Field, as in
attainment (compliance) for all criteria pollutants.

Protecting natural habitats is essential to maintaining a healthy and cohesive local ecosystem. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the government agency tasked with mapping species population
status within the various ecosystems across the country and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission (FWC) is the corresponding state agency within Florida. Florida is part of the Southeast
Region of the USFWS; the North Florida Ecological Services Office in Jacksonville is the nearest USFWS
office. The Endangered Species Act of 1973 helps provide strong federal legal framework for
conservation and protection efforts of those species whose populations are below sustainable levels. The
USFWS identifies the status of a species as “Endangered” once the observed population reaches a
critically low level that may result in extinction. Extinction is the term used to describe a species that is no
longer in existence. An USFWS identification of “Threatened” applies when a species population is under
a healthy level with a trending pattern to be categorized as “Endangered” in Duval County.

Table 2-15 outlines the species tracked by FWS and identified as either Candidate, Threatened, or
Endangered. The table further identifies common habitats used by the federally listed species as well as
state protected species as described in the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) and listed by the FWC.

18 Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021.
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Table 2-15 — Endangered Species in Duval County

Species Status General Habitat
Mammals
West Indian Federally Marine, brackish, and freshwater systems in coastal and
Manatee Threatened riverine areas.
Ea_stern Black Federally Fresh and saltwater marsh areas.
Rail Threatened
Federally Sand pine and scrubby flatwood areas, along dunes and

Florida Scrub-Ja . .
! y Threatened sandy deposits along rivers.

Migratory high-arctic birds; when in Florida they use sand

Federall
Red Knot y beaches, saltmarshes, lagoons, mudflats, and mangrove
Threatened L .
swamps as wintering habitats.
Red-cockaded Federally )
Mature pine forest areas.
Woodpecker Endangered
Federall Mixed hardwood swamps, sloughs, mangroves, and
Wood Stork y p .g g
Threatened cypress domes/strands in Florida.
REES
Eastern Indigo Federally Pine flatwoods, hardwood forests, and areas surrounding
Snake Threatened cypress swamps.

State Threatened | Dried sandy soils commonly found in longleaf pine
Federal Candidate | sandhills, scrub, dry prairies, and coastal dunes.
Subtropical regions of the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of

Gopher Tortoise

Federall L
Green Sea Turtle y Mexico inside nearshore waters. Coastal sandy shores
Threatened .
used for nesting.
. Subtropical regions of the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of
Hawksbill Sea Federally . p. . .
Mexico inside nearshore waters. Coastal sandy shores
Turtle Endangered .
used for nesting.
Leatherback Sea | Federally Open-water regions of the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of
Turtle Endangered Mexico. Coastal sandy shores used for nesting.

Subtropical regions of the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of

Loggerhead Sea | Federall L
99 y Mexico inside nearshore waters. Coastal sandy shores

Turtle Threatened .
used for nesting.
Suwannee Federally
Alligator Proposed Only found in the Suwannee River Basin in northern Florida.

Snapping Turtle Threatened
Frosted
Flatwoods
Salamander

Federally Longleaf pine flatwoods with scattered wetlands or
Threatened wiregrass floor.
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Species ‘ Status ‘ General Habitat

Insects
Monarch . .
Federal Candidate | Open fields and meadows.
Butterfly
Flowering Plants and Flora
Chapman Federally Wet, mesic, or dry scrubby flatwoods bordering bay
Rhododendron Endangered swamps.
Purple Wet pine flatwoods and savannas, seepage slopes,

State Endangered

Honeycomb-Head pitcherplant bogs, and wet ditches.

Florida

tate E hill inel .
Toothache Grass State Endangered | Sandhills and dry pinelands

Piedmont
. State Threatened | Dry woodlands.
Jointgrass
Giant Orchid State Threatened | Sandhill, scrub, pine rocklands.
Variable-leaf .
! State Endangered | Mesic flatwoods and dry woods.
Crownbeard

Sources: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, Endangered Species Database, Accessed November 2021; Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission, Species Database, Accessed November 2021; Florida Natural Areas Inventory, Florida Biodiversity
Matrix, Accessed December 2021.

Notable protected species that are not documented as active within the local area but are likely to, or
known to, reside within the local environments domain as identified by the FNAI within the Duval County
area are listed below:!°

Florida Black Bear: Mammal residing in forested areas supporting the varied seasonal diet of a
black bear. Forested wetlands are the primary habitat for the Florida Black Bear.

Black Creek Crayfish: Crustacean with known habitat of small, swift moving, and sand-bottomed
streams.

Bald and Golden Eagle: Bald and golden eagles along with their respective nesting areas are
protected by federal law through the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Eagle Act. Eagle nesting
occurs high-up in old-growth trees alongside coastlines, lakes, rivers, or other bodies of water
that supply adequate food sources.

Cecil maintains a mowed airfield in accordance with the approved wildlife mitigation plan and actively
maintains a developed area to reduce wildlife activity. Due to the condition of these developed areas, it is
unlikely that any of the listed species within this section would be affected by the implementation of
Cecil's projects since they are proposed on already developed land areas. However, land areas
surrounding Cecil that have not been developed may require additional research and analysis to ensure
there are no impacts to these protected species.

19 Florida Natural Areas Inventory, Florida Biodiversity Matrix, Accessed December 2021.
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2.13.2.1. Conservation Areas for Wildlife

Conservation areas such as wildlife refuges, protected parks and forests, or mountains and wilderness
areas are owned and operated by local, state, and national entities depending on the underlying
environmental asset. Below is an inventory of conservation areas pertaining to wildlife near Cecil:2°

Local: Abutting Cecil to the south and to the west, local conservation lands are preserved by
Duval County/City of Jacksonville under the conservation land name Cecil Field Conservation
Corridor. The protected area hosts wooded forest, community recreation areas, healthy wildlife
population, and natural streams throughout its nearly 6,000 acres. Branan Field is also a notable
local conservation area that provides more than 3 miles of trails, recreation spaces, and mature
pine flatwoods that have been rehabilitated by the FWC.

State: Adjacent to the local conservation area, Jennings State Forest extends the protected area
over 25,000 acres to the southwest. Jennings State Forest is the closest state-owned
conservation area to Cecil, approximately 5 miles from Cecil. Residents travel to Jennings State
Forest to recreate, camp, and connect with the state forest.

National: Twenty-five miles to the northwest of Cecil resides Osceola National Forest; it is
maintained by the USFS, which is a part of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). Osceola
National Forest hosts flatwoods and swamps for visitors to fish, hunt, and enjoy other recreational
activities. The U.S. Naval Base to the east and a small airstrip to the north are owned and
operated by the U.S. Navy and are identified as federal conservation areas.

There is one known conservation easement to the southeast of Cecil, encompassing approximately 130
acres, identified as Oakleaf Plantation owned by the Florida FWC Commission.?*

Soil compositions and slopes often dictate the development or use the underlying land has to a local
community. Information was gathered from the USDA — Natural Resources Conservation Service soll
survey database to assess the historical composition and slopes of the soil surrounding Cecil. To provide
a comprehensive understanding of the soil composition at and around the immediate Airport, the Airport’s
property plus a 1/3-mile buffer from the Airport’s property was analyzed. Most soils, not including the
developed land area, are representative of sandy soils. Sandy soils are known for their poor drainage,
resulting in the soil being dry most the year and low in nutrients. The data analyzed is summarized in
Figure 2-19.22

20 City of Jacksonville, JAX GIS - Duval Maps, Accessed November 2021.
21 National Conservation Easement Database, Interactive Map, Accessed 2021.
22 USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, Soil Survey Interactive GIS Mapping Tool, Accessed 2021.
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Figure 2-19 — Soil Composition Percentages Near the Airport
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Sources: USDA Natural Resources Conservation Services, Soil Mapper GIS Tool, Accessed December 2021.

Active farmland near Cecil is summarized below. Because no farmland property abuts Cecil’'s property,
impacts to these areas due to Airport operations is anticipated to include potential minimal noise
disturbance but no direct impacts.

Cattle: Cattle grazing is one of the primary farming disciplines undertaken by Florida farmers.
Seven miles to the north, north of 1-10, large private farmland is home to herds of cattle for dairy
farming. The approximate area of grazing land is 350,000 square yards.?®

Produce: There are scattered small land lots used for minor agricultural farming efforts to the
west. These pieces of land include small fields of produce that supply grown crops to the
immediate local markets. The size of each individual field is approximately 1.25 acres.?*

Typical soil compositions preferred for farming and agricultural use fall under the loam soil classification.
Loam soil consists of roughly equal parts sand, silt, and clay. Crops tend to perform best within loam soll
as chances of over hydration or flooding is minimal due to the ability for water to flow in and around the

2 Google Earth and NearMap Satellite Imagery, Accessed November 2021.
24 |bid.
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soil base, as well as the underlying soil being able to retain nutrients without becoming worked. For this
reason, the soils near Cecil are ill-suited for agricultural farming.

Farmlands of Unique Importance present across the state of Florida were analyzed based on the
University of Florida GeoPlan Center’s published 2019 map and resulted in identifying no Farmlands of
Unique Importance on or near Cecil. Farmlands of Unique Importance are not identified on a national
scale and are based on local microclimate areas. These areas are also named under the broadened term
“Prime Farmland.”

Due to the geographic location of Cecil, located approximately 30 miles inland from the coast, Cecil does
not reside in, nor impact, any protected areas within the USFWS Coastal Barrier Resource System
(CBRS), as observed in the USFWS CBRS Mapper.?®

2.13.6.1. Stormwater Management

Regulating and controlling the Waters of the U.S., the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which regulates the pollutant
discharges into Waters of the U.S. via a permitting process. The permit documents procedures,
monitoring efforts, and reporting requirements pertaining to the permit holder seeking to allow pollutants
into the Waters of the U.S. Florida has full EPA approval to issue NPDES permits. Cecil also maintains a
Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which consists primarily of using various drainage basins across the airfield,
along with proper pavement grading, to prevent water accumulation on aircraft movement areas.

Drainage basins are areas of land in which precipitation is collected and flows or drains into a common
outlet such as a lake, river, or bay. Drainage basins are identified in Figure 2-20. The drainage basins and
topography of the local land area influence the watershed area, identified as a large area of land that
drains water into a specific body of water. The area surrounding Cecil on all sides flows into the lower St.
Johns River to the east. The St. Johns River is the largest river in the state of Florida, flowing north and
spanning over 300 miles.?®

2.13.6.2. Floodplains

Floodplains, or flood hazard areas, are defined within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). SFHA indicates an area that has a flood hazard of a
one-percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. The 1-percent annual chance flood
is commonly referred to as the 100-year floodplain and has been identified by FEMA as the base flood for
floodplain management purposes.?” These areas experience above average exposure to water
accumulation and are labeled by FEMA as Zones starting with the letter A. Zones identified by shading
and the letter X are identified as flood zones with moderate flood risk and are captured within the 500-
year floodplain. An unshaded X denotes areas in which there are minimal flood hazards, due to elevation
or other influencing factors.

%5 USFWS, Coastal Barrier Resource System Mapper, Accessed November 2021.
2 st. Johns Riverkeeper, Our River webpage, Accessed November 2021.
27 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Interactive GIS Mapping Tool, Accessed November 2021.
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Construction and development within floodplains should be avoided to prevent structural damage from
flooding or inability to operate during a flood event. Cecil is located on an area that has Flood Zone AE
identification to the east and west of Cecil’s airfield and Zone A to the south. The AE and A categories are
grouped within the 100-year floodplain and represents potential constraints on development within these
areas. The AE 100-year floodplain is located within the proposed development area identified in the SDP.
The SDP concluded that any development would avoid impacting these areas due to cost and
environmental impacts associate with an impactful project. Floodplains on the official Flood Insurance
Rate Mapping (FIRM) GIS map supported by FEMA around Cecil are shown in Figure 2-20.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-20 — Floodplains and Drainage Basins

Source: FEMA, Insurance Floodplains GIS, 2021; USFWS, Flood Basins GIS, 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; Kimley-
Horn, 2025.
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2.13.6.3. Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.

Wetlands are critical ecological, economical, and social areas within a local region. The USFWS is tasked
with managing the National Wetland Inventory (NWI), a database mapping known wetland areas across
the country and establishing rehabilitation efforts as necessary. Impacts to wetlands and the Waters of
the U.S. may require a Section 404 permit with the U.S. Corps of Engineers (USACE) and a Section 401
permit with the state Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). Therefore, the EPA has delegated
Wetlands to FDEP. Additional coordination with local, state, and federal environmental agencies may also
be required.

Figure 2-21 identifies all known wetland areas and known bodies of water including stream, lakes, and
ponds on and near Cecil. Key findings are discussed below:

Freshwater Forested or Shrub Wetlands: Freshwater forested and shrub wetlands are the
predominate type of wetland throughout various areas of Cecil’'s property. These areas are often
vegetated with trees and shrubs.?®

Emergent Wetlands: Scattered small areas of emergent wetlands were also identified
throughout the site. Emergent wetlands are broadly categorized by vegetation growth for most the
growing season and areas are usually dominated by perennial plants. Common names attributed
to these areas are marshes, meadows, or slough.?®

Lakes and Freshwater Ponds: Lake Fretwell is located immediate west of Cecil and is a part of
Fretwell Park. Rowell Creek supplies the lake and the surrounding wetlands with fresh water.
Various ponds, natural and manmade, are scattered across the local area further supplementing
and sustaining the other wetland ecosystems nearby.

The potential expansion efforts to the northeast of center field identified within the SDP are located on
and near identified wetlands. Actual development within these areas will require additional surveying of
the area; however, the analysis performed within the SDP concluded that the anticipated improvements
would result in potential impacts; therefore, to the extent possible, Cecil will work to avoid potential
impacts to these areas. If an impact is necessary, proper permits, license, and approval will be obtained.
Cecil may be able to obtain credits from wetland or stream banks, or conservation banks, to mitigate
remaining impacts. These credits are awarded under formal agreements and contracts with regulatory
agencies. Impacts to aquatic resources are regulated and approved by USACE and the EPA, while
impacts to listed species and their habitats are regulated and approved by the USFWS and National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). These federal agencies are responsible for determining the appropriate
form and amount of compensatory mitigation required.=°

2 USFWS, Classification of Wetlands Scrub-Shrub Wetland, Accessed 2021.
2 USFWS, Classification of Wetlands Emergent Wetland, Accessed 2021.
30 wetland and Conservation Credits 101, Westervelt Ecological Services, 2018.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-21 — National Wetlands Inventory
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Sources: USFS, National Wetlands Inventory GIS, Accessed December 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; Kimley-Horn,
2025.
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Impaired Waterbodies are managed by the EPA under the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) and
are documented via the EPA’s Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping Tool (EJSCREEN).
Impaired Waters represent bodies of water that do not meet water quality standards for one or more EPA
tracked pollutants. The Impaired Waters surrounding Cecil are documented in Figure 2-22. The impaired
section of water to the west is identified as the Yellow Water Creek and is impaired for both Fish and
Wildlife Propagation — Freshwater and Recreation uses.®! To the east, the Ortega River and Little Black
Creek are both impaired for Fish and Wildlife Propagation — Freshwater and Recreation uses. Little Black
Creek has Fecal Coliform Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limits as published by the state and the
EPA in a MyWaterWay health report.*?

Additionally, Figure 2-22 highlights a “Superfund” area to the northwest, in which government trust funds
are used to remedy past releases of hazardous substances. The Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) reauthorized the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) to continue cleanup efforts and instituted additional
enforcement tools to the EPA.

31 FEMA, My Waterway GIS Database - Yellow Water Creek, Accessed 2021.
32 FEMA, My Waterway GIS Database — Little Black Creek & Ortega River, Accessed 2021.
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Figure 2-22 — Impaired Waters and Superfund Location
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Sources: EPA, EJSCREEN GIS Tool, Accessed November 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021.
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The Airport was recently surveyed by the Naval Facilities Engineering Systems Command (NAVFAC) to
identify previously used areas by the U.S. Navy. Military operations typically result in heavy operational
use of the respective areas and thus tend to have a greater impact on the local environment than other
operations. Modern environmental protections and regulations were not present during periods of active
operation of the old U.S. Navy Master Jet Base; therefore, identification of used areas by the U.S. Navy
helps the Airport and its tenants identify areas that may need additional analysis if development was to
occur within the area. Figure 2-23 is the final survey report conducted by NAVFAC in 2019 regarding
PER/Polyfluoroalkyl Substances near the Airport, detailing all the U.S. Navy’s use areas, as well as which
operations were taking place to outline the potentially hazardous areas on and off Cecil. At fueling
locations, proper national fire protection policies are followed to ensure safe operations. Fuel spills are
reported to the Airport and either the FBO, the Airport, or the fire department will place absorbent. Jet
fuel, which is the predominant fuel used at the Airport, is more hazardous than aviation gas (AVGAS).

In addition to identified hazardous materials, the Cecil Commerce Center and supporting airfield have
been historically designated as a Brownfield Area by the FDEP. A Brownfield Area is defined as an area
in which development has previously occurred and is no longer in use. These areas have the potential
presence of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 2-23 — U.S. NAVFAC Hazardous Study
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Source: Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021.
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Community resources and recreation areas are essential to a local community’s health and happiness.
These areas may often be noise sensitive, and therefore, are particularly important to identify when
located near an airport. A two-mile radius from Cecil’'s center was analyzed for this section and include
neighborhoods, churches, schools, recreation areas such as parks or greenways, and other resources
within the local community that serve the public. The findings are documented within Table 2-16.

Table 2-16 — Community Resources Near Cecil

Location | Distance in Relation

Type , Services Provided To
to Airport Center
Cecil Gym and . . .
. Recreation One Mile | Northwest Public
Fitness Center
POW/MIA
Memorial and Museum One Mile | Northwest Public
Museum
Chapel of High
P 9 Worship One Mile | Northwest Public
Speed
Cecil Pines . .
. Residential . .
Adult Living ; One Mile | Northwest Private
. Housing
Community
New World . . .
Recreation One Mile | Northwest Private
Sports Complex
Community . . .
. Recreation Two Miles | Northwest Public
Football Field
Jacksonville
Equestrian Recreation Two Miles | Northwest Public
Center
Florida State
College at
Jacksonville Education Two Miles | Northwest Public
Cecil Center
Campus
Community . . .
. Recreation One Mile | West Public
Baseball Field

Sources: Google Earth, Satellite Imagery, Accessed November 2021; NearMap, Satellite Imagery, Accessed November 2021; EPA,
Environmental Justice Screening Tool, Accessed November 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Note that in addition to the table, low-density and medium-density residential neighborhoods were
identified near Cecil. These areas were previously discussed, namely within the land use and zoning
sections of this Chapter.

Inventory of low-income housing and minority communities using the EPA’'s EJSCREEN was captured
within a two-mile radius from Cecil's center. No resources or special case areas were identified.
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U.S. Census data was analyzed to provide additional background information about the incomes and
demographics of Duval County, of which Cecil and interested areas reside, and is presented in Table 2-
17. The census block group containing Cecil is further identified within Table 2-17 to analyze the specific
economic and demographic conditions within the study area. Economic impacts of Cecil to the local area
were discussed in earlier sections of this chapter and were further expanded upon in the Socioeconomic
section in the Forecasts of Aviation and Aerospace Demand chapter (Chapter 3).

Table 2-17 — Low-income and Demographic Summary Near Cecil

Category Duval County Census Block Group

Demographics Population of 936,186 Population of 2,499
White 60.6% 60.3%
Black or African American 30.8% 32.1%
Amfarlcan Indian or Alaskan 0.5% 4.4%
Native
Hispanic or Latino 10.5% 0%
Asian 5.0% 0%
Two or More Races 3.6% 3.2%

Economics

Median Household Income $55,807 $47,439
Persons in Poverty 13.5% None
Minority-Owned Firms 36.81% N/A

Low-Income Resources Near Cecil

Low Income Housing Subsided Housing Subsidized Housing
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Census Survey(s), 2019 — 2020; Reno Gazzet Journal, 2019 American Community Survey
Data, 2020; EPA, EJSCREEN GIS Mapping Tool, Accessed November 2021.

A query of the Florida Master Site File, managed by Florida’s State Historic Preserving Office (SHPO),
was performed to assess and inventory the nearest historic, cultural, and archeological resources within 2
miles of Cecil. The database lists assets under the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as well as
eligibility to receive funding or identification under Florida SHPO. The Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP), an independent federal agency, oversees the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA). Section 106 of the NHPA and NEPA work in unison to protect historic resources, as both identify
the underlying asset as properties of concern to a local community. Impacts under Section 106 are
defined as both physical impacts or visual impacts. Physical impacts include soil alterations or other
factors directly altering the physical environment of a preserved asset.

Based on a letter received from the Florida SHPO on December 7, 2021, two resources were identified as
potential areas of interest: Hysler Cemetery and Lake Newman, both of which are located outside of
Cecil's property to the northwest. Hysler Cemetery, located one mile northwest from the perimeter of
Cecil, was established in approximately 1881 and is not listed as having been SHPO evaluated;
therefore, no status is given, and is not included in the NRHP. Similarly, Lake Newman, located outside
Cecil's property to the northwest, is not listed on the NRHP and has no existing SHPO evaluation.
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Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 protects specially designated properties
including public-owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife refuges, and historic sites. Section 4(f) requires
federally funded projects to avoid impacts to these resources unless no other alternative exists. There are
potential Section 4(f) resources near Cecil. Located to the immediate west and south, as described in
Section 2.13.2.1, the County of Duval and City of Jacksonville own the protected area known as the Cecil
Field Conservation Corridor. The protected area has community recreation areas for hiking or biking,
sports fields, and provides protected habitat for wildlife. To the south of the County-owned conservation
area, the DEP’s Division of Land Management owns over 25,000 acres of protected state forest. The area
is used by local residents for outdoor recreation actives such as camping or hiking, and provides
additional protected area for local wildlife. Future development or growth in operations that may impact
these areas requires additional proposed projects’ total estimated impacts to the protected areas and
coordination with state environmental agencies for further assessment.

Section 6(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 pertains to properties that have been
purchased or improved by the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). The nearest Section 6(f)
funded area as identified by the Land and Water Conservation Fund Coalition is the Rails and Trails Park,
a state and local assistance program area located 7 miles to the north, north of 1-10.%% In 1990, the City of
Jacksonville applied to the DEP to acquire the land associated with Rails and Trails Park along the
abandoned railroad corridor to preserve it as a recreational outdoor space for hiking, biking, and various
other outdoor activities.** To the south, the Jennings State Forest receives funds under the Northeast
Florida Timberlands name.

% The Land and Water Conservation Fund Coalition, LWCF GIS Database, Accessed 2021.
34 City of Jacksonville, Department of Parks and Recreation Database, Accessed 2021.
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Chapter 3. Cecil Airport and Spaceport Activity Forecast

3.1. Chapter Introduction

This chapter outlined historical, current, and forecast aviation demand conditions at Cecil. Historical
analysis within this chapter offered a comprehensive understanding of the operating environment at the
Airport. The selected future forecast helped identify timing and sizing for the Airport’s potential future
expansion efforts. Forecasts presented within this chapter were unconstrained, meaning that forecasts
assumed all necessary infrastructure will be built to accommodate forecast activity, thus not constraining
projected growth. Specific needs and facility requirements were presented in subsequent chapters.

This chapter also identified industry trends and influencing factors. A variety of forecasts were assessed,
outlining low-, moderate-, and high-growth scenarios over 5-, 10-, and 20-year periods pertaining to
aircraft operations and based aircraft at Cecil. In addition to forecasts related to traditional aviation
demands, this chapter assessed the forecast demands on Cecil Spaceport. These forecasts built off the
2021 SDP. The base year for all forecasts was calendar year 2021, with 2041 as the ultimate forecast
year. Sources consulted within this chapter included, but were not limited to, the following:

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Operational Network (OPSNET) (previously known as Air Traffic Activity System [ATADS])
Traffic Management System Counts (TFMSC)
Terminal Area Forecast (TAF)
2020-2040 Aerospace Forecast
Airport Data and Information Portal (ADIP)
5010-1 Airport Master Record

Jacksonville Aviation Authority (JAA)
Local contract Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT)
Cecil Airport and Spaceport (VQQ) Staff and Tenants
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)

Florida Aviation System Plan (FASP)

Florida Aviation Database (FAD)

Woods and Poole Economics, Inc.
U.S. Census

2008 Cecil Airport Master Plan

The COVID-19 pandemic, beginning in 2020, impacted all sectors of the global economy. Commercial
service airports within the U.S. either shut down or recorded decade-low operational counts due to a
variety of government policies restricting travel during the onset of the pandemic in 2020. Many GA
airports experienced an increase of operations for a variety of reasons. As of 2021, most U.S. airports
were in recovery. Cecil recorded near decade-high operational counts for 2021, signifying a potential
recovery from the effects of the pandemic.

———
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With new COVID-19 variants emerging and government policies changing, the continued impact of the
pandemic is uncertain. The FAA, as of 2021, projects a continued recovery in the near term, followed by a
gradual growth and extended recovery period into the future.

The JAA airports each serve specific roles within the Authority’s system. Cecil Airport’s role is to become
the region’s primary aircraft MRO facility. The Airport also maintains an FAA Spaceport Launch Site
license for HLHT vehicles and provides its services and facilities to accommodate a significant portion of
military operations within the Jacksonville area.

3.2. Historical Based Aircraft, Operations, and Spaceport Activity

The FAA identifies a wide range of activities categorized as GA, such as recreational or sport flying, flight
instruction, air tours, business transportation, and on-demand services such as air taxi (i.e., charter) or
medical transportation flights. As a public-use GA airport, the Airport does not accommodate scheduled
commercial flights. The Airport has historically generated activity from military, business transportation,
flight instruction, and MRO operations. The various operations bring a diverse mix of aircraft, requiring
unique needs to be met by the Airport and its tenants. The Airport has only been a public-use facility
since 1999, but activity and growth has been experienced since.

Based aircraft and operations are the primary metrics within a GA airport forecast, as each offer distinct
demands on facilities present at an airport. The subsequent sections outline historical based aircraft and
aircraft operation activity at the Airport.

Cecil Spaceport is a fully licensed commercial launch site operator, serving as one of the few operational
HTHL vehicle sites in the country. Spaceport operations and based vehicles are discussed separately.

Based aircraft are defined by the FAA as operational and airworthy aircraft that reside at an airport for the
majority of a calendar year. Airworthiness is determined as an aircraft that is licensed with the FAA, and
operational means that the aircraft operates for at least one recorded hour within a calendar year. Unique
to Cecil, MRO activity represents a substantial amount of landside operations, often resulting in an aircraft
being stored at the Airport for an average of four to six months. Although the vast majority of apron and
hangar space is dedicated to MRO operations, often these aircraft remain ineligible to be counted as a
based aircraft due to the airworthiness, duration of stay, and operational criteria associated with the
based aircraft definition.

The TAF is the FAA's official forecast for U.S. airports listed within the National Plan of Integrated Airport
Systems (NPIAS) and reports historical data, including based aircraft. Table 3-1 lists based aircraft
recorded by the FAA’s TAF, which was verified by the Airport. Anomalies in FAA TAF data for the years
2011, 2012, and 2015 were noted and appeared to exclude based military aircraft. JAA confirmed this
was the likely cause of the variances. Therefore, to eliminate potential errors in forecasting based on
historical trends, based aircraft counts for the anomalous years were held constant from the previous
year.
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Table 3-1 — Historical Based Aircraft

Year TAF Based Aircraft Estimated Based Aircraft
2011 18 80!
2012 27 80t
2013 90 90
2014 93 93
2015 23 93t
2016 93 93
2017 92 92
2018 92 92
2019 84 84
2020 84 84
2021 84 84
AAGR
2011 to 2021 36.67% 0-50%

Notes: AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate; 1. 2011 and 2012 values are held constant from 2010 and 2015 value is held
constant from 2014.
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority; and Kimley-Horn, 2025.

3.2.1.1. Historical Based Aircraft Fleet Mix

Figure 3-1 summarizes the FAA's Airport Data and Information Portal (ADIP) records related to the based
aircraft at the Airport. Military designation is an all-encompassing term that may contain both rotorcraft
and fixed-wing aircraft. Based on the knowledge of the Airport, many of these aircraft are rotor-wing
aircraft belonging to the USCG HITRON base and the FLARNG.

Figure 3-1 — Based Aircraft Breakdown
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Source: FAA, Airport Data Information Portal, Accessed December 2021.
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An aircraft operation is when an aircraft performs a take-off or landing. In cases such as a touch-and-go
operation, where the aircraft will land and take off, both the landing and take-off will be counted

independent of each other for a total of two operations for one touch-and-go. Aircraft operations are
categorized within two major groupings: local and itinerant. Local operations represent an aircraft

remaining within the Airport’'s immediate traffic pattern or reporting to a practice area within 20 miles of
the Airport. Itinerant aircraft operations include all other activity, such as aircraft traveling from one airport

to another. The sections below outline historical local and itinerant GA and military operations at the

Airport.

3.2.2.1. General Aviation Operations

Table 3-2 documents historical GA aircraft operations at the Airport between 2011 and 2021 as recorded
by the FAA’s OPSNET. Slight variation between datasets were attributed to TAF recording data based on
the federal fiscal year, and OPSNET recording information based on a calendar year. Historical OPSNET

data aligned with the ATCT tower log data; therefore, OPSNET data were utilized for forecasting

purposes. As shown, historical local and itinerant operations have fluctuated between 2011 and 2021, but

overall, the Airport experienced strong growth in GA activity during that time.

Table 3-2 — Historical General Aviation Operations

‘ Year Itinerant Local Total General Aviation
2011 11,174 18,077 29,251
2012 15,033 24,427 39,460
2013 15,010 23,416 38,426
2014 17,137 32,567 49,704
2015 14,035 23,501 37,536
2016 11,820 14,340 26,160
2017 13,418 16,749 30,167
2018 13,141 21,869 35,010
2019 17,899 29,509 47,408
2020 14,165 26,707 40,872
2021 17,439 32,152 49,591

201A1A_GZF;21 5.61% 7.79% 6.95%

Note: AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate

Source: FAA, Operations Network (OPSNET) Database, Accessed November 2021.

3.2.2.2. Military Operations
A significant proportion of operational activity at the Airport is generated by military and MRO tenants

serving the military. Military operational counts were obtained from the FAA's OPSNET and verified by
Airport management, ATCT tower logs, and the FAA’s TAF. Historical military operations are recorded
within Table 3-3. Military operations have declined at an AAGR of 1.25% between 2011 and 2021, with
total operations peaking at 61,562 in 2015, followed by a decline to 42,418 operations in 2021.

=
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Table 3-3 — Historical Military Operations

Year Itinerant Local Total
2011 9,567 38,912 48,479
2012 11,121 38,315 49,436
2013 12,379 43,870 56,249
2014 12,841 41,071 53,912
2015 19,326 42,236 61,562
2016 18,948 38,693 57,641
2017 11,440 28,885 40,325
2018 13,795 32,149 45,944
2019 14,043 33,652 47,695
2020 12,910 29,081 41,991
2021 12,695 29,723 42,418
AAGR 3.27% -2.36% -1.25%
2011 - 2021 ' ’

Note: AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate
Sources: FAA, OPSNET, Accessed 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

As noted in the 2021 SDP, historical spaceport activity at Cecil focused on rocket engine and vehicle
testing operations. Figure 3-2 outlines the aerospace industry’s vehicle development timelines related to
potential users of Cecil Spaceport. The historical analysis conducted for this section, in addition to
conclusions drawn in the 2021 SDP, resulted in the general assumption that historical spaceport
operations across the industry focused on testing and development of engines and vehicles with no
regularly scheduled commercial space operations utilizing a HTHL vehicle.
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Figure 3-2 — Aerospace Historical Vehicle Development
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Sources: Spaceport Development Plan, Kimley-Horn, 2021.

Market analysis of airports within the Jacksonville area was preformed to identify Cecil’'s position and local
aviation market trends. The Market Study Grouping of Airports (MSGA) was used to assess the operating
environments of comparable airports within a 40-mile radius of Cecil and are shown in Figure 3-3Error! R
eference source not found.. Restricted military airfields were excluded from the MSGA.
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Figure 3-3 — Market Study Grouping of Airports
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Note: Military fields are shown for reference and were not included within the market study grouping of airports.
Sources: Google Earth and Near Map, Satellite Imagery, Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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3.2.4.1. Historical Market Share Overview

Data regarding aircraft operations within the MSGA were compared to Cecil Airport’s operations and
based aircraft to identify the Airport’s historical market share (see Table 3-4). Between 2011 and 2021,
the Airport has grown its market capture in GA operations from 7% to 10%, and the share of military
operations has fluctuated slightly during that timeframe. The Airport’s historical average for based aircraft
was 10% of the total market for based aircraft within the MSGA between 2011 and 2021.

Table 3-4 — Cecil Airport’s Historical Market Capture Rates

Based Aircraft Operations

. Captured Captured Total
o | e, | Tomea | wsea | I8 Twsea | wsoa
Share Share Captured
2011 888 9% 426,833 7% 72,863 67% 16%
2012 924 9% 435,055 9% 71,238 69% 18%
2013 864 10% 437,493 9% 79,084 71% 18%
2014 858 11% 452,304 11% 76,763 70% 20%
2015 845 11% 465,080 8% 88,145 70% 18%
2016 853 11% 461,637 6% 92,721 62% 15%
2017 770 12% 461,571 7% 67,596 60% 13%
2018 716 13% 506,362 7% 71,086 65% 14%
2019 919 9% 513,296 9% 73,796 65% 16%
2020 929 9% 491,955 8% 62,660 67% 15%
2021 945 9% 504,112 10% 63,087 67% 16%
AAGR
2011 - 0.64% -0.13% 1.81% 4.35% -1.34% 0.11% 0.43%
2021

Notes: AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate; MSGA = Market Study Group of Airports.
Sources: FAA, OPSNET, Accessed 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021, Kimley-Horn.

3.3. Previous Forecasts and Studies
Historical forecasts and studies are useful to identify the previous outlooks on the future of the Airport and
Spaceport. This section presents an assessment of notable studies.

Prior to the development of this Master Plan, previous forecasts were examined to measure their
continued validity such as the 2008 Airport Master Plan, statewide studies, and historical TAF data. Each
historical forecast was produced during times experiencing different market conditions and therefore
projected wide ranges of growth for Cecil. Overall, these studies proved useful over time, but do not
reflect the base year’'s market conditions.
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The Spaceport has conducted two major studies since obtaining a spaceport license from the FAA in
2010. The 2012 Cecil Spaceport Master Plan was undertaken to assess existing infrastructure and overall
industry demands placed on the Spaceport. The 2012 Spaceport Master Plan was undertaken during
different market conditions; therefore, the growth projections do not represent the current environment.

Building off developments in the commercial space industry between 2012 and 2021, the 2021 SDP
undertook an assessment of the aerospace market, outlining multi-use facilities and operational areas for
the Spaceport. The analysis and conclusions presented within the 2021 SDP were used to inform the
Spaceport forecast within this chapter.

3.4. Factors and Trends Impacting Aviation and Aerospace

This section outlined the major influencing factors on aviation and aerospace demand to identify potential
trends within the industry.

Regional and local socioeconomic conditions can be influencing factors for aviation-related activity at GA
airports. Data was gathered from Woods and Poole Economics, Inc., an economic consulting firm
specializing in forecasts and analysis of various socioeconomic factors such as population, active
employment, Per Capita Personal Income (PCPI), and Gross Regional Product (GRP). Historical and
forecast data related to these socioeconomic factors are presented below.

3.4.1.1. Socioeconomic Analysis

Between 2011 and 2021, population across the Jacksonville Metropolitan Statistical Area (JAX-MSA)
experienced a historical Average Annual Growth Rate (AAGR) of 1.57% increasing population by
approximately 213,000. During the same time, Florida’s population grew at a 1.47% AAGR. The
population growth trend is expected to continue over the forecasting period between 2021 and 2041, with
the JAX-MSA increasing at an AAGR of 1.61%, and Florida growing by 1.48% AAGR.

Employment is measured by total active jobs and has increased within the JAX-MSA at a 2.05% AAGR.
During the same 10-year historical period, Florida recorded a 2.29% AAGR. Forecast data projects slower
growth at a AAGR of 1.83% for the JAX-MSA and 1.80% for Florida over the 20-year forecast period.

PCPI represents the average amount of pre-tax income each person has access to within a surveyed
area. GRP identifies a region’s total economic output over time. Higher PCPIl and GRP may influence a
population’s increased willingness to spend capital on traveling or owning GA aircraft. Florida
experienced a 1.24% AAGR in PCPI between 2011 and 2021 with the JAX-MSA increasing at a lower
1.20% AAGR during the same timeframe. Florida’s PCPI is expected to grow at a 1.35% AAGR through
2041, and the JAX-MSA is projected to experience 1.24% AAGR during the same timeframe. From 2011
through 2021, GRP grew at an AAGR of 2.98% for the JAX-MSA and is projected to continue at a 3.06%
AAGR between 2021 and 2041. The forecast for Florida projects an AAGR of 2.90% over the same 20-
year forecast period, lower than the 10-year historical AAGR of 3.11%. Table 3-5 documents the historical
and forecast socioeconomic indicators.
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Table 3-5 — Socioeconomic Summary

Population | Employment Population | Employment
Historical
2011 19,108 10,117 $49,227 $895,100 1,362 800 $49,704 | $75,102
2012 19,355 10,325 $49,159 $913,328 1,379 809 $50,226 | $76,626
2013 19,600 10,618 $48,566 $940,001 1,396 826 $49,437 | $77,971
2014 19,803 10,911 $49,538 $975,350 1,419 844 $50,322 | $80,535
2015 20,159 11,132 $50,393 | $1,003,282 1,440 861 $51,032 | $82,868
2016 20,443 11,352 $51,203 | $1,030,987 1,461 878 $51,787 | $85,222
2017 20,732 11,568 $52,006 | $1,058,779 1,483 895 $52,539 | $87,593
2018 21,024 11,784 $52,818 | $1,086,817 1,506 912 $53,300 | $89,094
2019 21,320 12,001 $53,645 | $1,115,267 1,529 929 $54,076 | $92,436
2020 21,621 12,219 $54,493 | $1,144,172 1,552 946 $54,874 | $94,922
2021 21,925 12,438 $55,337 | $1,173,588 1,575 964 $55,666 | $97,455
ot b o | 14T% 2.29% 1.24% 3.11% 1.57% 2.05% 1.20% 2.98%
T S
2026 23,500 13,550 $59,585 | $1,327,470 1,695 1,050 $59,640 | $110,765
2031 25,140 14,670 $63,445 | $1,492,035 1,825 1,140 $63,215 | $125,115
2036 26,785 15,780 $66,980 | $1,666,810 1,950 1,230 $66,465 | $140,500
2041 28,425 16,905 $70,260 | $1,853,720 2,080 1,320 $69,460 | $157,100
2046 30,070 18,050 $73,855 | $2,054,620 2,210 1,410 $72,760 | $175,130
AAEI 1.48% 1.80% 1.35% 2.90% 1.61% 1.83% 1.24% 3.06%
2021 to 2046

Notes: PCPI = Per Capita Personal Income; AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate; GRP = Gross Regional Product; All forecast values are
rounded to nearest 5; Population, employment, and GRP are expressed in thousands; All monetary values are adjusted 2021 U.S. dollars
from 2009 U.S. dollars.

Source: Woods and Poole Inc, Socioeconomic Data Report (Duval County, JMSA, Florida), Accessed 2021.

Million Air is the Airport’s FBO and reported through tenant interviews that fuel flowage is at an all-time
high, operating at peak capacity daily. The majority of fuel sold at the Airport is jet fuel, followed by
aviation gas (avgas). This aligns with industry-wide trends as published by the FAA’'s Aerospace
Forecast. The FBO estimates that 90% of its annual business is related to military fueling, and 10% from
civil business. The FBO expects military to decrease to 80% and civil to increase to 20% in the short-
term.

A summary of the historical and forecast data within the FAA’s Aerospace Forecast 2021 - 2041 related
to GA fueling activity is documented within Table 3-16. Jet fuel is anticipated to grow at a 3.1% AAGR
over the 20-year forecast period, with avgas consumption declining over the same period at 0.14%
AAGR.

o
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Table 3-6 — FAA Aerospace Fuel Consumption Trends (millions of gallons)

Rotorcraft Total Fuel Consumed

Fixed-Wing Aircraft

Single- Multi- . .

Eng%ne Engine TPurrob; Turbo Jet | Piston | Turbine Exgegmee?tal ;ngohri Avgas Jet Fuel Total

Piston Piston

istorical
2010 133 54 187 1,123 11 125 22 1 221 1,435 1,656
2011 130 53 195 1,125 10 136 21 1 216 1,456 1,672
2012 126 54 209 1,077 10 149 16 1 206 1,435 1,641
2013 117 54 189 945 9 126 16 1 197 1,260 1,457
2014 120 48 199 1,135 11 132 29 1 210 1,466 1,676
2015 128 40 191 1,063 10 128 15 1 196 1,383 1,578
2016 137 42 207 1,117 10 113 17 1 206 1,437 1,643
2017 138 41 198 1,204 10 139 16 1 206 1,541 1,747
2018 152 50 234 1,455 9 132 20 1 232 1,820 2,052
2019 131 45 213 1,170 8 127 16 1 200 1,510 1,711
2020 121 44 214 941 7 114 11 1 184 1,269 1,453
Forecast
2021 120 45 220 1,135 8 120 10 1 185 1,475 1,660
2026 115 40 235 1,525 9 135 16 1 185 1,895 2,080
2031 110 40 235 1,705 10 145 18 2 180 2,085 2,265
2036 105 40 240 1,850 10 155 19 2 175 2,245 2,420
2041 105 40 250 1,985 10 160 20 2 180 2,395 2,570
201A6A_GZF820 -0.90% | -1.85% | 1.44% -1.62% -3.64% | -0.88% -5.00% 0.00% | -1.67% -1.16% -1.23%
209?_62%41 -0.63% | -0.56% | 0.68% 3.74% 1.25% 1.67% 5.00% 5.00% | -0.14% 3.12% 2.74%
Note: Forecast values above 100 are rounded to the nearest 5.
Source: FAA, Aerospace Forecast, 2021.
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The FAA’s Aerospace Forecast partners with industry experts and associations to compile data to support
the forecast presented within the report. Table 3-7 summarizes historical and forecast data within the
FAA’s Aerospace Forecast for the active GA aircraft fleet. Active GA aircraft have historically declined at
-0.70% AAGR, from 220,453 in 2011 to 204,980 in 2020. This decline is projected to reverse in the near-
term, resulting in an overall increase of 0.07% AAGR between 2021 and 2041.

The FAA Aerospace Forecast also documents the total historical hours flown in relation to each aircraft
type between the years 2011 and 2020. The forecast’s data related to flight hours is presented in Tab;e 3-
8, projecting a decrease in traditional piston aircraft flight hours over the 20-year forecast; conversely,
turbine jet aircraft hours are anticipated to grow at a 4.94% AAGR.

Active pilots are defined by the FAA as those persons with a pilot certificate and a valid medical
certificate. The breakdown of active pilots based on flight certification helps identify the different demands
within the broad GA market. The FAA 2021-2041 Aerospace Forecast related to active pilots is
summarized in Table 3-9. Instrument-rated pilots are a subset of uniquely qualified pilots from the total
number of pilots. Student pilots are included within the total number of active pilots.

The decline in active pilots between 2011 and 2017 was due to the aging active pilot population, in
addition to the rising costs associated with becoming an active pilot and owning an aircraft. This trend has
subsequently reversed over the recent 6-year period. The increasing number of active pilots since 2017
has been influenced through a decrease in regulation and adjusted FAA medical certificate requirements.
This growth trend is expected to continue, reaching 493,815 active pilots in 2041.
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Year

Piston — Fixed Wing

Single
Engine

Multi
Engine

Total

Table 3-7 — FAA Projected General Aviation (Active Aircraft)

Turbo
Prop

Note: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.

Turbine — Fixed Wing

Turbo Jet

Total

Piston

Historical

Rotorcraft

Turbine

Total

Experi-
mental

Sport
Aircraft

Total GA
Fleet

2011 | 136,895 | 15,702 | 152,597 9,523 "Pe-TY 6BECAS VAR 1 rOUNER1q NG NI 10,082 24,275 6,645 | 5,681 220,453
2012 | 128,847 | 14,313 | 143,160 10,304 11,793 22,097 | 3,292 | 6,763 10,055 26,715 | 2,001 | 5,006 209,034
2013 | 124,398 | 13,257 | 137,655 9,619 11,637 21,256 | 3,137 | 6,628 9,765 24918 | 2,056 | 4,277 199,927
2014 | 126,036 | 13,146 | 139,182 9,777 12,362 22,139 | 3,154 | 6,812 9,966 26,191 | 2,231 | 4,699 204,408
2015 | 127,887 | 13,254 | 141,141 9,712 13,440 23,152 | 3,286 | 7,220 10,506 27,922 | 2369 | 4,941 210,031
2016 | 129,652 | 12,986 | 142,638 9,779 13,751 23,530 | 3,344 | 7,233 10,577 27,585 | 2,478 | 4,986 211,794
2017 | 129,833 | 13,083 | 142,916 9,949 14,217 24166 | 3270 | 7,241 10,511 26,921 | 2551 | 4,692 211,757
2018 | 130,179 | 12,861 | 143,040 9,925 14,596 24521 | 3,082 | 6,907 9,989 27531 | 2,554 | 4,114 211,749
2019 | 128,926 | 12,470 | 141,396 10,242 14,888 25,130 | 3,089 | 7,109 10,198 27,449 | 2675 | 4,133 210,981
2020 | 127,920 | 12,395 | 140,315 10,205 15,245 25450 | 3,065 | 7,090 10,155 24,455 | 2,145 | 2,460 204,980
AAGR

2011- | -0.66% | -2.11% -0.80% 0.72% 3.09% 2.02% 1.01% | 0.63% | 0.07% 0.07% | -6.77% | -5.67% -0.70%
2020

2021 | 126,745 | 12,320 | 139,065 10,170 15,620 25,790 | 3,070 | 7,145 10,215 25250 | 2,465 | 3,085 205,870
2026 | 120,595 | 11,970 | 132,565 10,165 17,770 27,935 | 3,165 | 7,650 10,815 28,075 | 3,525 | 4,160 207,075
2031 | 114,990 | 11,720 | 126,710 10,390 20,065 30,455 | 3,300 | 8,280 11,580 29,965 | 4,180 | 4,180 207,070
2036 | 109,860 | 11,520 | 121,830 10,725 22,305 33,030 | 3,460 | 8,985 12,445 31,625 | 4,790 | 4,215 207,485
2041 | 105,540 | 11,365 | 116,905 11,385 24,395 35780 | 3,640 | 9,750 13,390 33,050 | 5415 | 4,250 208,790
AAGR

2021- | -0.84% | -0.39% -0.80% 0.60% 2.81% 1.94% | 0.93% | 1.82% 1.55% 1.54% | 5.97% | 1.88% 0.07%
2041

Note: Forecast values are rounded to nearest 5.
Source: FAA, Aerospace Forecast, 2021.
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Piston — Fixed Wing

Table 3-8 — FAA Projected General Aviation (Hours Flown)

Turbine — Fixed Wing

Rotorcraft

Single Multi . . Experimental Sport Other Total GA
e S Total Turbo Prop | Turbo Jet Total Piston Turbine Total Aircraft Hours
Historical
2011 11,844 1,782 13,626 2,463 3,407 5,871 757 2,654 3,411 1,203 278 181 24,570
2012 11,441 1,766 13,206 2,733 3,418 6,151 731 2,723 3,454 1,243 169 180 24,403
2013 10,706 1,646 12,352 2,587 3,488 6,076 636 2,312 2,949 1,191 173 135 22,876
2014 10,395 1,573 11,967 2,613 3,881 6,494 818 2,424 3,242 1,244 165 158 23,271
2015 11,217 1,608 12,825 2,538 3,837 6,375 798 2,496 3,294 1,295 191 162 24,142
2016 11,865 1,683 13,548 2,708 3,847 6,554 780 2,348 3,128 1,224 187 193 24,834
2017 12,047 1,536 13,583 2,625 4,065 6,690 782 2,538 3,320 1,241 209 168 25,212
2018 12,092 1,694 13,785 2,736 4,592 7,328 601 2,322 2,922 1,153 187 131 25,506
2019 12,700 1,731 14,431 2,619 3,926 6,546 628 2,369 2,997 1,269 189 135 25,566
2020 11,768 1,708 13,476 2,624 3,159 5,783 567 2,126 2,693 923 158 50 23,082
AAGR
2011 - -0.06% -0.42% -0.11% 0.65% -0.73% -0.15% -2.51% | -1.99% | -2.10% -2.33% -4.32% -7.24% -0.61%
2020
Forecast ‘
2021 11,805 1,690 13,495 2,700 3,840 6,540 605 2,305 2,910 1,015 185 75 24,220
2026 11,285 1,605 12,890 2,910 5,435 8,345 690 2,620 3,305 1,300 280 140 26,265
2031 10,710 1,555 12,265 2,990 6,245 9,235 760 2,895 3,655 1,470 340 140 27,105
2036 10,300 1,550 11,845 3,090 6,955 10,050 820 3,170 3,990 1,595 395 140 28,015
2041 10,185 1,580 11,760 3,295 7,640 10,935 885 3,465 4,350 1,715 450 145 29,355
AAGR
2021 - -0.69% -0.33% -0.64% 1.10% 4.94% 3.36% 2.32% 2.52% 2.48% 3.44% 7.14% 4.86% 1.06%
2041
Note: Forecast values are rounded to nearest 5.
Source: FAA, Aerospace Forecast, 2021.
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Table 3-9 — FAA Projected General Aviation (Active Pilots)

Recreational Private Commercial Airline Rotorcraft Instrum.ent—
Transport Rated Pilots
Historical
2011 230 4,070 194,440 120,870 142,510 15,220 21,140 498,470 314,120
2012 220 4,490 188,000 116,400 145,590 15,130 20,800 490,630 311,950
2013 240 4,820 180,210 108,210 149,820 15,110 20,380 478,800 307,120
2014 220 5,160 174,880 104,320 152,930 15,510 19,930 472,950 306,070
2015 190 5,480 170,720 101,160 154,730 15,570 19,460 467,310 304,330
2016 180 5,890 162,310 96,080 157,890 15,520 17,990 455,860 302,570
2017 155 6,100 162,460 98,160 159,830 15,360 18,140 460,190 306,650
2018 145 6,250 163,700 99,880 162,150 15,030 18,370 465,510 311,020
2019 130 6,470 161,110 100,860 164,950 14,250 19,140 466,900 314,170
2020 105 6,640 160,860 103,880 164,190 13,630 19,750 469,060 316,650
AAGR
2011 - -5.43% 6.31% -1.73% -1.41% 1.52% -1.04% -0.66% -0.59% 0.08%
2020
Forecast
2021 100 6,810 160,750 103,900 166,400 13,350 20,300 471,610 317,000
2026 85 7,710 160,550 103,900 172,000 14,200 21,800 480,245 323,500
2031 70 8,855 155,900 103,500 178,000 15,450 22,500 484,275 330,600
2036 60 10,265 15,700 102,950 185,100 16,700 22,750 488,525 337,400
2041 50 11,615 147,200 102,500 191,600 17,950 22,900 493,815 343,800
AAGR
2021 - -2.50% 3.53% -0.42% -0.07% 0.76% 1.72% 0.64% 0.24% 0.42%
2041

Notes: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5; Student pilots are not included as Active Pilots.
Source: FAA, Aerospace Forecast, 2021.

FSCJ has a campus one mile northwest of Cecil and conducts flight training with its single-engine fleet of
five to ten Cessna 172 aircraft at the Airport. The school also provides FAA-certified aircraft maintenance
courses in a partnership with the JAA and Flightstar. The flight school’s activity is directly driven by
student load, which was below capacity in 2021.

There is no anticipation of a new flight school at the Airport; however, it was noted from the ATCT and
FSCJ that local and regional flight schools are regularly planning flights at the Airport to perform training
operations. In addition to the based and itinerant civil flight school activity, various military organizations
utilize the Airport’s facilities for flight training due to the size of the primary runway, crosswind runways,
and the ability to conduct night operations.

As technology continues to develop, the FAA has outlined their goal for integration of major technological
advancements into the future. Next Generation Air Transportation System (NextGEN) is an ever-changing
set of goals, technologies, policies, and procedures to improve the operations within the NAS.

3-100

=
-~



These improvements and goals outlined through NextGEN help airports such as Cecil operate safer and
more efficiently.

Since 2001, there have been three notable depressive events that influenced aviation demand: 9/11, the
2008 Global Recession, and the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic. Each event was unpredictable and
dramatically different than the next, and generally recovery from one event does not signal that recovery
from another will be the same, but they may be similar. Influencing factors related to government policy,
economic impacts, psychological hesitations to flying, and others impact the severity of decline from the
respective depressive events. Historically, Cecil has been able to recover from each event and is
anticipated to overcome unforeseen depressive events in the future.

Aviation safety is constantly changing and adapting to modern technologies and threats. Cecil maintains
a high level of security to protect its tenants and infrastructure. Changes in policy or regulations put in
place by U.S. agencies, such as the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), are unlikely to
adversely affect Cecil.

MRO providers typically do not generate large volumes of operations at an airport. Turn times, or the time
it takes to fully service an aircraft from arrival to departure, can take between four to seven months at
Cecil. The JAA has positioned Cecil to be a premier MRO hub of the northeast Florida region.

Dependent on the MRO provider and specific contracts, an aircraft may arrive to the Airport via air- or
land-based transport. MRO tenants at the Airport servicing military aircraft are restricted to a five-year
planning horizon by their military clients, making extended forecast projections difficult. All MRO tenants,
including military MRO operations, are expected to continue their historical growth at the Airport over the
next five-year period based on tenant interviews and conversations with the JAA.

JAX has the most robust air cargo facilities within the local market. Air cargo facilities at Cecil would
expand beyond the current vision of the Airport. Any expansion toward air cargo in the future must ensure
that there are no adverse effects to the MRO role of Cecil or JAX’s role and objectives.

Like historical trends of the commercial aviation industry, the average cost to the consumer must
dramatically decrease in order for a robust and reliable commercial space industry to realize its full
potential with respect to the space tourism market. Testing and MRO operations related to these potential
vehicles provide a unique business opportunity for the Spaceport to capitalize on the research and
development efforts within the industry. These operations require specific on-ground infrastructure, which
were documented in later chapters.

The Airport regularly supports various special events that result in increased operational activity. These
special events include regional military full-scale exercises, deployment of Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) disaster relief teams, state aviation conferences such as Sun n’ Fun that
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bring additional GA traffic to the area, and major sport competitions such as the Super Bowl. Each event
generates various levels of traffic and types of aircraft to the Airport.

3.5. Demand Forecasting

This section outlines multiple forecasts related to Cecil using various methodologies. The culmination of
the forecasts presents low-, medium- and high-growth scenarios for Cecil over the 20-year planning
period.

The forecasts presented in this chapter are unconstrained. Additionally, the following assumptions were
considered as they pertain to forecasts of aviation demand:

The Airport will continue to be categorized as a GA airport and not serve commercial air carriers.
The Airport will continue to prioritize MRO activity.

Socioeconomic data provided by Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. are indicative of existing and
future conditions at the state and local levels.

The Airport Sponsor will continue to maintain an active capital improvement program and pursue
funding for necessary improvements as demand dictates.

The FAA will continue to include the Airport in the NPIAS, meaning it will be eligible to receive
grants under the Airport Improvement Program (AIP).

The Spaceport will continue to hold a Launch Site Operator License for HTHL vehicles.

The Spaceport will attract multiple tenants to base research and development efforts at Cecil.
Future commercial, industrial, and residential growth will not restrict the operational activity at
Cecil.

Demand forecasts for Cecil Spaceport are categorized by operation type. The forecast undertaken in this
section was based on the previous 2021 SDP’s quasi-forecast. A weighting of probability based off the
2021 SDP was used to outline the deployment of various commercial space vehicles. These probabilities
were applied to operational rates projected by the industry related to each vehicle or type of operation.
This forecast further applied a probability of an operation basing at Cecil over other spaceports.

A range of forecasts was developed by taking the lower end of the probabilities and operations and the
high end of probabilities and operations. This resulted in a low outcome of 48 Spaceport operations to
112 operations in a high outcome in the year 2041. The selected forecast used in this Master Plan is 78
annual Spaceport operations by 2041. Total operations include a variety of activities at the Spaceport,
including engine testing operations, commercial launches, and support operations. The Spaceport’s
forecast is presented below in Table 3-10, with the 2021 SDP probability outline shown in Figure 3-4.

Unlike aviation activity, investment in commercial space operations does not rely on operational activity
reaching certain thresholds. As the industry is in a constant state of research and development, most
capital within aerospace is applied to these efforts. Therefore, the Spaceport can expect to see significant
expansion of infrastructure to accommodate the forecast operations presented within this section.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Table 3-10 — Spaceport Forecast Activity

Annual Operations
1to 5 Years 6 to 10 Years

Type of Operation 10 to 20 Years

Applied Probability Scenarios

Annual Operational Rate

4

10

Operational Probability

25%

50%

\ Licensed Operations Forecast

Vehicle Concepts (X,Y,2) 1 2 5
Balloon 2 7.5 7.5
Reentry 1 2 7.5
Total 4 12 20
\ Test Flights Forecast
Vehicle Concepts (X,Y,2) 25 5 5
Balloon 2 1 2
Reentry 1 1 1
Total 6 7 8
Static Fire 2 5 15
Vertical Take-off | Vertical Landing 2.5 5 10
Total 5 10 25
\ Other Aerospace Users Forecast
Supersonic 1 10 15
Hypersonic 1 2.5 5
Support 1 5 5
Total 3 18 25

Total Forecast Annual Operations

Total

18

47

78

Source: Kimley-Horn, 2025.




Figure 3-4 — Spaceport Vehicle Timeline and Operational Forecasting

Term: 1to5years 6to 10 years 11 to 20 years
Operational Operational Operational
Confidence: Probability Rate Probability Rate Probability Rate
Licensed Launch and Reentry Operations
Concept X, Y, Z [ ] [ ] ] [ ) ] ]
Balloon ] [ L] ] L ] ]
Reentry [ ] [ ] ] [ ] ] ]
Test Flights
Concept X, Y, Z [ ] )] )] )] ] ]
Balloon ] [ ] [ ] @ )] [ ]
Reentry| @ @ [ [ [ [ J
Ground Test Operations
Static-Fire Testing [ [ ] (] )] L] [ ]
VTVL Testing [ ] @ @ [ ] ] [ ]
Other Aerospace Users
Supersonic [ ] [ ] (] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Hypersonic [ [ ] [ ] ] ] )]
Support) @ [ ] @ @ @ @
Virgin Orbit StratoLaunch
Aevum Spike Aerospace
. Generation Orbit New Frontier Aerospace
Potential Users - .
Space Perspective Boom Supersonic
Sierra Space Dawn Aerospace
Reaction Engines
Probability: Operational Rate:
@ =Low, Unlikely @ =Low, 0-2/ Year
() = Medium, Likely () =Medium, 2-12/ Year
@ =High, Extremely Likely i@ =High, >12/ Year

Source: Spaceport Development Plan, Kimley-Horn, 2021.

This section outlines the forecast analysis for based aircraft at the Airport. Commercial and military
aircraft related to MRO tenant operations at the Airport are not reflected in the based aircraft count,
although they maintain a substantial presence at the Airport and its facilities.

3.5.3.1. Forecast Methodologies Overview

Several methodologies were developed to forecast the number of based aircraft at the Airport. These
methodologies included socioeconomic comparisons, FAA forecast trends, market share capture
analysis, and other notable factors related to based aircraft at the Airport.

3.5.3.2. Socioeconomic: Population Variable Methodology
This forecast assumed that future based aircraft at the Airport would increase at the same rate as
population growth for the JAX-MSA and Florida. As shown in Table 3-11, this methodology resulted in
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111 based aircraft in 2041 utilizing the JAX-MSA population forecast, and 109 utilizing the Florida
population forecast, with AAGRs of 1.61% and 1.48%, respectively.

Table 3-11 — Based Aircraft Forecast: Population Variable Method

Jacksonville Metropolitan Area Florida

Year
Based Aircraft Based Aircraft
2021 1,575 84 21,925 84
2026 1,695 90 23,500 90
2031 1,825 97 25,140 96
2036 1,950 104 26,785 103
2041 2,080 111 28,425 109
AAGR
1.61% 1.48%
2021 - 2041

Note: Population expressed in thousands and rounded to the nearest 5.
Source: Woods and Poole, Inc. 2021.

3.5.3.3. Socioeconomic: Employment Variable Methodology

Another socioeconomic indicator that often impacts aviation-related activity is employment, as it can be a
key indicator of an area’s economic health. Like the population variable forecast, this forecast assumes
based aircraft will increase at the same rate as employment. Results of this forecast method are depicted
in Table 3-12. This methodology projected 115 based aircraft in 2041 utilizing the JAX-MSA population
forecast, and 114 utilizing the Florida population forecast, with AAGRs of 1.83% and 1.80%, respectively.

Table 3-12 — Based Aircraft Forecast: Employment Variable Method

Year
Employment Based Aircraft Employment Based Aircraft
965 84

2021 12,440 84
2026 1,050 92 13,550 92
2031 1,140 99 14,670 99
2036 1,230 107 15,780 107
2041 1,320 115 16,905 114
AAGR 1.83% 1.80%
2021 - 2041

Note: Employment is expressed in thousands and rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: Woods and Poole Inc., 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.3.4. Socioeconomic: Per Capita Personal Income Variable Methodology
PCPI was examined, as it can be a good indicator of a local population’s propensity to travel or own
aircraft. The results of the state’s and JAX-MSA's PCPI forecasting methods are shown in Table 3-13.
The PCPI variable method resulted in 105 based aircraft in 2041 utilizing the JAX-MSA population
forecast, and 107 based aircraft utilizing the Florida population forecast, with AAGRs of 1.24 % and
1.35%, respectively.

J
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Table 3-13 — Based Aircraft Forecast: Per Capita Personal Income Variable Method

Year

PCPI Based Aircraft PCPI Based Aircraft

2021 $55,665 $55,340
2026 $59,640 90 $59,585 90
2031 $63,215 95 $63,445 96
2036 $66,465 100 $66.980 102
2041 $69,460 105 $70,260 107
AAGR 1.24% 1.35%
2021 - 2041

Note: All dollar amounts are 2009 U.S. dollars adjusted to 2021 U.S. dollars. PCPI values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Source: Woods and Poole Inc., 2021.

3.5.3.5. Socioeconomic: Gross Regional Product Variable Methodology
GRP is an indicator of a region’s economic output. This methodology presumes based aircraft will grow in
relation to the GRP over the 20-year forecast period. Table 3-14 shows the results of the GRP variable
method, which resulted in 135 based aircraft in 2041 utilizing the JAX-MSA population forecast, and 133
based aircraft utilizing the Florida population forecast, with AAGRs of 3.06% and 2.90%, respectively.
This methodology produced the upper range of the forecast analysis.

Table 3-14 — Based Aircraft Forecast: Gross Regional Product Variable Method

Year

2021 $97,455 $1,173,588
2026 $110,765 95 $1,327,470 95
2031 $125,115 108 $1,492,035 107
2036 $140,500 121 $1,666,810 119
2041 $157,100 135 $1,853,720 133
AAGR
2021 - 2041 3.06% 2.90%

Note: All dollar amounts are 2009 U.S. dollars adjusted to 2021 U.S. dollars expressed in millions; GRP values are rounded to the

nearest 5.

Source: Woods and Poole Inc., 2021.
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3.5.3.6. Adjusted Historical Trends and Studies
Growth rates from historical studies and data sets were used to linearly grow current based aircraft over
the 20-year forecast period. Results of these forecasts are shown in Table 3-15.

Table 3-15 — Based Aircraft: Historical Trends Forecast

FAA’s Aerospace Historical Growth FDOT 2017
Year TAF
Forecast Rate FASP
84 84 84 84

2021

2026 84 84 86 84

2031 84 85 88 84

2036 84 85 90 84

2041 84 86 92 84
AAGR 2021 -

2041 0.00% 0.10% 0.50% 0.00%

Source: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, Aerospace Forecast, 2021; FDOT, 2017 FASP, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

According to the FAA’s Aerospace Forecast 2021-2041, aircraft ownership is anticipated to grow 0.1%
annually over the next 20 years. This rate was applied to the number of based aircraft at the Airport in
base year 2021 and held constant through 2041. This methodology results in 86 based aircraft by 2041.

The historical growth rate at the Airport over the previous 10 years is an AAGR of 0.50%. This historical
growth was applied to the based aircraft count recorded in the base year 2021 and held constant over the
20-year forecast period between 2021 and 2041. This resulted in 92 based aircraft by 2041.

The FDOT 2017 Florida Aviation System Plan (FASP) and TAF methodologies applied AAGR within each
forecast to the based aircraft count recorded in 2021. Both assumed the based aircraft would remain
constant at 84 through 2041.

3.5.3.7. Market Share Forecast

Historical based aircraft totals and market share percentages were captured from the FAA’s TAF data and
presented within Table 3-16. The MSGA has grown at an AAGR of 0.64% increasing based aircraft from
888 to 945 over the historical period with some airports experiencing more rapid growth, such as
Jacksonville Executive and Northeast Florida Regional Airports. Herlong Recreational, Fernandina Beach
Municipal, and Cecil Airports have seen a decrease in overall market share of based aircraft within the
region but have experienced increases in overall based aircraft.
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Table 3-16 — Historical Based Aircraft within Local Market

Herlong
Recreational

Based | Market | Based Market Based Market
Aircraft | Share | Aircraft Share Aircraft Share

Jacksonville
International

Jacksonville
Executive

Keystone Heights

Based Market
Aircraft Share
52

2011 169 19% 42 5% 231 26% 6%
2012 174 19% 54 6% 232 25% 55 6%
2013 187 22% 60 7% 243 28% 55 6%
2014 159 19% 60 7% 226 26% 53 6%
2015 190 22% 39 5% 201 24% 50 6%
2016 169 20% 55 6% 209 25% 52 6%
2017 166 22% 36 5% 155 20% 45 6%
2018 166 23% 61 9% 9 13% 22 3%
2019 168 18% 61 7% 219 24% 22 2%
2020 170 18% 61 7% 224 24% 22 2%
2021 170 18% 61 6% 229 24% 22 2%
AAGR 2011 - 2021 | 0.06% | -0.55% | 4.52% | 3.65% | -0.09% | -0.68% | -5.77% 6.02%

Fernandina Northeast Florida Cecil

Beach Municipal Regional _

Based | Market | Based | Market Based Market Total Based Aircraft
2011 58 7% 256 29% 80 9% 888
2012 62 7% 267 29% 80 9% 924
2013 62 7% 167 19% 90 10% 864
2014 65 8% 202 24% 93 11% 858
2015 62 7% 210 25% 93 11% 845
2016 65 8% 210 25% 93 11% 853
2017 66 9% 210 27% 92 12% 770
2018 58 8% 221 31% 92 13% 716
2019 61 7% 304 33% 84 9% 919
2020 61 7% 307 33% 84 9% 929
2021 61 6% 318 34% 84 9% 945

AAGR 2011-2021 | 0.52% | -0.12% | 2.42% 1.67% 0.50% -0.13% 0.64%

Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Based aircraft within the MSGA is anticipated to grow; however, historical data indicates based aircraft

growth rates at Cecil will be less than the overall MSGA. Based upon this historical trend, the low growth
scenario for the Airport results in the Airport’s market share decreasing to 6.5% by 2041. Considering the
recent trends in based aircraft market share, the medium growth scenario assumes the Airport will
decrease market share to 8% by 2041. The high growth methodology was based on the 10-year historical
average of 10% market capture. The scenario assumes the Airport would continue to account for 9% of

the MSGA's aircraft over the 20-year forecast period.

\
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Results from the three forecast scenarios detailed above are presented in Table 3-17. The high growth
scenario projected 111 based aircraft by 2041 at 1.60% AAGR. Over the same 20-year period, the
medium growth scenario forecasted 103 based aircraft, growing at 1.12% AAGR. The low growth
scenario projected no growth from the base year’s 84 based aircraft through 2041.

Table 3-17 — Based Aircraft Market Share Forecasts

Total Low Groyvth Medium Gr_owth High Groyvth
Year Based Scenario Scenario Scenario
Aircraft Market Market Based
Share | Aircraft Share | Aircraft Share | Aircraft
2021 945 9.0% 84 9.0% 84 9.0% 84
2026 1,018 8.3% 84 8.7% 88 9.0% 88
2031 1,098 7.7% 84 8.4% 93 9.0% 95
2036 1,185 7.1% 84 8.2% 97 9.0% 102
2041 1,286 6.5% 84 8.0% 103 9.0% 111
RAEIR 1.80% 0.00% 1.12% 1.60%
2021 - 2041 ' ' ' '

Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.3.8. Selected Based Aircraft Forecast

The MSGA is anticipated to experience growth in based aircraft between 2021 and 2041, as supported by
historical regional based aircraft data trends, FAA GA active aircraft and pilot growth projections, and the
FAA’'s TAF—resulting in 341 additional based aircraft within the region by 2041. Locally, the Airport’s
various tenants, including the flight school and military operators, unanimously expect growth in activity
over the forecast period. Although the Airport has adequate services and facilities to accommodate
growth, there is a strong focus to cater to MRO and military tenants. For this reason, the Airport is
expected to experience growth in based aircraft, but not at the same rate as other airports within the
region.

Based on these factors, the medium market share was selected as the based aircraft forecast for this
Master Plan. This forecast projected 103 based aircraft by 2041, an increase of 19 from 2021 levels,
growing at 1.12% AAGR (see Figure 3-5).
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Figure 3-5 — Selected Based Aircraft Forecast
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Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.3.9. Based Aircraft Fleet Mix Forecast

The overall fleet mix at the Airport has remained relatively consistent since 2011 with slight growth in
single engine piston aircraft and military aircraft. Because there has been little fluctuation during that
timeframe, it was assumed that the Airport’s fleet mix by proportion of aircraft category would remain
constant through the 20-year planning horizon (see Table 3-18).

Table 3-18 — Based Aircraft Fleet Mix Forecast

Helicopters Military
Historical
2011 11 1 1 66 80
2016 13 1 1 76 93
2021 12 1 1 1 69 84
‘ Forecast
2026 13 1 1 1 72 88
2031 13 1 1 1 76 93
2036 14 1 1 1 80 97
2041 15 1 1 1 85 103
AAGR
2011 - 0.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.50% 0.50%
2021
AAGR
2021 - 0.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.90% 0.85%
2041
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, Airport Data and Information Portal, Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.
o
f 3-110



Historically, GA operations have accounted for 43% of all operations generated at the Airport. This

section presents various methods for forecasting GA operations at the Airport.

3.5.4.1. General Aviation Operations per Based Aircraft

Utilizing the selected based aircraft forecast, a variable analysis forecast was produced to project GA
operational growth between 2021 and 2041. The forecast results are in Table 3-19. Base year 2021
generated 590 GA operations per single based aircraft. This ratio aligned with the historical average and
was therefore held constant over the forecasting period, resulting in 60,700 operations by 2041 increasing

at an AAGR of 1.12%.

Table 3-19 — General Aviation Operations per Based Aircraft

Based Aircraft

Operations per Based

Total Operations

Aircraft
Historical
2011 80 366 29,251
2016 93 281 26,160
2021 84 590 49,591
2026 88 590 52,055
2031 93 590 54,705
2036 97 590 57,485
2041 103 590 60,700
AAGR 2021 - 2041 1.12% 0.00% 1.12%

Notes: Operation values above 1,000 are rounded to the nearest 5; AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate.
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.4.2. Socioeconomic: Population Variable Methodology

This forecast assumed that future GA operations at the Airport would increase at the same rate as
population growth for the JAX-MSA and Florida (see Table 3-20). This methodology, when applied to the
JAX-MSA's future growth projections, resulted in 65,555 annual GA operations by 2041 and a 1.61%
AAGR. Utilizing Florida’s growth projections during the same 20-year forecast period resulted in 64,290
annual GA operations growing at a 1.48% AAGR between 2021 and 2041.
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Table 3-20 — Socioeconomic General Aviation Forecast: Population Variable Methodology

Jacksonville Metropolitan Area Florida
Population : Population .
Operations Operations
2021 1,575 49,591 22,925 49,591
2026 1,695 53,415 23,500 53,151
2031 1,825 57,420 25,140 56,965
2036 1,950 61,470 26,785 60,585
2041 2,080 65,555 28,425 64,290
AAGR2021 - 2041 1.61% 1.48%

Notes: Population is expressed in thousands; All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: Woods and Poole, Inc.; Kimley-Horn 2021.

3.5.4.3. Socioeconomic: Employment Variable Methodology

Like the population variable forecast, this method assumes GA operations would increase over time
relative to forecast employment. The employment variable methodology, shown in Table 3-21, resulted in
67,750 annual GA operations by 2041, increasing at an AAGR of 1.83% when utilizing the JAX-MSA’s
employment data. Over the same time, using Florida’s employment forecast data projected 67,400 annual
GA operations by 2041, increasing operations by an AAGR of 1.80%.

Table 3-21 — Socioeconomic General Aviation Forecast: Employment Variable
Methodology

General Aviation General Aviation
Employment Employment
Operations Operations

2021 49,591 12,440 49,591
2026 1,050 54,095 13,550 54,025
2031 1,140 58,635 14,670 58,485
2036 1,230 63,160 15,780 62,915
2041 1,315 67,750 16,905 67,400
AAGR2021 - 2041 1.83% 1.80%

Notes: Employment is expressed in thousands of jobs. All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: Woods and Poole Inc.; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.4.4. Socioeconomic: Per Capita Personal Income Variable Methodology

A PCPI variable analysis was produced to forecast GA operations at the state and local level. This
methodology, assuming GA operations grow alongside PCPI, resulted in 61,880 annual GA operations by
2041 utilizing JAX-MSAs forecast data, and 62,965 annual GA operations by 2041 utilizing Florida’s
forecasted PCPI. This resulted in an AAGR of 1.24% for the JAX-MSA forecast and 1.35% for Florida
between 2021 and 2041. Results are shown in Table 3-22.
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Table 3-22 — Socioeconomic General Aviation Forecast: PCPI Variable Methodology

Jacksonville Metropolitan Area
Operations Operations

2021 $55,665 49,591 $55,335 49,591

2026 $59,640 53,130 $59,585 53,400

2031 $63,215 56,315 $105,492 56,860

2036 $66,463 59,210 $111,370 60,025

2041 $69,460 61,880 $116,820 62,965

AAGR

2021 - 1.24% 1.35%

2041

Notes: All values are rounded to the nearest 5. All dollar amounts are 2009 U.S. dollars adjusted to 2021 U.S. dollars.
Sources: Woods and Poole Inc.; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.4.5. Socioeconomic: Gross Regional Product Variable Methodology

This method assumed GA operations would grow in relation to GRP throughout the 20-year forecast
period. Results are shown in Table 3-23. Utilizing the JAX-MSA’s GRP forecast data, 80,000 annual GA
operations were projected by 2041, increasing operations at an AAGR of 3.06%. Over the same period,
Florida's forecasted GRP data resulted in 78,300 annual GA operations by 2041 with an AAGR of 2.90%.
This represents the upper range of operations forecasts.

Table 3-23 — Socioeconomic General Aviation Forecast: Gross Regional Product Variable
Methodology

GRP General Awatlon GRP General Awatlon
Operations Operations
2021 $97,500 49,591 $1,173,600 49,591
2026 $110,800 56,400 $1,327,500 56,100
2031 $125,100 63,700 $1,492,000 63,100
2036 $140,500 71,500 $1,666,800 70,400
2041 $157,100 80,000 $1,853,700 78,300
AAGR
0, 0,
2021 - 2041 3.06% 2.90%

Notes: All values are rounded to the nearest 5. All dollar amounts are 2009 U.S. dollars adjusted to 2021 U.S. dollars and expressed
in millions of U.S. dollars. AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate.
Sources: Woods and Poole Inc.; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3-113

o
~—



3.5.4.6. Adjusted Historical Trends and Studies
Growth rates from historical studies and data sets were used to linearly grow GA annual operations for
the Airport over a 20-year forecast period. Results of these forecasts are shown in Table 3-24.

Table 3-24 — General Aviation Operations: Adjusted Historical Studies and Trends

FAA's : :
Historical FDOT 2017
Aerospace 2008 Master Plan
Growth Rate FASP
Forecast
2021 49,591 49,591 49,591 49,591
2026 52,070 66,835 52,815 61,820
2031 54,550 84,075 56,040 74,050
2036 57,030 101,315 59,260 86,280
2041 59,510 118,560 62,535 98,510
AAGR
1.00% 6.95% 1.30% 4.93%
2021 - 2041

Notes: All forecast values rounded to the nearest 5. AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, Aerospace Forecast, 2021; FDOT, 2017 FASP, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

According to the FAA’s Aerospace Forecast 2021-2041, GA hours flown is anticipated to grow 1.00%
annually between 2021 and 2041. Applying this rate to GA operations recorded for the base year, and
held constant for the 20-year forecast period, resulted in 59,510 GA annual operations by 2041.

The historical growth rate between 2011 and 2021 generated at the Airport is an AAGR of 6.95%.
Applying the rate to base year GA annual operations and holding the growth rate constant through 2021
to 2041, resulted in 118,560 annual GA operations by 2041.

The FDOT 2017 FASP projected an AAGR of 1.30% for the Airport. Applying the rate to base year GA
operations and holding it constant throughout the 20-year forecast period, projected 62,535 annual GA
operations by 2041.

Utilizing the growth rates for GA operations from the 2008 Master Plan, a 4.93% AAGR was applied to
base year GA operations and held constant over the 20-year forecast, resulting in 98,510 annual GA
operations by 2041.
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3.5.4.7. Market Share Forecast

Historical GA operations were captured from the FAA’s TAF data and are presented within Table 3-25.
The MSGA has grown at an AAGR of 1.81%, increasing total annual GA operations to 504,112 in 2021
from 426,833 in 2011. Over the 10-year historical period, Herlong Recreational, JAX, Keystone Heights,
Fernandina Beach Municipal, and Northeast Florida Regional Airports had AAGRs lower than the overall
market compared to the historical TAF data, with Cecil and Jacksonville Executive airports experiencing
AAGRs than the overall market for that same period. Cecil’s historical market share increased from 7% of
total GA operations recorded in the MSGA in 2011 to 10% in 2021.

The low growth scenario presented within this section assumed that the Airport’s market share decreased
from 10% to 9% by 2041. A 9% market share is Cecil’s historical average from 2011 through 2021. This
scenario results in 55,075 annual GA operations by 2041, with an AAGR of 0.55% over the 20-year
period. The medium growth scenario assumed the Airport maintains its current market capture rate of
10% between 2021 and 2041, resulting in 61,195 GA annual operations by 2041, representing a 1.17%
AAGR. Under a high growth scenario, the Airport would grow its market capture rate of total GA
operations within the MSGA from 10% to 12% by 2041. This resulted in 67,315 annual GA operations
anticipated by 2041, increasing at an AAGR of 1.79% between 2021 and 2041.

Results from the three forecast scenarios detailed above are presented in Table 3-26. Total MSGA
annual GA operations were obtained from the FAA’s TAF, and do not include air carrier operations.
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Table 3-25 — Historical GA Operations Market Analysis

Jacksonville
Executive

Jacksonville
International

Herlong

. Keystone Heights
Recreational y 9

General Market General Market General Market General Market
Aviation Share Aviation Share Aviation Share Aviation Share

2011 78,000 18% 23,582 6% 104,682 25% 31,500 7%
2012 78,000 18% 20,396 5% 99,930 23% 31,500 7%
2013 78,000 18% 23,221 5% 91,570 21% 31,500 7%
2014 78,000 17% 21,681 5% 92,292 20% 31,500 7%
2015 78,000 17% 20,541 4% 118,355 25% 31,500 7%
2016 78,000 17% 20,770 4% 120,075 26% 31,500 7%
2017 78,000 17% 20,229 4% 122,467 27% 31,500 7%
2018 78,000 15% 22,016 4% 136,286 27% 31,500 6%
2019 78,000 15% 22,575 4% 144,514 28% 31,500 6%
2020 78,839 16% 16,993 3% 158,604 32% 31,990 7%
2021 79,687 16% 17,307 3% 159,632 32% 32,486 6%
AAGR
2011- 0.22% -1.35% - 2.66% -3.79% 5.25% 2.91% 0.31% -1.27%
2021
Municipal Regional Total General Aviation
General Market General Market General Market Operations
2011 46,600 11% 113,218 27% 29,251 7% 426,833
2012 46,600 11% 119,169 27% 39,460 9% 435,055
2013 46,600 11% 128,176 29% 38,426 9% 437,493
2014 46,600 10% 132,527 29% 49,704 11% 452,304
2015 46,600 10% 132,548 29% 37,536 8% 465,080
2016 46,600 10% 138,528 30% 26,160 6% 461,637
2017 46,600 10% 132,606 29% 30,167 7% 461,571
2018 46,600 9% 156,950 31% 35,010 7% 506,362
2019 46,600 9% 142,696 28% 47,408 9% 513,296
2020 46,600 9% 118,057 24% 40,872 8% 491,955
2021 46,600 9% 118,809 24% 49,591 10% 504,112
AAGR
2011- 0.00% -1.53% 0.49% -1.11% 6.95% 4.35% 1.81%
2021
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.
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Table 3-26 — General Aviation Operations Market Share Forecast

TOta_lI : Medium Growth High Growth
Operations | Low Growth Scenario : :
in the Local Scenario Scenario
Varket
2021 504,110 10.0% 49,590 10.0% 49,590 10.0% 49,590
2026 544,740 9.8% 53,110 10.0% 54,475 10.5% 55,835
2031 565,990 9.5% 53,770 10.0% 56,600 11.0% 59,430
2036 588,365 9.3% 54,425 10.0% 58,835 11.5% 63,250
2041 611,935 9.0% 55,075 10.0% 61,195 12.0% 67,315
Operations
AAGR 1.07% 0.55% 1.17% 1.79%
2021 - 2041

Notes: All Forecast values rounded to the nearest 5. AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.4.8. Selected General Aviation Forecast

The Airport’'s GA activity has increased from 38% of total operations in 2011 to 54% of operations in
2021, expanding the Airport’'s market share within the MSGA over the same historical period. Growth in
total GA operations at the Airport is anticipated in the future based on increased flight school activity and
the MSGA's anticipated growth as noted in the TAF.

The medium growth market share scenario is the preferred forecast for GA activity at Cecil since it is
anticipated that GA traffic, primarily flight training activity, will continue to use the Airport’s facilities at the
same rate as in base year 2021. According to FSCJ, the active flight school at the Airport, GA traffic has
been attracted to the Airport recently due to the convenient geographical location near practice areas, the
Airport is equipped with an Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT), and there is less congestion compared
to other airports within the local area. The medium growth market share forecast methodology resulted in
61,195 annual GA operations by 2041, increasing at 1.17% AAGR (see Figure 3-6).
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Figure 3-6 — Selected General Aviation Operations Forecast
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Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET, Accessed December 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; Kimley-Horn,

2021.

3.5.4.9. Local and ltinerant Split of General Aviation Operations
With itinerant flight school traffic increasing at the Airport, it is assumed the Airport will return to the 10-

year historical average of 62% local operations and 38% itinerant operations by 2041. These percentages
were applied to the preferred GA annual operations forecast, resulting in 37,730 local, and 23,465
itinerant annual GA operations by 2041 (see Table 3-27).

Table 3-27 — Local and Itinerant General Aviation Operations Forecast

Percent of : Percent of
Operations itinerant Operations
Historical
2011 18,077 62% 11,174 38% 29,251
2016 14,340 55% 11,820 45% 26,160
2021 32,242 65% 17,349 35% 49,591
2026 34,960 64% 19,515 36% 54,475
2031 35,845 63% 20,755 37% 56,600
2036 36,770 62% 22,070 38% 58,840
2041 37,730 62% 23,465 38% 61,195
AAGR 0.85% -0.16% 1.76% 0.28% 1.17%
2021 - 2041
Notes: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5. AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate
Sources: FAA, OPSNET, Accessed December 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.
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Historically, military operations accounted for 57% of operational activity at the Airport. This section
presents various methods for forecasting military operations at the Airport.

3.5.5.1. Socioeconomic Forecasting Overview

Although military activity is not typically tied to the same factors as general aviation, socioeconomic
indicators were examined for forecasting purposes as it was assumed that data obtained from Woods and
Poole, Inc. factored local military bases in their projections.

3.5.5.2. Socioeconomic: Population Variable Methodology

This methodology assumed military operations grow commensurate with population forecasts. Using the
JAX-MSA'’s population forecast resulted in 56,055 annual military operations by 2041, increasing from
2021 to 2041 at an AAGR of 1.61%. Over the same period using Florida’s population forecast resulted in
54,990 annual military operations by 2041, increasing at an AAGR of 1.48% (see Table 3-28).

Table 3-28 — Socioeconomic Military Operations Forecast: Population Variable Method

Jacksonville Metropolitan Area Florida
Year
2021 1,575 42,418 22,925 42,418
2026 1,695 45,690 23,500 45,465
2031 1,825 49,115 25,140 48,640
2036 1,950 52,580 26,785 51,820
2041 2,080 56,055 28,425 54,990
ZOzAlA-GZF:)41 1.61% 1.48%

Notes: Population is expressed in thousands; All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: Woods and Poole, Inc.; Kimley-Horn 2021.

3.5.5.3. Socioeconomic: Employment Variable Methodology

This methodology assumed military operations grow relative to active employment. Utilizing the JAX-
MSA’s employment forecast data resulted in 57,950 annual military operations by 2041, increasing at an
AAGR of 1.83%. Over the same period using Florida’s employment forecast, 57,650 annual military
operations are anticipated by 2041, increasing at an AAGR of 1.80% (see Table 3-29).
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Table 3-29 — Socioeconomic Military Operations Forecast: Employment Variable Method

Jacksonville Metropolitan

Florida
Area
Militar Militar
2021 965 42,418 12,440 42,418
2026 1,050 46,270 13,550 46,210
2031 1,140 50,155 14,670 50,025
2036 1,230 54,025 15,780 53,815
2041 1,315 57,950 16,905 57,650
AAGR 2021 - 2041 1.83% 1.80%

Notes: Employment is expressed in thousands of jobs. All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: Woods and Poole Inc.; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.5.4. Socioeconomic: Per Capita Personal Income Variable Methodology

This methodology assumes military operations will grow in relation to PCPI. Utilizing the JAX-MSA’s PCPI
forecast data resulted in a projection of 52,930 annual military operations by 2041, increasing at an
AAGR of 1.24%. During the same period utilizing the state’s PCPI forecast, 53,855 annual military
operations are anticipated by 2041, increasing at an AAGR of 1.35% (see Table 3-30).

Table 3-30 — Socioeconomic Military Forecast: PCPI Variable Methodology

Jacksonville Metropolitan Area Florida
Operations Operations
2021 $55,665 42,418 $55,335 42,418
2026 $59,640 45,450 $59,585 45,675
2031 $63,215 48,170 $105,492 48,635
2036 $66,463 50,645 $111,370 51,345
2041 $69,460 52,930 $116,820 53,855
AAGR 1.24% 1.35%
2021 - 2041

Notes: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5. All dollar amounts are 2009 U.S. dollars adjusted to 2021 U.S. dollars.
Sources: Woods and Poole Inc.; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.5.5. Socioeconomic: Gross Regional Product Variable Methodology

This method assumes annual military operations will increase alongside GRP forecast data from Woods
and Poole. Results from this methodology are shown in Table 3-31. Utilizing the JAX-MSA'’s forecast data
related to GRP, 68,380 annual military operations are projected by 2041, increasing operations at an
AAGR of 3.06%. Over the same period between 2021 and 2041, applying Florida’s forecast data resulted
in 67,000 annual military operations by 2041 with an AAGR of 2.90%.
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Table 3-31 — Socioeconomic Military Forecast: Gross Regional Product Variable Method

Jacksonville Metropolitan Area Florida
Military Operations Military Operations
2021 $97,500 42,418 $1,173,600 42,418
2026 $110,800 48,210 $1,327,500 47,980
2031 $125,100 54,455 $1,492,000 53,930
2036 $140,500 61,155 $1,666,800 60,245
2041 $157,100 68,380 $1,853,700 67,000
AAGR 3.06% 2.90%
2021 - 2041 R TR

Notes: All dollar amounts are 2009 U.S. dollars adjusted to 2021 U.S. dollars and expressed in millions of U.S. dollars; AAGR =
Average Annual Growth Rate; All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: Woods and Poole Inc.; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.5.6. Historical Trends and Studies
Utilizing recent historical data, three forecasts were produced based on historical trends and studies
related to the Airport. Results are detailed below and shown in Table 3-32.

Table 3-32 — Historical Trends Forecast

Historical 15-Year . :
Year FAA TAF Historical 10-Year Peak Forecast

Growth Rate

2021 42,418 42,420 42,418
2026 43,880 42,420 47,205
2031 45,345 42,420 51,990
2036 46,810 42,420 56,775
2041 48,270 42,420 61,560
AAGR 0.69% 0.00% 2.26%
2021 - 2041

Notes: AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate; All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database, Accessed December 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; 13,
2021.

The historical 15-year AAGR of 0.69% was applied to 2021’s base year total military operations, and held
constant throughout the 20-year forecast, resulting in 48,270 annual military operations by 2041. The
FAA’s TAF projected AAGR of 0.0% to 2021's base year military operations and therefore, military
operations are expected to remain constant at 42,420 through 2041.

A scenario developed assumed that military operations would return to its 10-year historical peak of
61,560 by 2041. This methodology resulted in an AAGR of 2.26% over the 20-year forecast period.
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3.5.5.7. Market Share Forecast

Like the previous market share forecasts, the MSGA was used to identify local comparative airports to
Cecil. Historically, military operations within the MSGA have declined at an annual rate of 1.34% rate over
the 10-year period between 2011 and 2021. Cecil Airport’s market share during the same 10-year period
peaked at 71% of total military operations within the MSGA. Military operations historically comprise 11%
to 17% of total operations within the MSGA (see Table 3-33).

High, medium, and low growth scenarios were developed for the Airport’s future market share projections
based on historical trends. The high growth scenario assumed that military operations market share at
Cecil will grow from 67% in 2021 to 84% by 2041, resulting in 52,780 annual military operations,
increasing operations by an AAGR of 1.22%. A medium growth scenario assumes the Airport would
expand its current market share from 67% to 80% by 2041, which projects 50,175 annual military
operations by 2041, increasing military operations at an AAGR of 0.91% over the 20-year forecast period.
The low growth scenario assumes the Airport will increase its current market capture to 73% by 2041,
representing 43,905 annual military operations by 2041 increasing at an AAGR of 0.18%. Table 3-34
summarizes the MSGA range of forecasts.
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Table 3-33 — Historical Military Market Analysis

Jacksonville
Executive

Jacksonville
International

Herlong

Keystone Heights

Recreational

miitary | V2K | Viitar Market |\ vitar Market |\ ivary | Market
y Share 4 Share y Share y Share
900

Fernandina Beach

Municipal

Northeast Florida
Regional

Cecil

2011 2,700 4% 7,325 10% 9,159 13% 1%
2012 2,700 4% 6,003 8% 8,469 12% 900 1%
2013 2,700 3% 7,173 9% 8,447 11% 900 1%
2014 2,700 4% 6,628 9% 8,847 12% 900 1%
2015 2,700 3% 9,340 11% 10,083 11% 900 1%
2016 2,700 3% 16,323 18% 11,615 13% 900 1%
2017 2,700 4% 11,059 16% 9,680 14% 900 1%
2018 2,700 4% 8,801 12% 9,977 14% 900 1%
2019 2,700 4% 9,664 13% 10,135 14% 900 1%
2020 2,700 4% 9,939 16% 4,654 7% 900 1%
2021 2,700 4% 9,939 16% 4,654 7% 900 1%

AAGR

2011- 0.00% 1.55% 3.57% 5.67% -4.92% -4.13% 0.00% 1.55%

2021

Total Aircraft
Operations

. Market . Market . Market General
Militar Militar Militar ili o

2011 400 1% 3,900 5% 48,479 67% 72,863 426,833
2012 400 1% 3,330 5% 49,436 69% 71,238 435,055
2013 400 1% 3,215 4% 56,249 71% 79,084 437,493
2014 400 1% 3,376 4% 53,912 70% 76,763 452,304
2015 400 0% 3,160 4% 61,562 70% 88,145 465,080
2016 400 0% 3,142 3% 57,641 62% 92,721 461,637
2017 400 1% 2,532 4% 40,325 60% 67,596 461,571
2018 400 1% 2,364 3% 45,944 65% 71,086 506,362
2019 400 1% 2,302 3% 47,695 65% 73,796 513,296
2020 400 1% 2,076 3% 41,991 67% 62,660 491,955
2021 400 1% 2,076 3% 42,418 67% 63,087 504,112

AAGR

2011- 0.00% -9.94% - 4.68% -9.67% -1.14% -3.28% -1.34% 1.81%
2021

Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET, Accessed December 2021.
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Table 3-34 — Military Operations Market Share Forecast

Total Military : Medium Growth High Growth
: Low Growth Scenario : .
Operations Scenario Scenario
in the Market - - -
Share Operations Share Operations | Share | Operations
2021 63,087 67% 42,420 67% 42,420 67% 42,420
2026 62,720 69% 42,495 70% 44,060 2% 45,010
2031 62,720 70% 42,965 74% 46,100 76% 47,600
2036 62,720 2% 43,435 7% 48,140 80% 50,190
2041 62,720 73% 43,905 80% 50,175 84% 52,780
Operations
AAGR -0.03% 0.18% 0.91% 1.22%
2021 - 2041

Notes: AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate; All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database, Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

3.5.5.8. Selected Military Operations Forecast
As military operations continue to relocate to more accommodating airfields over the forecast period,
Cecil is expected to capture additional market share between 2021 and 2041. Million Air, the Airport’s
FBO, and various military MRO tenants anticipate growth into the future, with plans for expanding fueling
capacity and other supporting services that will attract additional military traffic. Based on these trends,
the high growth market share forecast was selected as the military operations forecast for the Airport,
which projected 52,780 military operations by 2041, increasing at an AAGR of 1.22% throughout the 20-
year period as illustrated in Figure 3-7.

Figure 3-7 — Selected Military Forecast
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3.5.5.9. Local and Itinerant Split of Military Aviation Operations

Historically itinerant operations have increased from 20% of total military activity in 2011 to 30% in 2021
representing a 5% AAGR between 2011 and 2021. Consequently, local operations have declined from
80% to 70% over the same period. The historical trend related to itinerant activity is expected to continue,
resulting in an increase from 30% of total military operations in the base year 2021 to 45% of military
activity by 2041. Conversely, local operations are expected to decline over the same time to 55% of
military activity at the Airport by 2041 (see Error! Reference source not found.).

Table 3-35 — Military Local and Itinerant Operations Forecast

Total
Historical
2011 38,912 80% 9,567 20% 48,479
2016 38,693 67% 18,948 33% 57,641
2021 29,723 70% 12,695 30% 42,418
\ Forecast
2026 29,840 66% 15,165 34% 45,010
2031 29,770 63% 17,835 37% 47,600
2036 29,495 59% 20,695 41% 50,190
2041 29,030 55% 23,750 45% 52,780
202A]'_A\_GZF§)41 -0.12% -0.83% 4.35% 1.62% 1.22%

Note: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database, Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

Air carrier activity, as noted within the FAA’s and ATCT's operational data, is related to MRO activity at
the Airport from commercial aviation aircraft, such as the Airbus A320 family of aircraft and the Boeing
757 family of aircraft. Due to no identifiable historical trends related to air carrier operations, the FAA’s
TAF was utilized, which projects the Airport to increase air carrier activity at an AAGR of 2.35% over the
20-year forecast period increasing base year operations from 424 to 623 by 2026. After 2026, the
operations are projected to plateau and remain constant over the duration of the forecast (see Table 3-
36). During the development of the Facility Requirements Chapter (March/April 2022), the FAA produced
updated TAF data for Air Carrier activity. Therefore, this specific forecast was adjusted to align with the
FAA’s March 2022 TAF.

Table 3-36 - Air Carrier Operations Forecast

Year Air Carrier Operations

2021 424
2026 623
2031 623
2036 623
2041 623
AAGR 2021 - 2041 2.35%

Source: FAA, TAF, May 2022.
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The combination of the three selected operations forecasts pertaining to GA, military, and air carrier at the
Airport is illustrated in Figure 3-8Error! Reference source not found.. Overall aircraft operations are a
nticipated to grow at an AAGR of 1.20% between 2021 and 2041, resulting in 114,600 total annual
operations by 2041.

Figure 3-8 — Combined Selected Forecasts
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Note: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5
Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database, Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

The differentiation between Visual Flight Rules (VFR) and Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) relate to weather
conditions and the type of operation being performed. VFR operations are conducted using the pilot’s
visual line of sight. IFR operations are conducted using the aircraft’s instruments and onboard equipment.
VFR activity represents most operations across the NAS. The historical and forecast VFR and IFR split of
operations is detailed in Table 3-37. The forecast presented within this section is based upon the Airport
increasing IFR operations by 7% over the 10-year historical period. This historical trend was applied to
the base year increasing the percentage of IFR operations from 16% in 2021 to 25% in 2041, resulting in
28,650 IFR operations by 2041 and 85,950 VFR operations by 2041 as displayed within the table below.
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Table 3-37 — Instrument Operations Forecast

Operations Operations
Historical
2011 7,286 9% 71,120 91%
2016 17,649 21% 66,892 79%
2021 14,510 16% 77,920 84%
Forecast
2026 18,040 18% 82,060 82%
2031 21,330 20% 83,490 80%
2036 24,860 23% 84,785 7%
2041 28,650 25% 85,950 75%
AAGR 2021 - 2041 4.87% 2.96% 0.51% -0.55%

Notes: IFR = Instrument Flight Rules; VFR = Visual Flight Rules; All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.

Sources: FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database, Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

Noise sensitivity pertaining to aircraft operations increases during nighttime hours. The FAA defines
nighttime hours as between 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. Due to the ATCT not operating on a 24/7 basis, the
forecast was based on data provided by the JAA from the third-party operation monitoring system
installed at the Airport, VirTower. The VirTower system became operational October 16, 2021, and the
data reviewed in this forecast was limited to what was collected since system installation through
December 16, 2021. Based on operational data provided by the Airport, approximately 2% of operations
are conducted during nighttime hours. This percentage was applied to forecast total operations and held
constant through the 20-year planning horizon resulting in 2,290 annual night operations by 2041 (see

Table 3-38).
Table 3-38 — Day/Night Forecast
Year | Total Operations Daytime | Nighttime
2021 92,435 90,585 1,850
2026 100,105 98,105 2,000
2031 104,820 102,725 2,095
2036 109,650 107,460 2,195
2041 114,600 112,305 2,290
AAGR
2021 - 2041 1.20%

Note: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: VirTower Operations Data, 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database,
Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.
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Touch-and-go operations pertain to aircraft that land on a runway and proceed to take off from that same
runway without stopping. Touch-and-go activity relates to flight training and aircraft testing. The Air Traffic
Control (ATC) manager estimated these operations make up 85% of total local GA operations. Based on
discussions with ATC personnel, it was assumed that this percentage would remain constant through the
20-year planning horizon, resulting in 32,070 annual touch-and-go operations by 2041 (see Table 3-39).

Table 3-39 — Touch and Go Operations Forecast

Total :
Local GA Operations Touch and Go Operations

2021 32,242 27,405
2026 34,960 29,715
2031 35,845 30,470
2036 36,770 31,255
2041 37,730 32,070
AAGR

2021 - 2041 0.85%

Note: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5.
Sources: Robinson Aviation, 2021; Jacksonville Aviation Authority, 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database, Accessed
December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

Peak operations forecasting allows planners to ensure facilities are not over planned or underutilized. The
FAA’s OPSNET was queried for the historical years of 2014 through 2021, resulting in January being
determined as the peak month of activity for the Airport. January accounted for 10% of total traffic in base
year 2021. Forecasting peak month operations from 2021 to 2041, the historical percent average of 10%
was held constant, resulting in 11,460 peak month operations by 2041. Peak month average day (PMAD)
is determined from peak month forecast data, dividing operations by the days within the month, resulting
in 370 PMAD by 2041.

Peak design day is utilized to better assess the peak demand experienced at the Airport on a regular
basis. The FAA’s OPSNET database was queried to analyze the 50 busiest days at the Airport. The 50%"
busiest day was determined to represent the Airport’s peak design day, resulting in 446 operations.
Applying the total operations forecast AAGR of 1.20% to the base year’s peak design day over the
forecast period resulted in a peak design day of 555 operations by 2041.

Peak design hour historical data was surveyed from the FAA’'s TFMSC database for the base year. The
top 50 busiest hours recorded in 2021, with the exception of December due to availability of data,
generated an average peak hour of 165 operations. Similar to previous forecasting, the total forecast
operations AAGR of 1.20% was applied to the base year’'s peak hour average to forecast the peak hour
operations for the Airport, resulting in 205 operations within the peak hour of activity by 2041. The
forecasts discussed above are presented in Table 3-40.
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Table 3-40 — Peak Month, Day, Hour Forecast

Year Total Peak Month HEELS I HEEL De5|gn Peak Design Hour
Average Day
446

2021 92,435 9,245

2026 100,105 10,010 325 470 175

2031 104,820 10,480 340 500 185

2036 109,650 10,965 355 525 195

2041 114,600 11,460 370 555 205
AAGR 2021 - 2041 1.20%

Notes: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5. Peak month was determined to be January.
Sources: FAA, Traffic Flow Management System Count, Accessed December 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET
Database, Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

Utilizing the forecasts within the previous sections, future fleet mix for the Airport was projected based on
aircraft type and critical aircraft criteria. The following sections present forecasts relating to operational
fleet mix at the Airport and critical design aircraft related to the Airport. Fleet mix forecasts are primarily
based on the data within the FAA’s TFMSC.

3.5.12.1. Aircraft Fleet Mix

Aircraft fleet mix was informed by the FAA's TFMSC database, sample data from the Airport’s operation
monitoring system, and the ATC manager. It was determined that the operational fleet mix was 20%
helicopter operations, 18% jet operations, 40% piston operations, and 22% turbine operations.

The total operations AAGR of 1.20% was applied to base year 2021 operational data and held constant
over the 20-year. The fleet mix forecast is shown in Table 3-41, resulting in 22,920 helicopter, 20,630 jet,
45,840 piston, and 25,210 turbine annual operations by 2041.

Table 3-41 — Annual Aircraft operations by Type

Percent of Total
Operations 20% 18% 40% 22%
2021 - 2041

2021 18,487 16,638 36,973 20,335 92,433
2026 20,020 18,020 40,040 22,025 100,105
2031 20,965 18,870 41,930 23,060 104,820
2036 21,930 19,740 43,860 24,125 109,650
2041 22,920 20,630 45,840 25,210 114,600
AAG2Fé42f21 i 1.20% 1.20% 1.20% 1.20% 1.20%

Notes: All forecast values are rounded to the nearest 5. Data is limited to the recorded FAA TFMSC data.
Sources: FAA, Traffic Flow Management System Count, Accessed December 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database,
Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.
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3.5.12.2. Airport Reference Code and Critical Design Aircraft Forecast

A critical design aircraft is defined by the Airport Reference Code (ARC) and is used to determine sizing
of infrastructure and safety areas at the Airport. The ARC is defined by the ADG and the Aircraft
Approach Category (AAC). ADG accounts for aircraft tail height and wingspan, and AAC categorizes
aircraft based on approach speeds. These design metrics are found in Table 3-42 and Table 3-43,
respectively.

Table 3-42 — FAA Airplane Design Group

Airplane Design . . :
ey ek

Less than 20’ Less than 49’
20’ but less than 30’ 49’ but less than 79’
30’ but less than 45 79 but less than 118’
45’ but less than 60’ 118’ but less than 171’
60’ but less than 66’ 171’ but less than 214’
66’ but less than 80’ 214’ but less than 262’

Source: FAA, AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022.

Table 3-43 — Aircraft Approach Category

Aircraft Approach

Category Approach Speed

Less than 91 knots
91 knots or more but less than 121 knots
121 knots or more but less than 141 knots
141 knots or more but less than 166 knots
166 knots or more

Source: FAA, AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022.

Airport Reference Code

The historical ARC designation for the Airport was a D-IV. The previously approved D-IV ARC for the
Airport exceeded the FAA's standards, which require 500 annual operations of the selected design
aircraft. This exception was approved due to the Airport providing essential MRO services to the NAS and
local aviation market. The higher ARC allowed the Airport to design for commercial MRO aircraft and
continue to attract MRO tenant growth.

Historical data from the FAA’'s TFMSC between the years 2016 and 2021 were analyzed to determine the
existing ARC, resulting in a determination of an existing ARC of C-1V for the Airport. The future critical
design aircraft was determined by applying the total forecast annual operations growth rate of 1.20%
AAGR to the operations by ARC presented in base year 2021 and held constant through the 20-year
forecast period. Aircraft with smaller ARCs, or that did not conduct a substantial number of operations,
were excluded from the analysis. This forecast resulted in the Airport maintaining an ARC of C-IV. A
substantial decrease in ARC, from D-IV to B-Il, would require a significant overhaul in existing
infrastructure. Further, the decrease would jeopardize the Airport’s financial viability as the region’s
premier MRO facility, causing major tenants to be displaced. This is anticipated to negatively impact JAA
and the NAS. Historical and forecast data related to the Airport’'s ARC is presented within Figure 3-9 and
Table 3-44Error! Reference source not found. below. For the reasons stated above, a C-IV ARC is j
ustified for the Airport.
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Figure 3-9 — Airport Reference Code (ARC) Forecast
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Note: Data is limited to the recorded FAA TFMSC data.
Sources: FAA, Traffic Flow Management System Count, Accessed December 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET
Database, Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

Table 3-44 — Annual Operations Forecast by Airport Reference Code

Historicl

503 | 553 483 385 708 750 795 835 880

419 | 1,371 750 791 493 525 550 580 610

210 | 221 152 122 173 185 195 205 215

428 | 364 335 386 495 525 555 585 615

0% 508 | 714 742 538 546 580 610 645 680
PO 793 | 881 1,053 | 1,315 1,073 1,140 1,200 1,265 1,330
IOEIN 200 | 163 208 128 150 160 170 180 185
34 32 57 64 117 125 130 140 145

Sources: FAA, Traffic Flow Management System Count, Accessed December 2021; FAA, TAF, May 2021; FAA, OPSNET Database,
Accessed December 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2021.

Critical Design Aircraft
The representative critical aircraft for the Airport is the most frequently operating aircraft or grouping of
aircraft within the C-IV ARC category. Table 3-45 depicts aircraft categorized as C-1V operating at the
Airport. As shown in the table, the Boeing KC-135 Stratotanker has the most operations within the C-1V
category in base year 2021; however, since the aircraft is related to military operations, it does not meet
FAA design criteria. The next two most frequently operating aircraft in 2021 were the Boeing 757-200 and
Boeing 767-200 aircraft, conducting 110 and 108 annual operations, respectively. The Boeing 767-200

=
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was identified as the representative aircraft within the C-IV ARC category as it has a larger wingspan
(156.2 feet) and faster approach speed (135 knots) than the Boeing 757-200.

Table 3-45 — Representative Aircraft Forecast

110 117 123 130 136

B752 - Boeing 757-200
B762 - Boeing 767-200 108 114 121 127 134
B763 - Boeing 767-300 54 57 60 64 67
C130 - Lockheed 130 Hercules and C130J 87 92 97 103 108
K35R - Boeing KC-135 Stratotanker 133 141 149 157 165
Other C-IV Aircraft 54 57 60 64 67
Total C-IV Operations 546 579 612 644 677

Source: FAA, Traffic Flow Management System Count, Accessed February 2022.

The total aircraft operations forecast AAGR of 1.20% was applied to base year operations by C-IV ARC
aircraft and held constant through the 20-year forecast period (see Table 3-45). Based on this analysis,
the Boeing 767-200 is anticipated to remain the Airport’s Critical Design Aircraft through 2041.
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FAA Airport District Offices (ADOs) or Regional Airports Divisions are responsible for forecast approvals.
When reviewing a sponsor’s forecast, the FAA must ensure the forecast is based on reasonable planning
assumptions, uses current data, and is developed using appropriate methodologies. Additional discussion
on assumptions and methodologies can be found in the APO report, Forecasting Aviation Activity by
Airport. After a thorough review of the forecast, the FAA then determines if the forecast is consistent with
the TAF. For all classes of airports, forecasts are considered consistent with the TAF if they meet the
following criterion: Forecasts differ by less than 10% in the 5-year forecast period, and less than 15% in
the 10-year forecast period. If the forecast is not consistent with the TAF, differences must be resolved if
the forecast is to be used in FAA decision making. This may involve revisions to the airport sponsor’s
submitted forecasts, adjustments to the TAF, or both.

The FAA-template tables below present a 15-year comparison of recommended forecasts developed in
this chapter and forecasts identified within the most current TAF at the time of transmission for FAA
approval, the FAA TAF issued March 2022. The tables were obtained from Appendix B and Appendix C
of “Forecasting Aviation Activity by Airport” prepared for the FAA’s Office of Aviation Policy and Plans
Statistics and Forecast Branch. As shown in Figure 3-10 and Figure 3-11 below, the Airport’s total
operations forecast satisfies the FAA’s TAF tolerance criteria for approval at the ADO level. Based aircraft
projections within the TAF are flat, which does not reflect the historical or anticipated future operating
environment of the Airport. It is anticipated the TAF will update records to align with existing and
anticipated operating environments at the Airport.

The FAA approved the forecasts presented herein on April 1, 2022.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 3-10 — Appendix B Template for Summarizing and Documenting Airport Planning Forecasts

Specity base year He

Foerage Annual Geerwii Rley
Bae'fr Lol Bmetfrsly, Boe¥ribms  Baefrdlhm  feelrdihm Base¥rie+l HBeeWriosd BeeYrio#ld (BaseYrisdld
Pasaenger Enplaneserts
& Caree - .
Commuter - -
TOTAL
Operations
[insrin)
B carre ] M (v F F Ew FA% o™ ER LT
Commuisrae B 1) [1rd By FFi T £1% L5% i 15%
Totsl Corrensal Cperasons [ ] 0 0 0 . . . .
Tereri et 7,3 12,041 19,5% 2075 22,086 A 5% 0% 1%
Witary 12,655 13,174 15,155 745 20,5 1% 1% am am
L
Gieneral adasion R na ko 3588 ¥ iM% 1% 1% 0%
“Atary R i) BT P H) =TT T ] o % oo a1%
TOTAL DPERATIONS BZA3 B THY 100, 106 104k E22 108,650 5% 1% 1% 1%
instrument Operabion 30004 I Hel k- L~ 4 1% i il
Peak Hous Dpérations 185 167 175 145 195 1.20% 1.20% 1.20% 12%
Cargoimail [replaned + deplaned jon| . . - .
Blaesed Airoraft
Surwe Enggrss Morgel) i 12 L] i3 il ] im™ 0a% i
Wl Engine (Morped) i 1 L 1 1 0% -] % %
Jet Engins i 1 i 1 1 i ] [ [
Heboiattar i 1 i 1 1 0% (o] % i3
G & ) k] . ] 15% 5% 14 1L1%
TOTAL ] BS B 82 &
B. Operational Factors
B Y L fase Yrelyr, Base¥rehm — BaeYisitmm  Base Yreihm
A Gty
Total Cperions 434 £24 T T Bl
Rirary
Totl Cperstons a4 Qe 45,008 47500 50150 Mote: Show base plus one year if
General Aviation forecast was done. If planning affort
Tonsl Cparators 8059 51323 54474 4,590 55 B3 did not include all forecast years
GA operahong [er based arorafl 50 %0 530 530 50 shown interpolate years as needed,
uging average annual compound
growth rates,
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 3-11 — FAA Appendix C Template for Comparing Airport Planning and TAF

Forecasts
Afrpornt AFITAF
Yeor Egrecast TaF (% Dittavence)

Air Carrier Operationds

Base yr. 2021 &0 a0% 0uD0%

Base yr. + Syrs. 2026 623 623 0.00%

Base yr. + 10y7s, 2031 623 623 0.00%

Base yr. + 15y7s. 2036 623 623 0u00%
Military Opérations

Base yr. Z021 4418 43,355 2.10%

Base yr. + Sy7s, 2026 45,009 43,355 3.74%

Base yr. + 10yrs, 2031 a7, 600 43,355 9.33%

Bate yr. + 15yrs. 2035 50,150 43,355 14.60%
General Aviation Operations

dase yr. 2021 43,551 47,100 S.00%

Base yr. + Syrs. 2026 S AT4 48,576 11L.a4%

Base yr. + 10yrs. 2031 56,599 51,253 S.92%

Baze yr. + 15yrs. 2036 58,8318 54,130 835w
Total Operaticons

Base yr. 2021 92,433 W0, 950 1.63%

Base yT. + Syrs. 2026 100,106 92,554 7.84%

Base yr. + 10yrs. 203 104,823 95,231 9.59%

Base yr. + 15yTs. 2036 105,650 8,098 11.17%
Total Based Aircraly

Basa yr. 2001 B4 B4 0.0%

Base yr. + Syrs. 2026 B4 Bd 4.70%

Basa yr. = 10yrs, 208 93 B4 10.20%

Base yr. = 15yrs. 2035 1) 2] 14.40%
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Chapter 4. Demand/Capacity and Facility Requirements

As documented in Chapter 3, was projected the Airport could experience levels of aircraft activity and
based aircraft totals above historical levels during the 20-year forecast period. This chapter identified
infrastructure and facilities needed at Cecil to accommodate forecast demand.

4.1. Introduction

Capacity analyses were conducted comparing forecast demand to existing infrastructure related to
airside, landside, GA, spaceport, and support facilities. Based on the results from the analyses, facility
requirements were developed. It cannot be overemphasized that actual demand will serve as the trigger
to develop facility needs identified in this Chapter.

The forecast presented in Chapter 3 is
summarized in Figure 4-1 and informed
the demand capacity analysis
presented within this chapter. The
Airport is expected to increase annual
operations from 92,435 in 2021 to
114,600 by 2041. The Airport is
anticipated to experience an increase in
based aircraft from 84 based aircraft in
2021 to 1,03 by 2041.

Supplementing both the overall forecast
presented in Chapter 3 and the annual
service volume presented in this
chapter, feedback from the Airport
personnel, tenants, and other
stakeholders during TAC and PAC
meetings, interviews, and public
meetings were incorporated into this
chapter.

\\

Figure 4-1 — Forecast Summary
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4.2. Airside

This section presents an analysis of Cecil’s anticipated ability to accommodate forecast levels of demand
related to airside infrastructure. As used in this Master Plan, airside is defined as the movement areas of
the airport or more generally, the runway and taxiway system and supporting infrastructure.

The Airport’s historical and existing role within the NAS is a public-use, GA airport as described within the
FAA NPIAS. At a local level, the Airport is envisioned by the JAA to serve as the region’s premier MRO.
The role of the Airport at both the national and local levels is not anticipated to change over the 20-year
forecast period.

FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13B, Airport Design, defines the applicable airport design
standards for Cecil. Some key design standards, how they are determined, associated safety areas they
affect, and where they apply at an airport are defined in Table 4-1. A graphical representation of where
the various design standards apply at Cecil is found in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-1 — Applicability of FAA Design Standards

FAA Design Applies To Applicable Facilities Defined B
Standards PP PP J
Airport Entire A Airport’s highest RDC (minus
Reference Code Airport the visibility component)
(ARC)
Runway Width
Runway Shoulders RDC for an individual runway.
Blast Pad Size The RDC is comprised of the
Airplane Approach Category
Runway Safety Area (AAC), Aircraft Design Group
Runway Design Runway Runway Obstacle Free Zone (ADG), and runway visibility

Category (AAC)
(included as part
of the RDC)

Runway
Environment

Runway Object Free Area
Runway Protection Zone
Runway to Parallel Taxiway Separation

Code (RDC) Environment Runway Object Free Area minimums.
Runway Protection Zone The runway end with the most
Hold Line Location restrictive visibility minimums
defines the visibility
Runway to Parallel Taxiway Separation |  component for the runway.
Runway to Aircraft Parking Areas
Runway Width
Aircraft
Approach Runway Safety Area

Approach speed

Taxiway Design
Group (TDG)

Taxiway
Environment

Apron Areas

Taxiway Width
Taxiway Edge Safety Margin
Taxiway Shoulder Width

Taxiway/Taxilane Centerline to Parallel
Taxiway/Taxilane Centerline

Outer to outer main gear
width and cockpit to main
gear distance

Airplane Design
Group (ADG)
(included as part
of the RDC)

Runway
Environment

Taxiway
Environment

Apron Areas

Taxiway Safety Area
Taxiway Object Free Area
Taxilane Object Free Area

Taxiway Centerline to Parallel
Taxiway/Taxilane Centerline

Taxilane Centerline to Parallel Taxilane
Centerline

Taxiway Centerline to Fixed or
Movable Object

Taxilane Centerline to Fixed or
Movable Object

Taxiway Wingtip Clearance
Taxilane Wingtip Clearance

Aircraft wingspan and tail
height

Sources: FAA AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022; Kimley-Horn, 2025
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 4-2 — FAA Applicable Design Standards

Demand Capacity and Facility Requirements

IMAGERY NOT SHOWN OUTSIDE IMMEDIATE AIRPORT PROPERTY

LEGEND

Airport Property Boundary

Runway Design Code (RDC)/Aircraft Approach Category (AAC)

Taxiway Design Group (TDG)

Airplane Design Group (ADG) GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
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Sources: Nearmap, accessed February 2022; Kimely-Horn 2025.




4.2.2.1. Airport Reference Code

The ARC is used to relate airport design criteria to the operational and physical characteristics of the
aircraft types that will operate at the airport. The ARC is comprised of two components: 1) the Aircraft
Approach Category (AAC), which is designated with a capital letter (A through E) and is based on
operational characteristics (aircraft approach speed); and 2) the ADG, which is designated by a Roman
numeral (I through VI) and is based on an aircraft’s physical characteristics (tail height and wingspan).

One of the most important aspects of airside planning, is the consideration of an airport’s critical design
aircraft and its associated ARC. The FAA designs the critical design aircraft as the most demanding
aircraft that conducts at least 500 operations per year at the airport. This may be one or a combination of
multiple aircraft which present the most demand on the airport in terms of operational and physical
characteristics.

AAC and ADG are detailed in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3, respectively.

Table 4-2 — Aircraft Approach Categories

‘ Aircraft Approach Category Approach Speed
A Less than 91 knots
B 91 knots or more but less than 121 knots
C 121 knots or more but less than 141 knots
D 141 knots or more but less than 166 knots
E 166 knots or more

Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022.

Table 4-3 — Airplane Design Group

Airplane Design Group Tail Height (feet) Wingspan (feet)
I <20 <49
I 20'—< 30' 49'-< 79
" 30'—< 45 79'—< 118
v 45' — < 60 118' - < 171"
V 60' — < 66' 171' — < 214
VI 66' — < 80' 214' — < 262'

Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022.

The previously approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP) defined the ARC for Cecil as D-1V and the critical
design aircraft as a Boeing 767-400 with the critical design aircraft for Runway 9L/27R changing to a King
Air 300, an ARC of B-Il, in the ultimate condition.

Chapter 3 analyzed the existing and future critical design aircraft for Cecil and determined the ARC is and
is forecast to remain a C-1V and the Boeing 767-200 will continue to serve as the representative critical
design aircraft. A review of FAA airport design standards for C-IV and D-IV found no differences between
the two. Therefore, for the purpose of this Master Plan and accompanying ALP, the ARC is D-IV.
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Chapter 3 also identified critical aircraft and ARC for the different user groups at Cecil (see Table 4-4).
This provided an additional level of flexibility for future facilities to be tailored to the intended aircraft

users.

Table 4-4 — Airport Reference Code and Critical Aircraft by User Group

Airport Reference Code

Critical Aircraft

Maintenance, Repair, and C-IV Boeing 757-200
Overhaul (MRO) Boeing 767-300
Military Support C-Iv Boeing KC-135 Stratotanker

Military Fighter Jet D-I F/A 18 Hornet
I Beech 200 Super King
General Aviation B-II Cessna Excel/XLS

Source: Kimley-Horn, 2025.

4.2.2.2. Runway Design Code

While the ARC is used to relate overall airport design criteria to the operational and physical
characteristics of the aircraft types that will operate at an airport, the RDC provides design standards that
apply to a specific runway. These standards provide basic guidelines for a safe and efficient airport
system and are based on the most demanding aircraft expected to use the runway. The RDC includes the
same two ARC components (AAC and ADG) along with a third component, the approach visibility. As
shown in Table 4-5, approach visibility refers to a runway’s visibility minimums expressed by runway
visual range (RVR) in terms of feet.

Table 4-5 — Visibility Minimums

Flight Visibility Category (statute miles)

Runway Visibility Range (feet)

VIS Visual approaches only
5,000 Not lower than 1 mile
4,000’ Lower than 1 mile, but not lower than % mile
2,400 Lower than % mile, but not lower than %2 mile
1,600’ Lower than %2 mile, but not lower than ¥ mile
1,200’ Lower than ¥ mile

Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022.
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The AAC and ADG for a particular runway may be less than the Airport’s overall ARC, allowing for design
standards to be tailored to the aircraft operating on a specific runway. This is the case with Runway
9L/27R, which has smaller critical design aircraft than the Airport’s overall ARC designation. Table 4-6
summarizes the RDCs of the four runways at Cecil, along with the lowest approach minima for each
runway end and the runway’s critical aircraft.

Table 4-6 — Existing Runway Design Codes at Cecil

Critical Aircraft Lowest Minima Approach Runway Design Code

. Runway 18L — 300’, 1-mile
18L/36R Boeing 767-200 Runway 36R — 200, Ys-mile D-1V-2400

. Runway 18R - Visual
18R/36L Boeing 767-200 Runway 36L — Visual D-IV-VIS

, Runway 9R — 300, ¥+-mile VL
9R/27L Boeing 767-200 Runway 271 — 400, 1-mile D-1V-4000

. Runway 9L — Visual

9L/27R Beech 200 Super King Runway 27R — Visual B-11-VIS

Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022.

The standards related to RDCs were analyzed against existing infrastructure at Cecil to determine the
appropriateness of facilities. Data related to this analysis are presented within Table 4-7 for the runways
oriented north/south and Table 4-8 for runways orientated east/west. The runways generally comply with
current FAA design standards; however, all runways are wider than required but lack runway shoulders.
Consideration may be given to reducing the runway widths and providing shoulders.
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Table 4-7 — Existing Runway Design Codes at Cecil — North/South Runways

Runway 18L/36R ‘ Runway 18R/36L
Design Criteria Existing Existing
Conditions Conditions

‘ D-1V-2400 ‘

‘ D-IV-VIS

Runway Design

Runway Width 200’ 200 200 200’
Shoulder Width None 25’ None 25’
Blast Pad Width 200’ 250 200’ 200’
Blast Pad Length 100’ 200’ 200’ 200’
Length Beyond , , , ,
Runway LRunWhag End 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Safet ength Prior to , , , ,
Aron (RéA) Threshold 600 600 1,000 1,000
Width 500’ 500’ 500 500’
Length Beyond , , , ,
R(;It?'way Runway End 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
ject Length Prior to : , '
Free Area Throshold 600 600 1,000 1,000
(ROFA) Width 800’ 800’ 800’ 800’
Runway Length Beyond , , , ,
Obstacle Runway End 200 200 200 200
Free Zone 3 ] ] ] ,
(ROFZ) Width 400 400 400 400
1,700' RwY 18L | 1,700° RwY 18L
Length 2,500 RWY 2,500 RWY 1,700’ 1,700’
Angroach 36R 36R
unway 3 ] ] ] ,
Protection Inner Width 1,000 1,000 500 500
Zone 1,510' RWY 18L | 1,510' RWY 18L
Outer Width 1,750' RWY 1,750 RwWY 1,010 1,010
36R 36R
Departure Length 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700
Runway : , , ) )
Protection Inner Width 500 500 500 500
Zone Outer Width 1,010’ 1,010’ 1,010’ 1,010’
Runway Separation
Holding Position 250 250 250 250
Parallel Taxiway Centerline 400’ 400’ 400’ 400’
Aircraft Parking Area 500’ 500’ 500’ 500’

Notes: Red text indicates deficiencies from design standards; The required width for a D-IV-2400 runway is 150 feet. However, to support
Cecil Spaceport operations, it is recommended that Runway 18L/36R remain 200’ wide; Existing blast pad widths are considered as
meeting design criteria because they are the same as the overall width of the existing runway plus existing shoulders.

Sources: FAA AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022; JAA provided CAD files; Google Earth.
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Table 4-8 — Existing Runway Design Codes at Cecil — East/West Runways

Runway 9R/27L Runway 9L/27R

Design Criteria Existing Existing
" D-I1V-4000 "
Conditions Conditions

Runway Design

Runway Width 200’ 150’ 200’ 75
Shoulder Width None 25’ None 10
Blast Pad Width 200’ 200’ 200’ 95’
100" RWY 9L , 100" RWY 9L ,
Blast Pad Length 100' RWY 27R 200 150' RWY 27R! 150
Length Beyond , , , ,
Runway Ru?]way A 1,000 1,000 300 300
Safety Length Prior to
Area T?\ reshold 600’ 600’ 300’ 300’
(RSA) Width 500 500 150' 150'
Length Beyond ] ] ] ,
R(;j S-Waty Runway End 1,000 1,000 300 300
Jec Length Prior to , : , ,
Free Area Throshold 600 600 300 300
(ROFA) Width 800’ 800’ 500’ 500’
Runway Length Beyond , , , ,
Obstacle Runway End 200 200 200 200
Free Zone . ] ] ] ,
(ROFZ) Width 400 400 250 250
Approach Length 1,700’ 1,700’ 1,000’ 1,000’
Runway 3 ] ] ) )
Protection Inner Width 1,000 1,000 500 500
Zone Outer Width 1,510 1,510 700 700
Departure Length 1,700’ 1,700’ 1,000’ 1,000’
Runway : , , , )
Protection Inner Width 500 500 500 500
Zone Outer Width 1,010 1,010 700 700
Runway Separation
Holding Position 250 250 250 200
Parallel Taxiway Centerline 400’ 400’ 400’ 4007
Aircraft Parking Area 500’ 500’ 500’ 250’
Helipad 1,050 700’ 350’ 700’

Note: Red text indicates deficiencies from design standards.

1. Runway 9L27R was shortened, 27R utilizes old pavement for blast pad;

2. 240 represents B-1l separation, for the purposes of planning 400’ for D-1V will be utilized.

3. Existing blast pad widths are considered as meeting design criteria because they are the same as the overall width of the existing
runway plus existing shoulders.

Sources: FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13B, Airport Design, 2022; JAA provided CAD files; Google Earth.
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4.2.2.3. Taxiway Design Group

The taxiway design group (TDG) is a classification of aircraft based on outer-to-outer main gear width
(MGW) and cockpit to main gear (CMG) distance. The TDG determines certain taxiway design standards
such as the taxiway width, taxiway edge safety margin (TESM), taxiway shoulder width, and taxiway
fillets. TDGs are applied to individual taxiways based upon the aircraft anticipated to use the facilities,
preventing potential over- or under-building of taxiway infrastructure.

Airports experiencing a diverse mix of aircraft, like Cecil, often delineate TDGs based on the aircraft most
frequently using the taxiway. Cecil’s existing taxiway configuration layout limits the delineation of TDGs,
since aircraft operating on the primary runway system operate on the same taxiway system as the
secondary runway system. TDG categories for the types of aircraft and users at Cecil are in Table 4-9.

Table 4-9 — FAA Taxiway Design Group Standards

Maintenance, Repair,

Military Fighter
titary F1g General Aviation and Overhaul /

Design Criteria

Aircraft o
Military Support

Taxiway Design Group 2 2 5

Taxiway Width 35 35 75

Taxiway Edge Safety 75 75 14
Margin ' '

Taxiway Shoulder , , ,

Width 15 15 30

Note: Dimensions are in imperial feet and represent the minimum design standards per highest TDG classification.
Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13B, Airport Design, 2022.

Taxiway protection and separation standards are determined by the ADG. Applicable standards for the
types of users are found in Table 4-10.

All taxiways at Cecil meet TDG and ADG design and separation standards. Four taxiway connectors
provide direct access from apron areas to active runway pavement and increases the chance of runway
incursions. Additional discussion related to non-standard taxiways is presented in subsequent sections.
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Table 4-10 — FAA Taxiway Design Standards

Maintenance, Repair,
Design Criteria Military Fighter Jets General Aviation and Overhaul /

Military Support

Taxiway Protection

Taxiway Safety Area 49’ 79’ 171
Taxiway Object Free Area 89’ 124 243
Taxilane Object Free Area 79’ 110 224

Taxiway Separation

Taxiway Centerline to
Parallel Taxiway/Taxilane 70’ 102’ 207
Centerline

Taxiway Centerline to

Fixed or Movable Object 44.5 62 1215
Taxilane Centerline to
Parallel Taxilane 64’ 94’ 198’
Centerline
Taxilane Centerline to , , )
Fixed or Movable Object 39.5 55 112
Wingtip Clearance ‘
Taxiway Wingtip , , ,
Clearance 20 23 36
Taxilane Wingtip ] ] ]
Clearance 1 - 21

Note: All distances are in US feet.
Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022.

Airfield and airspace capacity requirements were based on the following objectives:

Assess the airfield meets capacity throughout the planning horizon

Assess access to runways, taxiways, and aprons can meet operational demand, future
requirements, and FAA design criteria

Ensure the airfield is “right sized” to meet forecast demand

Airfield capacity is defined by the maximum number of aircraft operations an airfield can accommodate in
a specified period of time. Delay, or the difference between constrained and unconstrained aircraft
operating times, increases as demand approaches capacity. Although specific aircraft maintenance and
weather-related delays are unavoidable, optimizing airfield configuration to enhance traffic flow efficiency
helps reduce the overall amount of aircraft delay experienced at Cecil.

Methodologies detailed in FAA AC 150/5060-5, Airport Capacity and Delay (effective September 23,
1983) formed the basis of airfield capacity evaluation of Cecil’s ability to accommodate current and
projected levels of demand at the Airport. The evaluation assisted in identifying and justifying capacity-
related airfield improvements through the planning horizon of this Master Plan. Average amount of aircraft
delay was also determined pertaining to the peak periods of activity forecast for Cecil. The estimated
airfield capacity and delay at Cecil can be expressed in the following measurements:

o
ﬁ-—:ﬁ"
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Annual Service Volume (ASV) — The maximum number of aircraft operations the airfield can
accommodate in a one-year period without excessive delay.

Hourly Capacity — The maximum number of aircraft operations the airfield can safely
accommodate under continuous demand in a one-hour period.

Peak Period Delay — The total amount of aircraft delay, expressed in minutes, that could be
experienced during the average peak hour of the peak month.

4.2.3.1. Airfield Capacity Calculation Factors
Detailed within this section are key operational factors and assumptions specific to Cecil that influenced
the calculations of airfield capacity and delay.

Meteorological Conditions

Meteorological conditions influence utilization of runways. Variation in wind and/or visibility minimums
may reduce airfield capacity since operating aircraft require more separation during instrument
meteorological conditions (IMC). Weather conditions at Cecil are 85% VFR, 14% IFR, and 1% closed
based on an FAA ADIP weather analysis between the years 2011 and 2020. The above percentages are
weather conditions relating to a full 24-hour day; the vast majority of flight operations at Cecil occur during
daytime hours.

Runway Use Configurations

Airfield capacity is directly correlated to the number and orientation of active runways during various
operating conditions and/or configurations. Airfield configuration may vary based on weather conditions,
time of day, and/or the type of approach procedures available. Based on information gathered from the
ATCT and a sample of the Airport’s operations recording system, runways orientated north-south are
utilized approximately 78% of the time and runways orientated east-west are utilized approximately 22%
of the time.

ATC only allows use of the two parallels that are most favorable to wind conditions at a given time. The
north/south and east/west runways are not used concurrently. Only Runways 18L/36R and 9R/27L have
instrument approach capabilities. Therefore, when IFR conditions are present, only one runway can be in
use.

Figure 4-3 below illustrates the various runway configurations used at Cecil.
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Figure 4-3 — Runway Configurations
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Sources: Robinson Aviation, Inc. 2022; JAA, 2022; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Aircraft Fleet Mix

Aircraft fleet mix index is a ratio related to weight of various classes of aircraft operating at the Airport.
Due to different performance and wake turbulence characteristics, the size of aircraft operating at the
Airport have a substantial impact on the airfield’s capacity. The FAA states that heavier aircraft operating
at an airfield require increased separation during approach and departure to avoid wake turbulence. The
FAA has established four classes of aircraft based on their maximum certificated takeoff weight (MTOW):

Class A — 12,500 pounds (Ibs.) or less, single engine
Class B — 12,500 Ibs. or less, multi-engine

Class C — 12,500 Ibs. to 300,000 Ibs.

Class D — over 300,000 Ibs.
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An airport’'s ARC and critical design aircraft are unrelated to the above aircraft classifications. The mix
index ratio is calculated for each runway configuration utilized at the Airport with the formula:

[Total Class C Aircraft + (3 x Total Class D Aircraft)] / Total Operations = Aircraft Fleet Mix Index

It was assumed that most Class C and D aircraft filed a flight plan. Therefore, the FAA’s Traffic Flow
Management System Counts (TFMSC) data reflect the amount of Class C and D aircraft using Cecil.
TFMSC data for base year 2021 noted 4,062 Class C aircraft operations and 366 Class D operations.
This resulted in an aircraft mix index of 6% when using the above formula applied to the 92,433 total
operations recorded in 2021. Rotorcraft were not included within the C or D categories, as standard
operating conditions do not warrant the same use of airfield infrastructure as fixed-wing aircraft.

Percentage of Touch-and-Go Operations

Feedback from the ATC manager and analysis in Chapter 3 concluded that 85% of local GA operations at
the Airport are touch-and-go operations, representing approximately 30% of total activity at Cecil in 2021.
An airfield with higher percentages of touch-and-go operations typically has greater airfield capacity than
one with a higher percentage of itinerant operations.

Location of Taxiway Exits

Runway capacities are highest when the runways are complimented with full-length, parallel taxiways,
ample exit taxiways, and no active runway crossings. These components reduce an aircraft’s runway
occupancy time. FAA AC 150/5060-5 identifies the criteria for determining taxiway exit factors based on
the number of taxiway exits, fleet mix index, percentage of aircraft arrivals, and an exit taxiway’s distance
from the landing threshold. At Cecil, each set of parallel runways are serviced by a singular full-length
parallel runway. An intersecting runway is not considered in the determination of a taxiway exit factor
calculations. Table 4-11 details the taxiway exits relative to the arrival runway. Useful runway exits for an
airport with fleet mix index between 0 and 20 are located 2,000 to 4,000 feet from the arrival runway
threshold.
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Table 4-11 — Taxiway Exit Locations

Runway ‘ Taxiway Exit and Distance from Arrival Threshold

A2 at 2,000’
A3 at 4,000’
Runway 18L A4 at 5,750’

B at 7,850’
A5 at Runway End

A4 at 4,500’

B at 6,500’

Runway 36R A3 at 8,500
A2 at 10,250’

Al at Runway End

A2 at 2,000’
A3 at 4,000
B at 5,750’

A4 at Runway End

Runway 18R

B at 2,250’

A3 at 4,000’

A2 at 5,850’
Al at Runway End

Runway 36L

B2 at 2,000’
Runway 9R A at 4,400’
B1 at Runway End

A at 3,500’
Runway 27L B2 at 6,000’
B3 at Runway End

B2 at 2,000’

Runway 9L
A at Runway End

B2 at 2,500’

Runway 27R
B3 at Runway End

Notes: Distances calculated from arrival runway threshold. Bolded taxiways represent useful exits.
Sources: FAA, Airport Diagram, October 2021. Google Earth, Near-Map Satellite Imagery, Accessed February 2022.

Percent Arrivals

The percentage of arrivals was derived from the total operations recorded at the Airport. After discussion
with the ATC manager and review of the standard operations at the Airport, it was determined that a
factor of 50% arrivals was identified for the Airport.

Peak Activity Characteristics

As noted, peak month activity for base year 2021 generated 9,245 operations. Peak month average day
(PMAD), which divides total operations by the amount of days within the peak month (January has 31
days), is 300 operations. For the airfield capacity peaking characteristics, the peak month peak hour was
determined by analyzing historical activity for January 2021. The peak month peak hour was determined
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to be 84 operations, which represents the average of the top 50 busiest hours. The top three hours
recorded within the month were excluded from the calculation to account for inaccuracies within the
database.

Runway Hourly Capacity

Runway hourly capacity measures the maximum number of aircraft operations that can be serviced within
an hour. FAA AC 150/5060-5 outlines a process for determining capacities at the Airport, considering
weather conditions and fleet mix index. Runway hourly capacity is determined from the below equation:

Runway Hourly Capacity =C*x Tx E
Where:

C* = Hourly capacity Base
T = Touch-and-Go Factor
E = Exit Factor

Runway hourly capacities are shown in Table 4-12 below for both IFR and VFR conditions. The following
section used the capacities determined within this section to assess weighted hourly airfield capacity,
which is required to calculate ASV.

Table 4-12 — Runway Hourly Capacities

Hourly Capacity Runway(s) in Use
y

During Visual Flight Rules

216 Runway 9R and 9L
216 Runway 27L and 27R
247 Runway 18L and 18R
208 Runway 36R and 36L
57 Runway 9R

57 Runway 27L

60 Runway 18L

56 Runway 36R

Sources: FAA, AC 150/5060-5, 1983; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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4.2.3.2. Annual Service Volume and Weighted Hourly Airfield Capacity

ASV is a representation of total airfield capacity. ASV accounts for runway configuration, touch-and-go
activity, runway exit locations, meteorological conditions, and the weight class of aircraft at the Airport. To
compute weighted hourly airfield capacity, FAA AC 150/5060-5 provides the following equation:

O == ([pi-c']-wj]+rjp;-¢~1-w3*,+...+{p”-c;.'“’n5')
i (P1W1)+(P2w2)+-+(PnWn)

Where:

Cw = weighted hourly configuration

Pn = percent of time configuration “n” is utilized (accounting for VFR and IFR conditions)
Cn = hourly capacity of configuration “n”

Wn = ASV weighting factor (based on the percent of maximum capacity)

The result of weighted hourly capacity for the Airport is approximately 206 aircraft operations. ASV was
calculated using the following equation:

ASV = (Cw x Dx H)
Where:

ASV = annual service volume

Cw = weighted hourly configuration

D = ratio of annual demand to the average daily demand during peak month

H = ratio of average daily demand to the design hour demand during the peak month

The resulting ASV was determined to be 253,890 aircraft operations. ASV, when applied to historical and
forecast total operations, informs timelines for planning, design, and construction of capacity
enhancement projects. If the Airport’s demand is at or above 60% of ASV, it is recommended to begin
planning efforts to increase capacity. Once demand reaches 80% of ASV design and initial
implementation for capacity enhancements should begin. These thresholds enable adequate time for
planning and implementation prior to the airport experiencing significant delays. Figure 4-4 compares
forecast demand at Cecil to the ASV. Annual operations are projected to increase from 36% of ASV in
2021 to 45% by 2041.

From this comparison of demand and capacity it is concluded that airfield capacity is sufficient to
accommodate forecast operations. Considering the runway length and exit taxiways (that enhance
capacity) there may be opportunities to further increase the ASV. The calculated hourly demand ratio
used was four, which is lower than the typical 7 to 11 range as expressed in AC 150/5060.5B. Hourly
peaks at the Airport are high due to military traffic peaks paired with civil GA traffic utilizing the Airport for
flight training. The capacity of an airport is not constant and may vary over time depending upon airfield
improvements, airfield or airspace geometry, ATC procedures, weather, and the fleet mix operating at the
airport. The capacity of an airport can change with or without airfield improvements.

-
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Figure 4-4 — Annual Service Volume Projection
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Sources: FAA, AC 150/5060-5, 1983; JAA, 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

4.2.3.3. Aircraft Delay

Calculating the average delay associated with each aircraft allows planners to estimate time between
operations at the Airport. FAA AC 150/5060-5 Changes 1 and 2 provides an abbreviated method used to
estimate delay at the Airport. This methodology accounts for arriving and departing traffic operating under
VFR and IFR conditions, resulting in 0.15 minutes of delay per operation in 2021 at the Airport, increasing
to delay of 0.25 minutes per operation by 2041. Total annual delay was determined via applying the delay
per aircraft to total operations in the base year, and subsequent forecast years resulting in 480 annual
hours of delay as displayed in Table 4-13. There is anticipated to be a slight increase in operational delay
over the planning horizon at the Airport, but the extent of that increase and the associated delay is well
below levels that would trigger a need for capacity enhancements.

Table 4-13 — Aircraft Delay

Average Delay Per Total Annual Delay .
. . Annual Operations
Aircraft (Minutes) (Hours)
2021 0.15 231 92,433
2026 0.18 290 100,105
2031 0.20 350 104,820
2041 0.25 480 114,600

Sources: FAA, AC 150/5060-5, 1983; JAA, 2021; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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4.2.3.4. Summary of Airfield Demand/Capacity

Cecil is not projected to reach a level of demand that would require significant capacity improvements
over the planning horizon. This conclusion, however, does not mean that future opportunities to enhance
airfield efficiency should not be considered. Improvements to runway occupancy time, ground
movements, and the continued separation between distinct aircraft groups ensures the airfield will
continue to operate below capacity, with the additional benefits related to increased safety.

As of 2021, only the northern 8,000 feet of Runway 18L/36R is eligible for FAA funding. The preceding
analysis confirmed that the existing airfield is adequate for existing and forecast demand. For
comparison, an analysis was conducted to assess the airfield capacity assuming only the northern 8,000
feet of Runway 18L/36R was available. Retaining the other variables as defined in the preceding analysis
resulted in an ASV of approximately 110,000 operations. Assuming the Airport had one active runway,
Runway 18L/36R, the Airport is operating at 84% of ASV in 2021, with 2041 forecast operations
exceeding ASV at 104%. For this reason, a secondary runway is justified to accommodate existing, and
forecast demands at the Airport. Because of how useful taxiway exits affect the ASV calculation,
assuming the full length of Runway 18L/36R is available, ASV reduces to approximately 90,000
operations and 2021 operations levels of 92,433 would have exceeded the ASV capacity.

This section focuses on the aircraft movement areas of Cecil. The analysis starts with the runway
orientation and length and builds outward toward the Airport perimeter.

4.2.4.1. Weather and Wind Analysis

During the inventory phase of this Master Plan, ATC personnel and several tenants reported that winds
favor the north-south runways approximately 70% of the time and the east-west runways the remaining
30% of the time. VirTower data collected from October 16, 2021 through January 24, 2022 was analyzed
and found that during that limited time the north-south runways were used approximately 80% of the time.
As these data conflicts with the overall crosswind analysis documented in Chapter 2, additional analysis
was performed. The following methodology was used:

Cecil Airport Automated Surface Observing System (ASOS) data was gathered from lowa State
University®®
Three years of data were collected and analyzed (from February 1, 2019 through January 31,
2022)
The raw wind data were imported into Microsoft Excel and filtered into the standard wind rose
format (speed and direction)
Data were further filtered by season and time of data

Seasons were defined as:

¢ Fall — September through November

e Winter — December through February

e Spring — March through May

e Summer — June through August

%lowa State ASOS repository: https://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/request/download.phtmI?network=FL_ASOS, accessed February
2022.
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Times of day were divided as:

e ATCT morning hours — 7:00 am to 12:00 pm

e ATCT afternoon/evening hours — 12:00 pm to 9:00 pm
¢ Nighttime/ATCT closed hours — 9:00 pm to 7:00 am

This data was then used in the FAA Wind Rose Generator tool located within the ADIP to
calculate the percent of wind coverage for the various runway configuration scenarios by season
and time of day

From this analysis, several conclusions were drawn as explained below. As a reminder, a runway with
crosswind coverage of 95% or greater is considered to meet standard.

First, the existing runway configuration provides over 99% crosswind coverage down to 10.5 knots
throughout the full three years of data. This is consistent with the 10 years of data analyzed during the
inventory. Individual (exclusively north-south and east-west runway alignments) crosswind coverage also
exceeds 96% on an annual basis.

Full days in each season were analyzed for the north-south and east-west runways individually and
combined. It was concluded that, in each configuration, crosswind coverage exceeded 95% down to 10.5
knots. It was also found that in all seasons the nighttime/ATCT closed hours of 9:00 pm to 7:00 am that
individual and combined runway configuration exceeded 97% crosswind coverage down to 10.5 knots.
This represents nearly half of the day (11 hours) where winds are mainly calm. However, this period is
estimated to only account for approximately 2% of annual operations. This skews the actual ability of
runways to accommodate crosswinds during normal hours of operations; therefore, further analysis was
warranted.

Based on the analysis conducted, when the ATCT is open (7:00 am to 9:00 pm), crosswind coverage
down to 16 knots is provided more than 97% of the time for individual and combined runway
configurations. Crosswind coverage for 10.5-knot and 13-knot winds slightly favor the east-west runway
alignment. At a 13-knot crosswind in the spring and fall afternoon/evening hours, the coverage for the
north-south runway decreases as low as 90.66% whereas the east-west runway crosswind coverage
exceeds 95%. At 10.5 knots there are multiple instances that neither the north-south nor the east-west
runways meet the 95% requirement. Specifically, ATCT morning hours in spring and ATCT
afternoon/evening hours in the fall and spring. Fall ATCT morning hours favor the north-south runways
and afternoon summer hours favor the east-west runways.

Figure 4-5 and Figure 4-6 graphically depicts the results of the analysis conducted. This analysis
indicates a need for a crosswind runway, oriented east-west, to provide adequate crosswind coverage up
to 13 knots due to seasonal and time of day variability of winds at Cecil. A 13-knot crosswind is the
allowable crosswind component for ARC A-Il and B-Il aircraft. The GA critical design aircraft is the Beech
200 Super King/Cessna Excel/XLS, a B-Il aircraft. Therefore, one of the east-west runways should be
eligible for FAA AIP funding, at least to the extent of the critical B-Il design aircraft requirements. An east-
west runway will be included in subsequent airfield alternatives.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 4-5 — Detailed 10.5-Knot Crosswind Coverage Analysis
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 4-6 — Detailed 13-Knot Crosswind Coverage Analysis

3 Vg
Full Day
D7D 1200
12002100
1050700
Full Day
0001200
12002100
2 1000 ol
Full Day
OO0 .20
1200-2 100

ALL

FALL

WINTER

LPRING

Full Day
O700- 1200
1200-2100
21000

SUKMMER

2100-0700 |

e R = e A —

Runway 18/36 | Runway 9/27

08 15% O5.65%
94.84% 96.59%
99.65% 99,30%
97.06% 96.24%
6. 307 096.64%
SBat% 9.29%

97.39%

a7.11% 95, 13%
B0.66% 97.06%
99.81% 99.44%

SB76% o ssaw [
99.25% 99.73% )
95,19% 97.94% H

S i

AlLL

3 Years
Frall Dy
O700-1 200
1200- 2100
2100-070
Full Day
O700-1200
1200- 2100
2100-07 00
Full Day
Q0 1200
1200-2100
2100-0000
Full Day
O700- 1200
1200- 23100
210000 D

EPRIMNG WINTER FALL

SUKMMER

Combined Wind Coverage

Sources: lowa State ASOS repository:
https://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/request/download.phtml?network=FL_ASOS, accessed February 2022;

Kimley-Horn, 2025.

=

4-157



https://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/request/download.phtml?network=FL_ASOS

4.2.4.2. Compliance with FAA Airport Design Standards

In addition to design standards for safety areas and physical attributes of airfield infrastructure,
recommended taxiway geometry and layouts are provided by the FAA to enhance safety. Conducting the
analysis of the existing airfield layout, Cecil was found to be deficient in the following categories:

Direct Access — Direct access is the term used for pavement that connects an apron area to an
active runway without requiring the pilot to make a turn. These configurations can lead to pilot
confusion resulting in potential runway incursions.

Taxiway Crossing the High Energy Segments of the Runway — The middle third of a runway
is the most dangerous area for taxiway crossings as this is the portion of runway where a pilot
has the least amount of maneuverability to avoid a collision. Taxiway connectors are to be
located at the outer thirds of a runway when possible. Cecil has four high energy crossings.

Figure 4-7 details these areas on the airfield. Further evaluation and potential mitigation methods will be
detailed in the following Alternatives Chapter.
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4.2.4.3. Runway System

The runway system at Cecil is comprised of

intersecting parallel runways, two of which are

orientated north-south and remaining two

orientated east-west. Each pair of parallel

runways is serviced by a single full-length

taxiway. As was demonstrated in Section 4.2.3,

due to the volume, variety, and peak demands

at the Airport, more than one runway is

required. Also, Section 4.2.4.1 concluded that a

crosswind runway is required. Therefore, for the

remainder of this chapter the following nomenclature will be used: Runway 18L/36R is the primary
runway, Runway 18R/36L is the secondary, and the 9/27 runways are the crosswind runways.

The Airport’s existing runways vary in length; Runway 18L/36R is the longest at 12,503 feet and Runway
9L/27R is the shortest at 4,439 feet. Runway 18R/36L and Runway 9R/27L are 8,002 feet and 8,003 feet
long, respectively. Runway 18L/36R serves as the Spaceport’s singular runway and the Airport’s primary
runway commonly utilized by heavy jet aircraft. Runway 18R/36L and Runway 9R/27L are used by similar
aircraft such as military jets and GA traffic, with Runway 9L/27R being utilized by occasional helicopter
traffic and small aircraft. Runway length requirements for the different aircraft using Cecil were
determined through a variety of methods, as described below:

Spaceport — An analysis of HTHL vehicles that could operate out of Cecil Spaceport concluded
that in order to meet 90% of vehicle requirements, a minimum of 12,000 feet must be maintained.
This was influenced by the most demanding vehicle Virgin Galactic’'s Imagine. Other HTHL
vehicles required a range of 8,000 feet to 10,000 feet of usable runway length.

Maintenance, Repair, and Overhaul- Aircraft manufacturer manuals were used to determine
appropriate sizing of runway length related to MRO aircraft activity. This resulted in a required
9,400-foot length in order to meet the needs of various air carrier aircraft operating regularly at
the Airport. The critical design aircraft, the Boeing 767-200, was determined to need 8,850 feet in
length to accommodate operations.

Military — Runway length related to military operations was assessed based on tenant interviews
and specific aircraft manufacturer manuals, which determined the required length to be 8,000 feet
to accommodate existing operations.

General Aviation — Runway length related to GA operations was assessed based on tenant
interviews and specific aircraft manufacturer manuals. An assessment of commonly operated GA
aircraft at the Airport determined the runway length requirement to be 4,000 feet long. After
discussion with the flight school FSCJ, it was determined that 5,000 feet of useable runway was
needed to accommodate routine stop-and-go training operation.

The analysis, as summarized in Figure 4-8 below, determined Runway 18L/36R meets the needs of all
users at the Airport and Spaceport. Runways 18R/36L and Runway 9R/27L meet military requirements
and exceed GA and FSCJ runway length requirements. Runway 9L/27R meets minimum distance
required for typical GA traffic but not FSCJ's preferred length.

— 4-160
1--::-_'-";;*‘



Figure 4-8 — Runway Length Analysis
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Sources: Aircraft Manufacturer Aircraft Performance Charts; FAA, ADIP, Accessed February 2022; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Culminating the runway length analysis in this section with the preceding capacity and wind analysis
presented in respective Sections 4.2.3 and 4.2.4.1, the following conclusions were made, which
influenced the alternatives development phase of this Master Plan:

Runway 18L/36R - is to remain at its existing runway length to support Cecil Spaceport
operations

Runway 18R/36L — at a minimum should remain at its existing runway length to accommodate
military aircraft with consideration given to extending the runway to 8,850 feet to accommodate
the MRO aircraft

Runway 9R/27L —is to remain at its existing runway length as reductions in runway length would
reduce overall useability of the runway when crosswind conditions favor the east-west runway
alignment for the smaller aircraft

Runway 9L/27R — only meets runway length requirements for the smaller aircraft but does not
meet the requirements for the stop-and-go training operations. Consideration may be given to
extending this runway to a minimum of 5,000 feet in length.

Runway Width

Existing runway widths at Cecil exceed design standards. The extra pavement provides safety benefit as
there are not paved shoulders. However, it increases maintenance costs associated with the Airport’s
runway system and the FAA will likely not financially support maintenance of pavement areas that exceed
design standards. It is recommended that Runway 18L/36R remain at its existing width of 200 feet in
support of Cecil Spaceport. The other runways should be narrowed to meet design standards: Runway
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9R/27L to a 150 foot width and a 75 foot width for Runway 9L/27R. Runway 18R/36L was repaved to a
200 foot width, upon reconstruction, the Airport should assess if the full 200 foot width is required to
support operations, or if a reduction to a 150 foot width with 25 foot shoulders is required.

As noted, runways at Cecil are not equipped with paved shoulders, however, runways do exceed
standard width, providing additional safety. With the recommended reductions in runway width, it is also
recommended that runway shoulders be added to all runways. Runway 9L/27R requires 10-foot-wide
shoulders and the other three runways require 25-foot-wide shoulders. For Runway 9L/27R the shoulders
can be a stabilized surface such as turf, aggregate-turf, soil cement, lime, or bituminous stabilized soil to
reduce the possibility of soil erosion and engine ingestion of foreign objects. The runways other than
Runway 18L/36R shoulders can be designated via proper airfield markings on existing pavement areas.

Runway blast pads provide a paved area behind the runway to protect against blast erosion during jet
aircraft operations. Runway blast pads, as previously discussed, do not meet the current dimensional
design standard criteria. There have been no reports of jet blast erosion. Unlike other airfield
infrastructure, blast pads do not require a Modification of Standard (MOS) if existing dimensions do not
align with FAA standards. It is recommended that runway blast pad widths be adjusted to match the
reduced runway widths plus recommended runway shoulders. Additionally, monitoring is recommended
to ensure erosion does not occur beyond the blast pads.

Runway grades at the Airport meet FAA design standards. A line-of-sight analysis was conducted as part
of this Master Plan Update for each runway. This analysis assesses if any obstruction is present
intersecting a straight line connecting two points from each runway end, 5 feet above the runway end.
There were no obstructions found within this analysis for any of the runways.

RSAs are centered on the runway centerline and are intended to provide critical safety areas in case of
aircraft overrun, undershoot, and lateral runway excursion. RSAs have standards related to grading,
drainage, weight bearing capacity, and object clearing. RSAs cannot be modified via a MOS, and
therefore must be continually monitored for compliance. A review of the Airport’s existing RSA was
conducted and it was determined that the RSA areas for each runway meet FAA design standards.

ROFZs extend beyond the runway ends and provide airspace protection centered above the runway
centerline. The ROFZs for each runway are compliant with FAA design standards.

POFZ is a specialized surface protecting a volume of airspace centered on a runway providing precision
approaches that extends beyond the runway ends. The POFZ is 800 feet wide and 200 feet long. The
POFZ is only in effect when an aircraft is actively conducting an IFR operation using vertical guidance.
Only Runway 36R has an instrument approach with vertical guidance; therefore, the POFZ only applies to
Runway 36R. The wing of an aircraft on Taxiway A5 at the hold line could potentially extend into the
POFZ. It is recommended that an ILS critical area hold line be installed on Taxiway A5.
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Runway Object Free Areas

ROFAs are centered on the runway, extending beyond the RSA to provide additional obstacle clearance
for aircraft operations. Certain critical navigation equipment, as detailed within AC 150/5300-13B, are
permissible within the ROFA. The ROFA dimensions are determined based upon the RDC. There are no
deviations from ROFA standards for any of the runways at Cecil.

Runway Visibility Zone

The Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ) protects runway visual line-of-sight distances for landing and departing
pilots. RVZs are used when a runway system contains intersecting runways. This zone, beginning five
feet above ground level, is centered around the intersection of the runways and applies design metrics to
each runway intersection based on guidance within the FAA’s AC 150/5300-13B. The RVZ precludes any
fixed (parked) vehicles including aircraft. An analysis of the RVZ was performed and it was concluded that
there are no fixed obstructions within the RVZ. While not within the RVZ, the Spaceport fabric hangar and
Building 177 are near the RVZ line, and therefore represent the closest major infrastructure to the
runway’s intersections. With the RVZ overlapping a segment of apron space, it is important the Airport
ensures compliance with FAA standards related to the RVZ. The RVZ is only applicable when the ATCT
is closed or non-operational.

Figure 4-9 — Runway Visibility Zone

T
{

Notes: Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ).
Sources: Nearmap accessed February 2022; FAA, AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022; Kimley-Horn 2023.
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Runway Protection Zones

Runway Protection Zones (RPZs) are two-dimensional trapezoidal areas located prior to the approach
and off the departure ends of runways, designated as safety areas to protect people on the ground. The
FAA strongly recommends the Airport maintain ownership, preferably in fee simple, over RPZ areas.
Ownership helps ensure compatible land use within the RPZ. JAA owns the RPZ areas for all runways
and the RPZs are cleared of obstacles and within the Airport’s property boundary at the Airport. Critical
Navigational Aids (NAVAIDs) used for instrument approaches are within the RPZs; these are acceptable
obstacles per the FAA’s definition.

4.2.4.4. Taxiway System

The taxiway system services all runways and aprons at Cecil. This means that the most critical design
metrics associated with the primary runway system are applied to the whole taxiway system. Like the

runway system, FAA guidance within AC 150/5300-13B identifies taxiway geometry and safety areas.

Taxiway Width and Location

Taxiway width is observed to be 75 feet across all taxiways on the airfield. This aligns with TDG 5
standards within the FAA AC 150/5300-13B. The selected representative aircraft for the Airport is a
Boeing 767-200, which is a TDG 5 aircraft; therefore, existing taxiway widths meet the FAA standard.

Proper location of taxiways ensure accessibility to and from the runway environment and maneuverability
around the airfield. The taxiway system typically provides adequate access; however, during peak
operational periods, the single parallel taxiway servicing a pair of parallel runways could experience
various levels of congestion depending on the traffic loads. Also, as was noted in Section 4.2.3.1, there
are no useful exits on Runway 36R for the mix of aircraft using the Airport during peak times. There are
nine taxiway connectors providing access to the various runways across the airfield. As previously
discussed, three taxiways provide direct apron to runway access. Opportunities to enhance
maneuverability on the taxiways will be assessed in the subsequent chapter.

Taxiway Safety Area

The Taxiway Safety Area (TSA) dimensions are based on ADG. Therefore, existing TSA dimensions for
the Airport are designed to an ADG IV standard. The TSA width is 171 feet for ADG IV aircraft. TSAs are
met for all taxiways.

Taxiway/Taxilane Object Free Area

Taxiway/Taxilane object free areas (TOFAS/TLOFAS) are also determined by ADG. Existing taxiways are
designed to an ADG 1V standard. The TOFA width is 259 feet for ADG IV aircraft. The TLOFA is slightly

reduced to 225 feet because aircraft are moving at slower speeds on taxilanes. Taxilane D3 is restricted

to ADG-III aircraft, which reduces the required TLOFA width to 162 feet. TOFAs and TLOFAs are met for
all taxiways and taxilanes, respectively.

Taxiway Edge Safety Margin
The TESM is determined by TDG and existing taxiways are designed to a TDG 5 standard 15 feet. The
TESM is met for all taxiways.
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4.2.4.5. Heliports

The 2012 FAA AC 150/5390-2C titled “Heliport Design” guides heliport design standards related to
physical geometry and associated safety areas. Using VirTower data, the design helicopter for Cecil was
determined to be a Eurocopter AS365 Dauphin as this model accounts for nearly 70% of helicopter traffic
at the Airport. The Airport has two designated heliports: Heliport 1 on Taxiway B3 and Heliport 2 on
Taxiway B2. In addition to using the heliports and runways, helicopters will also land and takeoff at the
intersection of Taxiways B and M which is not a designated heliport. Design standards related to Heliports
1 and 2 are shown in Table 4-14 below. Each heliport meets existing FAA design standards.

Table 4-14 — Heliport Design Standards

_ _ DES Existing Conditions
Design Criteria

Standards H1 H2
Touchdown and Liftoff Area (TLOF) 40" x 40’ 40" x 40’ 40" x 40’
Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO) 70'x 70’ 70'x 70’ 70'x 70’
Heliport Safety Area 90’ x 90’ 90’ x 90’ 90’ x 90’
Heliport Protection Zone (HPZ) — Length 280’ 280’ 280’
HPZ — Inner Width 70 70 70
HPZ — Outer Width 200’ 200’ 200’
Hellpor_t Center to Small Aircraft Runway 300" 300" 300"
Centerline

Source: FAA, AC 150/5390-2C, 2012.

4.2.4.6. Airfield NAVAIDs, Lighting, Markings, and Signage

NAVAIDs are any visual or electronic devices airborne or on the surface that provide critical navigational
assistance to pilots. A detailed description of these systems was presented in Chapter 2. As noted in
Chapter 2, Cecil has the following active NAVAIDs:

Automated Surface Observing System (ASOS)
Very High Frequency Omnidirectional Range Tactical Air Navigation System (VORTAC)
This system is decommissioned and anticipated to be demolished by the end of 2023.

Distance Measuring Equipment (DME)

Instrument Landing System (ILS)/Localizer (LOC)/Glide Slope Antenna (GS)

Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Runway Alignment Indicator Lights (MALSR)
Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI)

Runway End Identifier Lights (REILS)

Airport Beacon

Compass Calibration Pad

Wind Indicators

The Airport’s existing NAVAIDs are reported in working condition. The existing NAVAID system is
anticipated to be adequate for the expected levels of activity over the planning horizon given continued

s
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operability. Much of the airfield has airfield lighting systems installed. Taxilane E has reflectors delineating
the edge of the taxilane. All taxiways are equipped with taxilane edge lights. With development occurring
adjacent to Taxilane E, it is recommended the reflectors on Taxilane E be converted to edge lights to
enhance visibility during periods of lowered visibility. The primary (Runway 18L/36R) and crosswind
(Runway 9R/27L) runways have High Intensity Runway Lights (HIRL) installed. Apart from Taxilane E,
existing airfield lighting is sufficient for existing and forecast demand at Cecil.

Airfield signage is adequate. Taxiway signs are present providing pilots maneuvering aircraft critical,
directional, and informational data. Runway distance remaining signs are present on all runways. Airfield
signage is determined to accommodate existing and forecast operations.

Runway marking requirements are based upon the aircraft approach category and approach minimums
for a particular runway and are outlined by FAA AC 150/5340-1M. All runway markings for Runways
18L/36R, 9L/27R, and 9R/27L meet requirements. Runway 18R/36L does not meet standard, requiring
aiming point markings to be installed on both runway ends. Consideration may be given to minimizing
runway markings in areas where they exceed requirements; specifically, the touchdown zone markings
on Runway 18R.

Regular maintenance of all JAA-owned NAVAIDs, painted airfield markings, and navigational signage is
recommended throughout the long-term implementation of this Master Plan.

4.2.4.7. Pavement Strength

Pavement strength rating relates to the weight of aircraft utilizing a runway, landing gear type and
geometry, and the volume of operations performed. Aircraft weighing more than the certified strength of a
runway can occur at an infrequent rate; however, frequent runway use by heavier aircraft will result in
reduction of useful life of the runway pavement. Pavement strengths were assessed from the existing
ALP provided by the JAA and is summarized in Table 4-15. Also contained within Table 4-15 is the
Pavement Classification Number (PCN), obtained from the ADIP.

During on-site interviews, tenants and airport maintenance staff expressed concern over existing runway
pavement strength having the ability to withstand heavier and more demanding aircraft. The Boeing KC
135 military tanker aircraft regularly operates at the Airport, with maximum takeoff weight of 322,500 Ibs.
This aircraft exceeds runway strength ratings as displayed on the existing ALP. Dependent on continuous
monitoring of conditions and pavement strength tests performed by the JAA and/or FDOT, an increase in
pavement strength to accommodate heavier aircraft should be evaluated for the primary and secondary
runways.
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Table 4-15 — Pavement Strength Analysis

Pavement
Classification Pavement Strength

Does it Satisfy Critical

Aircraft Weight?
Number (PCN) g

SW — 105,000 Ibs.
Runway 18L/36R 28 /R/B/X/T?! DW — 165,000 Ibs. Yes — 315,000 Ibs.
DTW — 315,000 Ibs.

SW — 105,000 Ibs.
Runway 18R/36L 21 /FIANYIT DW — 165,000 Ibs. Yes — 315,000 Ibs.
DTW — 315,000 Ibs.

SW — 105,000 Ibs.
Runway 9R/27L 21 /[FIAIXIT DW — 165,000 Ibs. Yes — 315,000 Ibs.
DTW — 315,000 Ibs.
SW — 12,500 Ibs.
Runway 9L/27R 27 IRIBIXIT DW — 12,500 Ibs. No — 14,000 Ibs.

DTW — 12,500 Ibs.
Notes: SW = Single Wheel; DW = Double Wheel; DTW = Double Tandem Wheel; Ibs. = pounds. 1. Runway strengthening was
recently completed. The PCN value will change and is currently pending FAA approval.

Sources: JAA, Cecil ALP, 2021; FAA, ADIP, Accessed March 2022.

Overall, Cecil's facilities tend to meet, and in some cases, exceed requirements. With continued growth
from tenants and increased air traffic, additional infrastructure is recommended alongside the resizing of
facilities. These recommendations and requirements influenced alternatives developed for Cecil. The
points below summarize the previous sections:

Runway 18L/36R, the Airport’s primary runway, should retain its current dimensions and
shoulders added to continue supporting the Spaceport as well as the larger and heavier aircraft
observed at Cecil

A secondary runway, Runway 18R/36L, is required due to high peak demands experienced at
the Airport

Crosswind coverage is not met for ARC A/B-1 and A/B-Il aircraft; therefore, a crosswind
runway is required for the smaller aircraft that use the Airport

Consideration may be given to extending specific runways to meet MRO and stop-and-go
activities at the Airport

Consideration may be given to decommissioning Runway 9L/27R

Runway widths should be decreased to align with modern FAA design standard criteria and
runway shoulders provided. Concurrently, runway blast pad widths should also be adjusted to
match the runway width plus the shoulders.

Install an ILS hold line on Taxiway A5

Install MITL on Taxilane E

Install aiming point markings on Runway 18R/36L
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4.3. Airspace Protection

Airspace protection ensures a safe and operable environment for all aircraft types. This section outlines
the various airspace protection areas and facilities surrounding Cecil.

Title 14

Code of Federal Regulations Part 77 (Part 77) defines imaginary surfaces are applied to Cecil,

centered around active runways. These surfaces are used to identify potential hazards to air navigation
such as trees or cell towers. Dimensions of these surfaces are influenced by the instrument operation
capabilities of the runway. The five Part 77 surfaces are described below and shown in Figure 4-10Error! R
eference source not found..®

Primary Surface — The Primary Surface is longitudinally centered on a runway with the highest
point of elevation being that of the respective runway centerline:
The Primary Surface extends 200 feet beyond each runway end
The width of the Primary Surface for Runways 18R/36L and 9L/27L is 500 feet and Runways
18L/36R and 9R/27L is 1,000 feet

Transitional Surface — Extends outward and upward at a 7:1 slope (for every seven feet in
horizontal distance the surface increases in elevation by one foot) perpendicular to the runway
and extended runway centerline. The width of these Transitional Surfaces are variable based
upon runway elevation in relation to the elevation of the Horizontal Surface. For precision
Approach Surfaces, which only applies to Runway 36R, the approach surface extends beyond
the limits of the Conical Surface. A Transitional Surface measured horizontally at 5,000 feet wide
on both sides of the approach surface for the portion that extends beyond the Conical Surface.
Approach Surface — Approach Surfaces are trapezoidal in shape and the dimensions are
determined by the approach capabilities of the respective runway end. All surfaces begin at the
end of the Primary Surface with the inner width of the Approach Surface being equal to the width
of the Primary Surface and are centered longitudinally on the extended runway centerline. The
slope of the Approach Surface also varies depending upon the approach capabilities of the
respective runway end. Table 4-16 delineates the dimensions and slopes of the approach
surfaces as they apply to the existing runways at Cecil.
Horizontal Surface — The Horizontal Surface is a flat plane that begins 150 feet above the
Airport’s elevation, defined as the highest point on any runway. The perimeter is defined by a
series of arcs with specified radii centered at the ends of each primary surface. Tangents connect
the adjacent arcs to form the outer perimeter. The radii for the arcs as applied to Cecil are as
follows:

10,000-foot radius applies to Runways 9R, 18L, 27L, and 36R

5,000-foot radius applies to Runways 9L, 18R, 27R, and 36L

Conical Surface: A Conical Surface extends upward and outward at a 20:1 slope from the outer
limits of the Horizontal Surface for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet.

3NOAA, Imaginary Surfaces for Obstruction Evaluation, Accessed 2022.
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Figure 4-10 — Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77 Surfaces

Precision Instrument Surface
Transitional Surface

Sources: FAA, ADIP, Accessed March 2022; Code of Federal Regulations Part 77; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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Table 4-16 — Existing Runway Part 77 Approach Surface Dimensions

Runway End Inner Width Outer Width

18L 1,000’ 3,500’ 10,000’ 34:1
36R 1,000’ 16,000’ 10,000’ / 40,000’ 50:1/40:1
18R 500’ 1,500’ 5,000’ 20:1
36L 500’ 1,500’ 5,000’ 20:1
9R 1,000’ 4,000’ 10,000’ 34:1
27L 1,000’ 3,500’ 10,000’ 34:1

oL 500’ 1,500’ 5,000’ 20:1
27R 500’ 1,500’ 5,000’ 20:1

Notes: Slope is expressed as run (horizontal distance):rise (increase in elevation).
Sources: FAA, ADIP, Accessed March 2022; Code of Federal Regulations Part 77; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Instrument Approach Procedures (IAP) provide a means for aircraft to approach and land at the Airport
during IMC. Cecil has published IAPs on Runways 18L, 36R, 9R and 27L. Runway 36R has the lowest
visibility minimum capabilities at ¥2-mile visibility, which utilizes an ILS and a MALSR. Runway 9R has the
second lowest minima at %-mile, utilizing GPS technology paired with a MALSR. In subsequent phases of
this Master Plan, consideration may be given to the following:

Develop a Non-precision Approach for Runway 18R/36L — There are no IAPs available to the
secondary runway. In order for a straight-in non-precision approach to be developed, the runway
would need to be lit with either low or medium intensity runway lights and installation of a visual
glide slope indicator (e.g., a PAPI) is recommended.

Install an ILS or Precision Approach Radar (PAR) and Develop an ILS or PAR Approach for
Runway 9R/27L — Military users expressed a desire for enhanced, full-precision instrument
runway capabilities for the crosswind runway. A PAR approach would not be available for use by
civil aircraft.

A runway end is defined by FAA AC 150/5300-13B as the physical end of the rectangular surface that
constitutes a runway. FAA AC150/5300-13B guides preliminary design for establishing runway thresholds
and departure ends. Runway thresholds are ideally located at runway ends; however, in select cases a
threshold may be displaced to ensure compliance with Obstacle Clearance Surfaces (OCS), formally
known as the Threshold Siting Surface (TSS). The size, shape, and slope of the OCS is dependent upon
the instrument approach capabilities and types of aircraft expected to use the runway. FAA AC 150/5300-
13B, Airport Design defines approach surface dimensions. There are no displaced landing thresholds at
Cecil. Any enhancements to the approach capabilities of Runway 18R/36L or Runway 9R/27L will impact
the OCS applied to the respective runway end.
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Table 4-17 — Approach Surface Dimensions

(?:;Snft Inner Outer Trapezoidal | Rectangular
Width Width Length Length
Threshold
18L 4 200’ 400’ 3,400’ 10,000’ 0 20:1
36R 5 2000 400’ 3,400’ 10,000’ (0 34:1
6 0 400’ 1,520’ 10,200’ (0 30:1
18R 3 0 400’ 1,000’ 1,500’ 8,500’ 20:1
36L 3 0 400’ 1,000’ 1,500’ 8,500’ 20:1
9R 4 2000 400’ 3,400’ 10,000’ 0 20:1
27L 4 200’ 400’ 3,400’ 10,000’ 0 20:1
oL 3 0 400’ 1,000’ 1,500’ 8,500’ 20:1
27R 3 (0 400° 1,000’ 1,500’ 8,500’ 20:1

Notes: Slope is expressed as run (horizontal distance):rise (increase in elevation).
Sources: FAA, ADIP, Accessed March 2022; Tables 3-2 and 3-4 of AC 150/5300-13B Airport Design, 2022; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

The departure surface, when clear of obstacles, allows pilots to follow standard departure procedures at
the Airport. This surface applies to all runway ends and is a trapezoidal dimension with winged sides (see
Figure 4-11). At the runway end, the surface rises upward to 150 feet above the runway end elevation
point with an overall horizontal width of 1,000 feet. The surface continues to rise upward along the
extended runway centerline at a slope of 40:1 until reaching 304 feet above runway end elevation, about
12,152 feet from the runway end. The outer width of the surface is 7,512 feet.

Figure 4-11 — Departure Surface Representation

Source: FAA, AC 5300-13B Airport Design, 2022.
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Cecil's ATCT is staffed by Robinson Aviation, Inc. through the Federal contract tower program. Cecil's
ATCT standard hours of operation are 7:00 am to 11:00 pm Monday through Friday with reduced
weekend hours of 7:00 am to 9:00 pm. In July 2021, the JAA opened a new joint ATCT and mission
control center facility, which meets existing and future facility demands throughout the planning horizon.
The facilities have redundant utility access, are centered near midfield, and have line-of-sight to most
areas of the airfield. Three line-of-sight issues were identified by ATCT:

Taxilanes D2 and D3 are obstructed by hangars and buildings
The taxilanes are in the nonmovement area; therefore, these obstructed line-of-sight areas
do not impact the ATC

Taxiway A2 is partially obstructed due to recently erected temporary fabric hangars on the north
apron
When additional apron or hangar space becomes available, these fabric hangars should be
removed or relocated, resolving the line-of-sight issues

Special use airspace routes exist for suborbital flights originating at Cecil. These were designed to
accommodate an air-launch vehicle with specific characteristics. These corridors may potentially be
utilized by commercial operators with vehicles which generally fall within the same parameters as those
used to design the existing routes. If this is not possible, new airspace routes will be required to be
developed. Use of existing, and any future, special use airspace routes will be required to coordinate with
the FAA, JAA, Space Florida, and other agencies.

4.4. Landside Facility Requirements

Landside facilities are defined as areas surrounding the Airport and Spaceport. This section assessed
requirements related to aircraft storage hangars, aircraft parking aprons, maintenance shops, roadway
infrastructure, and MRO areas in addition to other critical support facilities.

Million Air is the Airport’s Fixed Base Operator (FBO), providing terminal space for GA pilots. Million Air
maintains approximately 10,000 square feet of lobby space, conference room space, classroom areas,
flight planning rooms, and dedicated pilot/passenger lounges with supporting FBO administration offices.
ACRP Report 113, Guidebook on General Aviation Facility Planning (ACRP 113) includes sizing
recommendations for GA terminal spaces. Based on forecast GA operations and planning factors in
ACRP 113, 21,000 square feet of terminal space is needed in 2021 growing to 26,700 square feet by
2041.

Existing administration space is constrained at Million Air, and as such, the FBO was actively looking to
expand administrative facilities at the Airport to meet anticipated demand and align closer with
recommended space derived from applying ACRP 113 ratios.

The JAA’s airport administration facility needs are met, and no additional administration space is
anticipated during the planning horizon.
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The majority of based aircraft are stored on apron areas (covered or uncovered), and not within dedicated
storage facilities such as hangars. Existing based aircraft infrastructure meets the needs of based aircraft
at the Airport. By 2041, it is projected that 19 additional based aircraft will require storage facilities. It is
anticipated that existing infrastructure will also support up to five of the forecast aircraft, with 14 aircraft
requiring new storage solutions. Seven of the additional 14 based aircraft forecast requires conventional
hangar space with the remaining aircraft requiring open apron space. In 2041, an additional 87,120
square feet (2 acres) of conventional hangar space and 76,250 square feet (1.75 acres) of apron space
are required.

In 2022 the FBO changed ownership to Million Air, and while no major business changes were
anticipated; Million Air is a nationally recognized FBO for corporate aircraft. Therefore, a FBO future
flexibility requirement of 3 acres should be preserved for potential expansion of based and transient
aircraft by the FBO.

Most transient aircraft parking at the Airport is limited to available apron space, as a majority of hangar
space is dedicated to active MRO operations. Transient parking requirements were assessed for the
Airport based upon annual peak design hour operations using ACRP 113 metrics. The transient parking
demand is 24.9 acres of apron, a deficiency of 10.4 acres.

Future transient parking requirements for the Airport were determined by applying the transient aircraft
forecast and fleet mix forecast to the peak design hour operations forecast. This analysis resulted in a
future need of 30.6 acres of apron space, or a total increase of 16.1 acres from existing facilities. These
requirements will supply transient aircraft parking for the 21 GA aircraft, 21 military jets, 6 helicopters, and
15 medium/large aircraft that are anticipated in 2041.

About 3.8 acres of apron space has historically been dedicated to hot fueling. These operations require
enhanced spacing compared to traditional transient military jets with the fueling position requiring full pull-
through capability in addition to fuel truck staging areas. It is anticipated concurrent hot fueling demands
will continue to increase. Therefore, a requirement of 7.5 acres of apron dedicated to hot fueling is
projected in 2041, a deficiency of 3.7 acres.

There are no existing dedicated air cargo facilities at the Airport. Large scale cargo development within
northeast Florida is focused around JAX. Therefore, JAA does not intend to provide sizeable air cargo
facilities at the Airport; however, flexibility remains important to the JAA. Therefore, to provide space for a
small cargo operator, 3.5 acres are recommended to be preserved by 2041. This is expected to be
predominantly apron space.

Cecil has a total of 59 acres leased by the FLARNG, USCG HITRON, and the Fleet Readiness Center.
Both the FLARNG and USCG HITRON operate and base rotorcraft within these areas and their
respective fleet mixes are not expected to change over the planning horizon. The Fleet Readiness Center
primarily leases hangar space for dedicated MRO activity for the Boeing F-18 aircraft.

— 4-173
1--::-_'-";;*‘



The FLARNG anticipates a marginal fleet increase to eight total based Boeing CH47 Chinook helicopters,
which the existing apron space supports. Future development plans provided by FLARNG identified no
increases in administration or hangar space. The preliminary plans include a small expansion to the
apron and vehicle parking areas to enhance capacity during peak activity. The USCG HITRON operates
at capacity and does not anticipate expansion of operations or facilities in the future. The Fleet Readiness
Center does not require additional facilities to meet existing or future demand.

Existing space dedicated to military operators meets existing demand. These facilities continue to age

and will require additional rehabilitation and/or general maintenance; therefore, replacement of existing
military facilities is required by 2041. Military tenants have expressed interest in potentially co-locating

new facilities to maximize usable military space.

It was noted in tenant interviews that additional secure ramp space is needed at Cecil and the security
gates traversing Taxiway M and Taxilane C require modification to allow for larger aircraft to use the
secured apron. Therefore, modifications of security gates and an apron expansion of 3.5 acres are
required. which accommodates approximately three Boeing C-130 aircraft.

In 2021, approximately 105 acres were used by MRO operators, inclusive of apron, hangar, shops,
administration space, and vehicle parking. The approximate ratios of this space are 70% hangar and
apron space; 11% shop and administrative areas; and 19% vehicle parking space. Historically, MRO
tenants have been operating at the maximum capacity limits of their respective facilities with all reporting
anticipated growth over the planning horizon.

Future MRO space requirements were derived from assumptions based on tenant growth projections,
JAA’s feedback, and publicly available industry trend data. It was estimated that 263 acres of space

would be required for MRO tenants in 2041, an increase of 158 acres from 2021. Most MRO tenants,
regardless of size or operation, suggested that short-term growth operations require additional space.

Boeing, one of the largest MRO tenants at the Airport occupying about 25 acres, is undergoing a multi-
year long process of relocating their existing operations to a newly developed area located on the
northeast airfield. This will result in the existing 25 acres Boeing occupies to become available for other
uses. Boeing’s new space encompasses approximately 50 acres, resulting in a net increase of MRO
space at Cecil of 25 acres. The subsequent Alternatives Chapter will evaluate potential reuse of Boeing’s
existing leased facilities.

Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) facilities and personnel provide essential emergency services to
Cecil and its users. The Jacksonville Fire and Rescue Department (JFRD) staffs the on-airport ARFF and
fire stations (Stations 56 and 73, respectively). With no changes anticipated in the fleet mix operating at
Cecil over the planning horizon, existing ARFF staff and equipment are anticipated to meet forecast
demand. However, regular equipment maintenance and fleet upgrades along with recurrent staff training
are required throughout the planning period.
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Support facilities at the Airport relate to general airport maintenance, fuel storage, and other
infrastructure. As Cecil experiences additional operations through the planning horizon, there will also be
a greater demand on these facilities.

4.4.8.1. Airport Maintenance

Airport maintenance facilities are split between two locations: one located near the ATCT and ARFF
station at midfield (Building 177), the other located within the northeast quadrant in Building 595. As
heavier civil and military aircraft continue to operate at Cecil and supporting apron areas expand,
additional airport maintenance needs are expected to increase. ACRP Report 113 recommends
estimating airport maintenance facility requirements based upon an airport’s total acreage. Using ACRP
113 recommendations, 6,400 square feet of maintenance space is required. Based on conversations with
the Maintenance Manager for Cecil, existing facilities are deficient because they are not in one location,
do not have enough enclosed space, and do not have the ability to pull equipment through the building.

Any new Airport maintenance facility should consolidate storage, maintenance, and operations; offer
convenient airfield and landside access; provide sun protection; feature pull-through capabilities; and
provide sufficient space for maneuverability.

Some specific requirements are:

10,000-square-foot maintenance facility with shops, upper-level office space, pull-through
capability and associated car parking

10,000-square-foot storage barn, double load with pull-through capability, and an integrated
crane

Direct airfield access

Replace airport maintenance equipment when the existing equipment becomes
unserviceable via implementation of the Airport's maintenance equipment plan

Consider new pavement management equipment needs as apron areas expand over the
planning horizon

Wash rack dedicated to Airport maintenance use equipped with an oil/water separator

4.4.8.2. Aviation Fuel Infrastructure

Fueling infrastructure at Cecil is owned and operated by Million Air. The existing fuel farm is located on
the west apron near Building 10. Million Air receives an average of 20 fuel truck deliveries per night to
meet the daily fuel demand as a result of the limited capacity of existing fuel tanks. Loaded fuel trucks are
frequently staged on apron areas to support daily fueling demand with about 10 fuel trucks prepositioned
on the north apron in direct support of hot fueling operations, which are time sensitive operations
requiring high capacity, high flow rate supportive equipment.

As new development expands in the northeast quadrant, Million Air fuel trucks would be required to
commute up to 4.75 miles from the fuel farm. There is not a paved road on the airside within the Airport
security fence for the fuel trucks to use. The existing chip seal service road is insufficient. Additionally,
having fuel trucks use the airfield and cross active runways is not viable. Based on daily fuel flowage
rates, average nightly truck deliveries, existing travel distances/lack of infrastructure, and on-site
interviews it was determined that historical demand has exceeded existing fuel infrastructure. It is
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recommended that additional fuel storage tanks are constructed to increase overall tank capacity to
support existing levels of demand. This is consistent with Million Air's desire to add two to three 30,000-
gallon tanks adjacent to its existing fuel farm.

An additional fuel farm location that would support ongoing and forecast expansion efforts in the
northeast quadrant should be assessed. These tanks are expected to predominantly hold jet fuel, the
primary fuel consumed at the Airport based on aircraft fleet mix and fueling records provided by Million Air
and the JAA.

As of this writing, there are no self-service fueling facilities available. It has been reported that GA tenants
and users experience long delays for their aircraft to be serviced. Therefore, it is recommended that a
24/7 self-service avgas facility be constructed. As most of the GA facilities are on the west apron, this
would be an ideal location for such a facility.

4.4.8.3. Other Facilities
Other notable supporting landside facilities present at Cecil include:

Blast Walls — The blast walls associated with the high-power engine run-up ramp redirects
energy produced from aircraft exhaust and prevents erosion during engine testing operations.
These walls meet existing aircraft demands and should be maintained throughout the planning
horizon.

Wash Rack — The Airport’s wash rack is located on the west apron area, south of Hangar 14 and
is in working condition. The wash rack is open to all tenants and provides the necessary drainage
and oil/water separation infrastructure and support equipment to meet the existing and future
demands at the Airport.

Hot Cargo Loading Ramp — The hot cargo loading ramp is used to load/unload hazardous arms.
This area is also used for engine run-ups and overflow parking during peak activity. The ramp is
in poor condition and if the area is to continue to be used, the pavement requires reconstruction
in the short-term.

Overall, landside facilities meet existing demand during a typical day of operation. During periods of peak
activity, demand has exceeded existing capacity and as development continues at Cecil, additional
facilities are required. Table 4-18 identifies existing infrastructure, existing requirements, and forecast
requirements for Cecil.
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Table 4-18 — Landside Facility Requirements Summary

Facility/Infrastructure 2021 Requirements 2041 Requirements

Terminal Space
(GA and Admin Facilities)

Additional 6,700 square feet

Requires 11,000 square feet .
terminal space

Based Aircraft Meets existing Additional 3.75 acres

Tran3|en_t CAITEIELS Pa_rkmg Deficient by 10.42 acres Additional 16 acres
(Including Hot Fueling)

Maintenance, Repair, and Additional 158 acres

Meets existing/at limit

Overhaul (MRO) (Inclusive of Boeing's expansion)

Military Area Meets existing Additional 3.5 acres
Aircraft Rescue and Fire .
Fighting (ARFF)/Security Meets existing Meets future
Air Cargo Facilities None Additional 3.5 acres

24/7 self-service avgas facility;
additional fuel farm location in
north east quadrant
Consolidate facilities; 10,000-
square-foot maintenance building
and 10,000-square-foot storage
barn

Sources: ACRP Report 113, Guidebook on General Aviation Facility Planning, 2014; JAA, 2022; Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Requires additional 60,000 gallons

Aviation Fueling Facilities X
of storage capacity

Airport Maintenance Meets existing

4.5. Spaceport Facilities

Existing Spaceport facility requirements are based upon the 2021 Spaceport Development Plan (SDP)
and meet existing Spaceport demand. Forecast activity at the Spaceport requires additional development
summarized in Table 4-19. The SDP recommended a phased approach to meet future Spaceport needs.

Phase One recommends enhancing roadway and utility access to the Spaceport area. Phase One
includes the relocation of the rocket engine test site and oxidizer loading area to the southwest, near the
existing hot cargo pad. Additionally, Phase One recommends the identification and construction of fuel
and oxidizer storage areas, which will mitigate operational impacts to the Airport and provide increased
efficiency to Spaceport operations.

Design and construction efforts for supporting infrastructure is outlined in Phase Two. Aligning with actual
growth and operator needs. Expansion is estimated to include 100,000 square feet of hangar and
corresponding apron space (with a 300-foot depth) and 16,800 square feet of payload processing
facilities. Toward the end of Phase Two, 60,000 square feet of multi-use/office space are recommended
to further support ongoing aerospace operations and attract new tenants.

Phase Three is the ultimate planning phase within the 2021 SDP and where most development is
anticipated to take place. During Phase Three, it is assumed the market will have matured from the
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existing research and development stage, resulting in clear and identifiable market participants and
infrastructure requirements. Phase Three anticipates 255,000 square feet of additional hangar and
corresponding apron space (with a 400-foot depth). Expansion of the multi-use office space by 60,000
square feet is recommended. Dependent upon commercial demand, a preserved area of 76,000 square
feet allows for an aerospace terminal to be built, which would accommodate commercial flights for
aerospace participants and increased administration facilities available at the Spaceport.

Table 4-19 — Spaceport Development Timeline

Category of Development Planned Sizing Operational Impact

Phase One (1to 5 Years)

Enhance Roadway Access Completed Attract various users
Increase Utility Access Completed Attract various users
Relocate and Expand Rocket Engine N/A Increase in on-site
Testing Area rocket testing
Relocate Oxidizer Loading Area N/A Increase efficiency and safety
Identify Fuel and Oxidizer Storage .
y 9 N/A Increase efficiency and safety
Areas
Phase Two (6 to 10 Years)
Payload Processing Facility 16,800 square feet Attract various users
100,000 square feet
Additional Hangar Development and hangar space Increase in capacity and attract
Apron Space Apron with 300-foot new users
depth
. . . Increase in capacity and attract
Multi-Use/Office Space Building 60,000 square feet pacity
new users
Phase Three (11 to 20 Years)
255,000 square feet
Additional Hangar Development and hangar space Increase in capacity and
Apron Space Apron with 400-foot frequency of operations
depth
. . . Increase in capacity and
Additional Multi-use/Office Space 60,000 square feet . y-
frequency of operations
) Increase in capacity and
Aerospace Terminal 76,000 square feet . y-
frequency of operations

Source: Kimley-Horn, Spaceport Development Plan, 2021.
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4.6. Ground Access Facility Requirements

Ground access represents the connectivity in and around Cecil which is used by the workforce and users
of the Airport and Spaceport along with the adjacent community. Requirements for this infrastructure
assessed connectivity to existing and future landside facilities to the surrounding local area. New tenants
with large workforces beginning operation at Cecil will be required to perform their own traffic studies.

Three main arterial roadways feed into local roadways, providing access between the local region, the
Cecil Commerce area, and the Airport’s existing infrastructure. Off-airport roadway infrastructure is limited
to the northern half of the airfield with no easily accessible roadway access to Cecil from the south. The
lack of southern access roads potentially restricts future development areas. Should alternatives explore
development on the southern half of Cecil, additional off-airport road connectivity would be required.

Publicly available expansion plans identify roadway development to the east, enhancing connectivity
between local areas and Cecil’'s non-aeronautical development areas. Contained within Cecil’'s non-
aeronautical use Master Plan is a recommendation for a tollway bypass. The tollway bypass would further
provide connectivity between Cecil and the surrounding region. Existing off-airport roadway infrastructure
meets the requirements for the Airport and Spaceport as well as future demands given published plans
are utilized to increase connectivity to Cecil’s non-aeronautical use areas to the east.

On-airport road system requirements were assessed based on travel time and connectivity to various
landside/airside facilities at Cecil. Cecil’s existing Vehicle Service Roads (VSRs) do not provide easy
connectivity across the entire landside; however, as most of the existing development is in the northwest
guadrant, infrastructure has met historical operational needs. As development continues at Cecil, the
perimeter vehicle service road should be enhanced to better connect the various operational areas. It is
recommended that as development and forecast operations increase, the following locations have
unrestricted, secured connectivity via a VSR:

Hot Cargo Ramp

West Apron

North Apron

Northeast Development Area
High Power Engine Run-up Ramp
Spaceport Development Area

As was noted in Chapter 2, overall vehicle parking is generally balanced at Cecil with some specific
areas/tenants experiencing shortages at peak demand times. The key driver related to vehicle parking
requirements is the active workforce of various tenants at Cecil and the expansion of the Spaceport’s
landside infrastructure. MRO activities in particular have higher vehicle parking demands than traditional
based aircraft facilities found at a GA airport.
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JAA’s published Site Development Standards, along with the City of Jacksonville’s development
standards, guide vehicle parking requirements at Cecil. One parking stall is needed per 2,000 square feet
of industrial space and three parking stalls are needed per 1,000 square feet of office space. An analysis
of existing leases resulted in 2,279 stalls being the minimum required amount in 2021 and 5,692 stalls
being required by 2041. Cecil meets the existing requirements with existing leases indicating 5,000
parking stalls. Cecil requires additional parking stalls to be provided to meet 2041’s vehicle parking
requirements. MRO tenants typically need more than the minimum parking requirements to support the
full labor force. The number of stalls at Cecil provide enough capacity to accommodate current demand.

These standards are used for planning purposes. Each tenant is required to ensure adequate parking to
meet their respective operational needs which typically results in a higher number than indicated by
applying the development standards within this section.

Local regulations require 10% of vehicle parking area be designated for landscaped areas of new or
expanded vehicle parking facilities. Therefore, in addition to 140,000-square-foot expansion of vehicle
parking, 14,000 square feet of landscaping is assumed to be required by 2041.

Limited existing transit accessibility is available to Cecil for workers or passengers/pilots via the public bus
service. This service provides a few stops near the Airport for transit passenger egress and ingress.
Given the size of facilities located at Cecil and the number of daily employees that commute to/from the
Airport, consideration may be given to incorporate additional bus line stops within the Cecil Commerce
area to directly service the Airport and the variety of tenants and users. Complimentary to this, the
Alternatives Analysis investigate bus stops/bus pullouts at key locations in and around Cecil.

Ground access at Cecil has historically met requirements. Landside facilities are anticipated to expand in
number and location throughout the planning horizon, resulting in a need to increase ground access
facilities at Cecil. The following highlights requirements identified within this section:

Off-Airport Roadways — Existing and planned roadway infrastructure connecting to Cecil
provides adequate access, meeting existing needs. The introduction of the planned tollway
bypass will further ensure the connectivity to/from Cecil to surrounding community. Should
alternatives explore development on the southern half of Cecil, additional off-airport road
connectivity will be required.

On-Airport Road — The on-airport roadway system meets the existing demands of Cecil. As the
Airport and Spaceport expand over the planning horizon, the available on-airport road network
requires enhancement. The ultimate configuration should connect all essential non-movement
operating areas.

Vehicle Parking — Existing vehicle parking generally meets current demand. Vehicle parking
capacity is exceeded along the west apron during peak times by various tenants. Overall vehicle
parking capacity should be enhanced to meet existing and future needs for Cecil. At a minimum,
vehicle parking should meet local regulations related to sizing and landscaped areas.

Transit Connectivity — Consideration may be given to expand transit service at/to Cecil with
potential bus stop/pullout areas provided.
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4.7. Utilities

Utilities available at Cecil meet and exceed existing tenant needs. The utilities provided at Cecil are
summarized within the points below:

Water — Water services for Cecil are provided by two different high-capacity water treatment
sites. Cecil is a part of the general Cecil Commerce Center water utility network which has a
capacity flow of 75 million gallons per day. There are no water supply capacity issues.

Water for Fire Protection — Cecil maintains a dedicated fire water system that provides tenants
access to highly pressure water. There are two high-pressure pump stations supporting the fire
water system. The individual tenant is responsible for adding whichever chemicals and flame
retardants needed for their respective fire plans and for system development and maintenance
within their facilities. Cecil's maintenance personnel are tasked with monitoring and upkeeping
the system.

Sanitary Sewer — Sanitary sewer is provided by the local treatment plant that has an on-site 52-
million-gallon-a-day treatment plant capacity which meets forecast demand.

Stormwater — Cecil mitigates stormwater flowage using a system of underground pipes and
ditches along the landside roadways to route water runoff. The airfield is graded and sloped to
ensure water does not pool on pavement and flows into drainage ditches, routing water away
from the critical airfield areas. Cecil maintains a comprehensive SWPPP.

Electricity: JEA provides electricity to Cecil. There is over 2,600 megawatts of installed
generating capacity with multiple feeds and dual substations that exist on-site, meeting forecast
demand.

Natural Gas — Cecil has an existing 16-inch transmission line providing natural gas to Cecil and
its users running along the Cecil Commerce Center. TECO Gas provides natural gas service to
Cecil. Natural gas is used to power various boiler systems. These lines meet demand at Cecil.
Communications — Fiber-optic communication lines provide a high-speed, reliable bandwidth
connection to Cecil. These communication lines are available to most Airport users and plugs
directly into the ATCT and MCC infrastructure.

The utilities detailed above can be expanded to meet the needs of future development. However, as
development at Cecil expands, confirmation of utility capacity, especially as needs of the surrounding
community increase, is required on a project-by-project basis. The Approach Road project will provide
utility corridors to support development in the Spaceport and the northeast quadrant. Cecil also maintains
utility corridors along local roadways adjacent to the north and west aprons ensuring the existing utility
infrastructure remains protected.

4.8. Access Control and Perimeter Fencing

Perimeter fencing is installed along Cecil’s entire property line with enhanced wildlife fencing in select
locations to limit wildlife access points. Supplementing the perimeter fencing, Cecil maintains an access
control system which requires positive identification to enter areas that allow access to the airfield. These
systems, combined with independent tenant security protocols, meet existing and future demands related
to security at Cecil.
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As previously discussed, military tenants at Cecil have additional access and control requirements. Apron
fencing and associated gates are present to restrict access to active military ramp areas. Additionally,
outlining military apron areas with a red restricted line may further enhance security and positive control
of military assets. These secured apron areas will also be used during instances where transient military
fighter jets need to park at Cecil for an extended period of time due to required repairs.

4.9. Aeronautical Use Buffer

Historically, Cecil has experienced robust growth since transitioning to a public use civil aviation airport.
Correspondingly, the Cecil Commerce Center and various commercial, industrial, and residential use
areas surrounding the Airport have experienced growth. These areas outside Cecil are projected to
experience continued elevated levels of demand for developable land near or within Cecil’s property
boundary throughout the planning horizon.

Due to historical growth patterns, and to ensure future land compatibility for Cecil beyond this Master Plan
Update, it was determined that an aeronautical use buffer should be applied as a facility requirement. A
growth ratio was developed based upon the previous section’s identified requirements, resulting in a 20-
year growth ratio of 1.11. The ratio was applied through 2071, a 50-year planning horizon, resulting in an
aeronautical use buffer of 195 acres.

4.10. Summary of Facility Requirements

Table 4-20 represents the culmination of the Facility Requirements Chapter. A total of 1,652 acres are
needed to meet existing aeronautical demands at the Airport and Spaceport, growing to 1,828 acres of
space required by 2041. Including the aeronautical use buffer (195 acres) a total of 2,023 acres shall be
preserved in this Master Plan to support aeronautical use of an additional 195 acres. Cecil’'s boundary
encompasses more than 6,000 acres and therefore, it is unlikely that additional land will be required to
support aeronautical development. Cecil has historically protected 1,398.6 acres of space for
conservation efforts to enhance the health of the local ecosystem. This conservation area is expected to
be maintained throughout the planning horizon. The remaining property can be used for aeronautical
preservation or non-aeronautical use. The 2020 Cecil Airport Non-Aeronautical Master Plan identified
1,225 acres of space that could be used to develop commercial and industrial areas (non-aeronautical
use) on Cecil's property. This development is predominantly planned along Cecil’s most northeastern
property line.
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Table 4-20 — Cecil Facility Requirements Summary

2041 Requirements
(EEES)]

Category

(IEEES)]

‘ 2021 Requirements ‘

Airside

Aircraft Movement Areas and Associated
Safety Areas

1,118

1,118

Maintenance, Repair, and Overhaul (MRO)! 105 263
Military Uset 59 62.5
Transient Aircraft 25 31
Based Aircraft? 20.5 24.5
Spaceport 320 320
Air Cargo (apron only) N/A 35
Airport Support Infrastructure 3.7 4.8
Administrative and Terminal Space 0.3 4
Landside Total 533.5 709.7
Aeronautical Use Buffer N/A 195
Total Aeronautical Use Acreage 1,652 2,022.9
Conservation Area 1,398.6 1,398.6
Total Airport Acreage 6,082 6,082
Available for Non-Aeronautical Uses 3,031.9 2,660.7

Notes:

1) Distances required were assessed from estimated historical operational areas.

2) FLARNG and USCG military apron areas are defined as based aircraft storage space.

Sources: ACRP Report 113, Guidebook on General Aviation Facility Planning, 2014; ADIP, FAA, 2022; Kimley-Horn, Spaceport

Development Plan, 2021; JAA, 2022; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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Chapter 5. Alternatives Development and Evaluation

5.1. Introduction

Alternatives presented in this Chapter were intended to accommodate aviation demand forecasts and
facility requirements developed in previous chapters of this Airport Master Plan Update. Feedback from
the Master Plan’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), Planning Advisory Committee (PAC), and the
public were also incorporated within this process. The following sections present alternative layouts to
meet existing and forecast demand for Cecil. The preferred alternative is summarized at the conclusion of
the chapter.

5.2. Basis of Concept Development

This section outlines the requirements identified to meet existing and future demands at Cecil, as well as
documents the methodology and constraints that influenced the alternatives analysis presented in
subsequent sections of this Chapter.

A summary of requirements and recommendations previously identified for Cecil Airport and Spaceport is
in Table 5-1 and Table 5-2. These tables summarize the respective airfield and landside requirements
associated with Cecil to align with FAA design standards and meet anticipated future demand. These
requirements shaped the various alternatives presented within this Chapter.
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Table 5-1 —Summary of Airfield Requirements

Airfield Infrastructure

Existing Condition

Runway Widths and Shoulders

Future Condition

Runway 18L/36R

12,503 feet long by 200 feet wide,
with no shoulders

Retain width and add
25-foot shoulders

Runway 18R/36L

8,002 feet long by 200 feet wide
with no shoulders

Decrease width to 150 feet
and add 25-foot shoulders*

Runway 9R/27L

8,003 feet long by 200 feet wide
with no shoulders

Decrease width to 150 feet
and add 25-foot shoulders

Runway 9L/27R

Convert Taxiway E reflectors to

4,439 feet long by 200 feet wide
with no shoulders

Airfield Lighting

Decrease width to 75 feet
and add 10-foot stabilized
shoulders

Medium intensity taxiway

Enhancement to Runway 18R/36L
instrument approach capabilities

Increase pavement strength to
Runway 9L/27R

Runway 18R/36L

North and West Apron

NAVAIDs and Instrument Approach Procedu

Visual
Pavement Strength
Single wheel 12,500 pounds
Pavement Markings
No aiming point markings
Excess Pavement Removal

Pavement connecting apron to
Taxiways A and B. Pavement is
painted appropriately.

Reflectors .
edge lights lights
Convert Taxilane D reflectors to Medium intensity taxiway
i Reflectors .
edge lights lights

res

Non-Precision Instrument
(NPI)

Increase to above single
wheel 14,000 pounds

Install aiming point
markings

Removal of excess
pavement.

Source: Kimley-Horn, 2025.




Table 5-2 — Landside Requirements Summary

2021 Requirements
(in acres)

2041 Requirements
(in acres)

Category

Landside Infrastructure

Maintenance, Repair, and Overhaul (MRO) 105 263
Military Use 59 62.5
Transient Aircraft 25 31
Based Aircraft 20.5 24.5
Spaceport 320 320
Air Cargo (apron only) N/A 35
Airport Support Infrastructure 3.7 4.8
Administrative and Terminal Space 0.3 0.4
Landside Total 533.5 709.7

Aeronautical Use Buffer N/A 195

Total Aeronautical Use Acreage 1,652 2,023
Conservation Area 1,639 1,399
Total Airport Acreage 6,082 6,082
Available for Non-Aeronautical Uses 3,032 2,661

Source: Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Alternatives for Cecil were created utilizing a phased approach, building off the previous stage’s
conclusions. Alternative development began with airfield alternatives, which encompasses critical aircraft
operational areas such as the runway and taxiway systems. Once a preferred airfield alternative was
identified, Spaceport alternatives were developed based on the 2021 Spaceport Development Plan
(SDP). Developed separately from the Spaceport facilities, the Airport’s landside alternatives include
three distinct alternatives to meet forecast demand at Cecil.

Concluding this chapter is the combination of Cecil's long-term layout (airfield, Spaceport, and landside).
The selected alternative incorporated stakeholder input throughout and represents the Airport’s and
Spaceport’s vision for future development.

Assumptions were developed to establish a baseline for analysis and inform the feasibility of various
facility implementation strategies, including:

The Cecil Airport and Spaceport will not expand its physical boundary.
Runway 18L/36R will remain at existing length and width to support future MRO activity and
Spaceport operations.
Existing or proposed Airport tenant developments that include hangar construction and apron
expansion will occur as planned and will satisfy that portion of demand identified in the summary
of facility needs presented within the previous Chapter of this Master Plan.

This includes the planned Boeing facility relocation/expansion to the northeast.
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The FAA approved forecast represents the most accurate representation of future events
available at the time of this Master Plan’s creation.

Planned public roadways within the northeastern quadrant of Cecil's property have undergone
extensive planning and should not be altered from existing plans (namely the 2021 Spaceport
Development Plan and the 2020 Non-Aeronautical Master Plan).

Overall, Cecil has many opportunities for development; however, environmental constraints significantly
limit the location of potential developable sites. Table 5-3 summarizes the existing opportunities and
constraints at Cecil. Constraints identified at Cecil are categorized as either hard or soft. Hard constraints
are defined as influencing factors that cannot be negatively impacted in any way. Soft constraints are
defined as influencing factors that if negatively impacted, have the potential to be mitigated to allow for

development.

Table 5-3 — Summary of Opportunities and Constraints at Cecil

Influencing Factor

Description

Opportunities

Greenfield areas

Due to Cecil's property size, there are several potential greenfield
areas that could be used for development.

Spaceport operator’s license

Cecil is one of 13 sites to have and maintain an FAA Spaceport
Operators License. This allows the JAA to position Cecil to
potentially capture horizontal launch operators.

Historical growth

Cecil has observed sustained growth since becoming a public-use
airport. The forecast predicts this growth to continue, although at a
slower rate than recent years.

Importance to the Department
of Defense (DoD) and other
military operators

Although a public-use airport, Cecil is often utilized by various DoD
and state defense organizations to base at, or operate out of.

Unique market position

Cecil is one of the few airports providing extensive MRO
capabilities within the northeast Florida region.

Floodways run throughout Cecil’s property. Floodways require

Floodways specialized insurance plans and extensive mitigation costs. For this
reason, these areas are hard constraints.
Wetlands have been identified throughout Cecil’s property.
Wetlands are essential to providing a healthy ecosystem to a
variety of species within the surrounding area. These areas are
Wetlands

categorized as soft and hard constraints, based upon the
classification of wetlands. For additional wetlands information, refer
to Chapter 2.

s
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Influencing Factor

Conservation areas

Description
Constraints
Cecil maintains a conservation corridor of approximately 1,400
acres. This area is situated in the southwest quadrant of Cecil's
property. The conservation corridor is a hard constraint.

Non-Aeronautical
development area(s)

The Non-Aeronautical Master Plan identified a 1,225-acre area,
predominantly within the northeast quadrant of Cecil’s property.
This is a soft constraint for this master plan, as any need for
aeronautical uses will take priority.

Environmentally hazardous
area(s)

Environmentally hazardous areas at Cecil exist in two main areas
in the northwest quadrant of property. One is a contaminated fuel
spill area, the other is a hazardous material, including fuel, spill
area. These constraints are considered hard to soft because the
financial costs associated with “clean up” is high. Therefore, these
areas should be avoided unless necessary.

Safety and protection surfaces

Protection surfaces associated with runways, taxiways, and
navigational aids are hard constraints as it relates to Cecil. This will
ensure that all alternatives developed meet or exceed FAA design
standards.

Northeastern roadways

Extensive planning efforts have been undertaken by the JAA and
local private and public entities to develop future connectivity within
the northeastern quadrant of Cecil. It was determined via
communication with the Airport and Spaceport that these roadways
should be hard constraints.

Sources: Kimley-Horn, 2025.

Opportunities were leveraged when developing the alternatives. Constraints were respected, to the extent
possible, and influenced the rating criteria for each alternative. Major constraint areas are shown within

Figure 5-1.

\\
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Cecil Airport and Spaceport Master Plan

Figure 5-1 — Main Constraints at Cecil

Enwronmentally
Sensitive

Cecil Non-
Aeronautical
Master Plan Area

Airfield
Safety Areas

Cecil Conservation : 1
Corridor A ' Airfield
: : Safety Areas

Notes: Red shaded areas represent critical airfield safety areas.
Sources: Nearmap, accessed February 2022; Jacksonville Aviation Authority; Environmental Protection Agency, 2021; FEMA, 2021;
Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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5.3. Evaluation Criteria

The following sections outline criteria used to assess viability of each alternative. These criteria are
assessed using one of the following:

Quantitative Methods:
Fixed or measurable amount
Analyzed via statistical data to support conclusions

Qualitative Methods:
Dynamic conclusions
Analyzed via grouping various data to support conclusions
Comparative analysis between alternatives

Compliance with FAA design standards are an important factor when obtaining funding from the FAA. A
‘+’ rating indicates all facility requirements and FAA design standards are met. Any alternative that does
not meet FAA design standards and/or requirements will receive a ‘-’ rating. These ratings were derived
using quantitative methods.

The Facility Requirements Chapter outlines additional facilities needed at the Airport and Spaceport with
respect to Cecil’s forecast approved by the FAA. Each alternative was assessed based on the ability to
meet ultimate facility requirements spacing needs. An alternative that meets these requirements was
rated ‘+'. In a situation where the alternative meets most facility requirements, a ‘O’ rating was given. All
other alternatives were rated ‘-'. These ratings were derived utilizing quantitative methods.

An alternative’s ability to mitigate impacts to both the natural environmental and its local social
communities is crucial to maintaining a cohesive balance between development and health of a local
area. If an alternative is anticipated to negatively impact a protected local social community and impact
the natural environment in such a way that mitigation is unattainable, a ‘-‘ rating was given. A '+’ rating
indicates there is no significant or unmanageable impacts expected to either the environment or local
communities. If an alternative anticipates an impact to either the local community or the environment, but
not the other, a ‘O’ rating was assigned.

A high-level assessment of anticipated costs associated with each alternative was conducted, estimating
the amount of new pavement or development that would be required. Proper capital allocation is vital to
Cecil’'s continued sustainability; therefore, each alternative was ranked against one another for their
respective perceived associated costs. The alternatives that indicate the least cost to implement were
rated ‘+" and the costliest alternatives were rated ‘-*. All other alternatives received a score of ‘O’. These
ratings were derived using qualitative and quantitative methods. Preliminary screening focused on
utilizing qualitative methods to filter the various alternatives, with the following chapter utilizing
guantitative methods to establish phasing of projects included in the recommended alternative.
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Construction complexity and the level of disruption from the implementation of the alternative assists in
determining the viability of an alternative. For the purposes of this screening, production of phasing plans
and detailed analysis of project intricacies were not undertaken. An alternative’s impact to existing
operations, both for Cecil’s daily users and its tenants, was assessed. Complex and expansive
development may require closure of runways or taxiways. Like the cost considerations criterion, a
comparative analysis was undertaken to rank alternatives from most disruptive to least disruptive. The
alternative requiring the least amount of construction and time to implement was rated ‘+’ and alternatives
that require the most amount of construction and time were rated *-'. All other alternatives received a
score of ‘O’. These ratings were derived using qualitative methods.

Operational benefits of an alternative are defined by facilities and infrastructure that increase the
efficiency of operations at the Airport or consist of flexible infrastructure that can be utilized by a variety of
users. An example of flexible space would be a multi-use open apron area. Alternatives that impact
existing operations negatively will be rated as *-‘, whereas an alternative that is presumed to increase
efficiency or flexibility for the Airport would be rated ‘+'.

Alternatives were presented to the TAC, the public (via a Public Open House), and the PAC to
incorporate community into the viability of an alternative. If an alternative received predominantly negative
sentiment and indicated a tenant’s inability to continue operations because of the alternative, a *-* rating
was given to the alternative. If general sentiment was positive, the alternative was rated ‘+'. All other
alternatives were given ‘O’, representing an alternative that had an overall neutral sentiment. Social
benefits further assessed the anticipated economic impact to the community, typically as an estimation of
jobs supported by a project. Ratings for these criteria were derived using qualitative methods.

Long-term flexibility is defined by the allocation of area available and location of the previously defined
aeronautical use buffer areas. This was determined by the alternative either providing additional
aeronautical buffer area, or less, resulting in a ‘+’ or *-* accordingly. For landside screening, long-term
flexibility is assessed by the location of the aeronautical buffer areas. If an area is in an ideal spot for
future expansion, it was rated ‘+’, otherwise it was rated ‘-‘. For those alternatives, both airfield and
landside, that were determined to be in-between the two rating scores, a ‘O’ was given.

5.4. Non-Development Alternative

Non-development alternatives were evaluated to establish a baseline of impacts to Cecil resulting from
inaction to construct needed facilities at both the Airport and Spaceport. The evaluation considers
whether facility improvements should occur at the Airport, or if another scenario would better serve
existing and potential future Cecil tenants and users.

The three non-development alternatives that were examined include:

No Construction/Development
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Relocation of Tenant Areas
Transfer of Aviation Activities/Construction of a New Airport

The first alternative within this section considers no additional airfield, landside, or support facilities were
to be constructed at Cecil, except for routine maintenance for the operational functionality of the Airport
and Spaceport. This alternative does not satisfy existing or projected levels of demand identified in
Chapter 3 and the subsequent facility requirements presented in Chapter 4. As such, the no-build
alternative is not recommended as a viable development strategy.

The second alternative considers the relocation or transfer of property at the Airport and Spaceport.
During onsite interviews, it was noted that leases for larger tenants are often not centralized to one area,
potentially breaking up a tenant’s operation. Although relocation would assist in the efficiency of
operations for select tenants, relocation and transfer alone does not meet the existing or anticipated
aviation and aerospace demands at Cecil.

The final non-development alternative assessed was an analysis of comparable airports within the region
capable of meeting 100% of Cecil's tenant requirements, as well as the operational capacity to host
Cecil's based aircraft and its transient and local aircraft operations. Within the Jacksonville area, there is
not an aerospace facility with runway capabilities like Cecil's, nor does any facility maintain a FAA
Spaceport Operator license for Horizontal Takeoff Horizontal Launch (HTHL) activity. This would result in
the entire region being excluded from future commercial space activity, as well as losing the largest
operational runway within the region. Furthermore, MRO operators require expansive hangar and
maintenance facilities with supportive apron space. No airport surveyed within the region has the landside
infrastructure required to accommodate existing, and forecast, MRO tenant activity at Cecil. As such, the
relocation/transfer of aviation activities is not recommended as a viable option.

In rare situations, new airports may be constructed to address anticipated demand, enhance operational
safety, or might be considered if the cost of redeveloping an existing airport exceeds the cost of building
new facilities. Based on projected levels of aerospace demand and availability of developable land,
construction of a new airport is not recommended as a viable development alternative for Cecil.

5.5. Airfield Alternatives
The alternatives analysis for the Airport was developed in a sequential order, with airfield alternatives

being defined first. The airfield elements of an airport represent the most critical and capitally intensive
infrastructure of an airport. Airfield alternatives within this Master Plan are focused on the following areas:

Runway system

Helipads

NAVAID and Instrument Approach Procedures
Taxiway system

Airport design surfaces

Determining the number, orientation, and length of the runway system is vital to ensure the Airport can
meet its role within the national, state, and local airport system(s). For this reason, the runway system
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was evaluated first. All other airfield and landside infrastructure alternatives referenced the selected
runway alternative(s) determined within this section.

5.5.1.1. Number of Runways and Orientation of Runways

The number of runways needed at Cecil was determined via the capacity analysis presented in Chapter
4. Assessing the capacity of the existing runway system and comparing the annual service volume (ASV)
against historical and forecast operations, a parallel runway system (two runways) is required. From a
capacity perspective, a third parallel runway is not required.

The orientation of runways is dictated by the prevailing wind conditions. The existing primary and
secondary runways at Cecil are orientated north/south. As documented in Chapter 4, an extensive wind
analysis was conducted, which concluded that a crosswind runway (orientated east-west) is required to
meet seasonal and time of day variability of winds at Cecil for small GA aircraft inclusive of small- to
medium-sized business jets and light military fighter jets.

5.5.1.2. Runway Lengths

Runway length is determined by the most critical or demanding aircraft consistently utilizing a runway.
Due to the diverse fleet mix at the Airport, a detailed runway length analysis was undertaken by type of
operator to determine appropriate runway sizing. Runway pavements eligible for FAA funding is limited to
the minimum length required by the most critical aircraft. Table 5-4 below summarizes the potential
runway lengths eligible to receive FAA AIP funding. All other pavement areas associated with the
immediate runway system would require state or local funding sources. As a reminder, of the existing
runway pavement at Cecil, the FAA only provides funding for the northern 8,000 feet of Runway 18L/36R.

Table 5-4 — Anticipated Runway Length Supported by the FAA

Potential AIP ,
. _ Reasoning for FAA -~ :

Funding-Eligible O Facility Requirement

Runway Length PP
Runway 18L/36R Support distance of critical .

; 8,000 feet . Remain at 12,503 feet
Primary aircraft (B762)
Support distance for
Runway 18L/36R 8.000 feet supplemental capacity Minimum of 8,002 feet or
Secondary ' related to peak traffic extend to 8,850 feet
demands
Support distance needed to

Runway 9R/27L

) 4,000 feet! meet crosswind component Remain at 8,003 feet
Crosswind

for typical B-1l aircraft

Runway 9L/27R
Supplemental Ineligible
Crosswind

No Additional Capacity Increase to a minimum of
Requirements Identified 5,000 feet or decommission

Notes:
1. Insurance carriers typically require a minimum runway length of 5,000 feet for business jet operations on a particular runway.
Sources: Respective Manufacturers’ Aircraft Performance Charts; FAA, Airport Improvement Program, 2022; Kimley-Horn, 2025.
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5.5.1.3. Runway System Alternatives
This section presents six distinct runway alternatives for the Airport based on Cecil’s facility requirements
and forecast.

Runway Alternative 1 — Retain Existing Configuration

1R 16L Runway Alternative 1, illustrated to the left, recommends retaining the existing
runway configuration. To align with FAA design standards, it is recommended to
i reduce the width of Runways 18R/36L and 9R/27L to a standard width of 150 feet,
. s

with 25-foot shoulders on each side. Runway 18L/36R should retain its existing
length and width dimensions and add 25-foot shoulders to each side. Runway
9L/27R will decrease to a width of 75 feet, with 10-foot shoulders on each side.
There is no change to any runway lengths within this alternative.

e Bl
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The following pros and cons were identified for Runway Alternative 1.

Pros:
Limited capital costs associated with the long-term build out.
Retains existing airfield capacity of the Airport.
Aligns three runway widths with current design standards, reducing runway pavement requiring
regular maintenance.
Retains full capability of Runway 18L/36R for Spaceport operations.
Cons:

Runway 9L/27R remains unusable for most tenant operations.

Restricts future landside development on the west ramp by retaining the secondary crosswind
runway.

Maintenance costs associated with retaining the limited operability of Runway 9L/27R.

TAC, PAC, and Public Feedback

General opinion for this alternative centered around the secondary crosswind runway, with tenants
voicing concern that existing length limits the operability of Runway 9L/27R. Existing dimensions for
Runway 18L/36R, Runway 18R/36L, and Runway 9R/27L had unanimous consent that the length and
widths met, or exceeded, historical and anticipated operational demand. The public sentiment for this
alternative was favorable.

Runway Alternative 2 — Extend Runway 18R/36L 848 feet to the South

TR As seen to the left, Runway Alternative 2 retains the four-runway configuration
and includes an extension to the south end of Runway 18R/36L. With the
TR extension, Runway 18R/36L will be 8,850 feet long and capable of
===

accommodating a Boeing 767 at its maximum takeoff weight (MTOW). Like the
previous runway alternative, Runway Alternative 2 proposes reducing the width
of Runways 18R/36L and 9R/27L to a standard width of 150 feet, with 25-foot
shoulders on each side. Runway 18L/36R retains its existing dimensions, adding
25-foot shoulders to each side. Runway 9L/27R will decrease to a runway width
of 75 feet, with 10-foot shoulders on each side.

LY — — — 4 — ol

R

5-194



The following pros and cons were identified for Runway Alternative 2.

Pros:
Retains existing airfield capacity of the Airport.
Aligns three runway widths with current design standards, reducing runway pavement requiring
regular maintenance.
Retains full capability of Runway 18L/36R for Spaceport operations.
Enhances secondary runway to support the critical aircraft at MTOW.
Cons:

Runway 9L/27R remains unusable for most tenant operations.

Restricts future landside development on the west ramp by retaining the secondary crosswind
runway.

Maintenance costs associated with retaining the limited operability of Runway 9L/27R.

Requires new taxiways to connect with the new runway end location.

Since the Boeing 767 and similar large commercial aircraft are using the Airport for MRO
activities, they are not at MTOW; therefore, the extension of Runway 18R/36L is of little benefit.
Additionally, should a longer runway length be needed, Runway 18L/36R remains a viable option.

TAC, PAC, and Public Feedback

The PAC and public viewed Runway Alternative 2 as unfavorable, due to the extension of a Runway
18R/36L. The TAC was neutral, leaning unfavorable due to the lack of need for Runway 18R/36L to be
extended and no enhancement to the secondary crosswind runway.

Runway Alternative 3 — Extend Runway 9L/27R to the East
% 10 Runway Alternative 3, shown to the left, explored extending Runway 9L/27R to a
minimum runway length of 5,000 feet. Extending the easterly end of Runway
9L/27R 561 feet results in the new Runway 27R end being located in between
the north/south runways. From a geometric and operational perspective, this is
less than ideal. Therefore, the runway was extended 1,736 feet to the east,
- placing the new Runway 27R threshold east of Runway 18L/36R and its
associated safety areas. The resulting length of Runway 9L/27R is 6,175 feet. To
align with current FAA design standards, the width of Runway 9L/27R is to be 75
feet with 10-foor shoulders on each side.

e ]k
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Like the previous two runway alternatives, Runway Alternative 3 recommends aligning the width of
Runways 18R/36L and 9R/27L to a standard width of 150 feet, with 25-foot shoulders on each side.
Runway 18L/36R is proposed to 200 feet wide and adding 25-foot shoulders to each side.

The following pros and cons were identified for Runway Alternative 3.

Pros:
Aligns three runway widths with current design standards, reducing runway pavement requiring
regular maintenance.
Retains full capability of Runway 18L/36R for Spaceport operations.
Enhances the secondary crosswind runway to support a broader range of aircraft.
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Cons:
Restricts future landside development on the west ramp by retaining the secondary crosswind
runway.
Requires a new taxiway connector.
Large construction project, impacting both north/south runways, and associated costs with the
Runway 9L/27R 1,736-foot extension.
Critical safety areas expand to the east, potentially restricting development within the Spaceport
Development Area.
With the Runway 27R end located closer to the Spaceport, some Spaceport operations (e.g.,
oxidizer loading), could result in a closure of Runway 9L/27R.

TAC, PAC, and Public Feedback

The PAC and public viewed Runway Alternative 3 as favorable, due to a perceived increase in airfield
capacity. The TAC was in favor of the alternative since enhancements to Runway 9L/27R would allow for
additional GA aircraft to utilize the runway (flight school aircraft performing stop-and-go operations and
typical corporate jet traffic).

Runway Alternative 4 — Relocate and Extend Runway 9L/27R
A 8 To provide a supplemental crosswind runway that is only 5,000 feet long, Runway
Alternative 4 (shown to the left) explores the option of translating Runway 9L/27R
i B » mm om0 the east. Prior to Cecil being transferred to the JAA for civilian use, Runway
W e & B 9L/27R was 8,000 feet long. When Runway 9L/27R was shortened, the westerly
runway end was held constant, and the runway was shortened to a point where the
27R Runway end was co-located with Taxiway A. The previous runway pavement
e east of Taxiway A was not removed but was marked with chevrons indicating the
pavement is unusable. No maintenance work has been performed on the
chevroned runway pavement; therefore, it is assumed that reconstruction of the pavement would be
required to support aircraft operations.

.

Runway Alternative 4 proposes a 5,000-foot-long, 75-foot wide, runway with the Runway 27R end
restored to its former location, then building from east to west. A 5,000-foot-long runway avoids the
complicated runway intersection geometry described in Runway Alternative 3.

This alternative right-sizes the widths of Runways 18R/36L and 9R/27L to 150 feet and includes 25-foot
shoulders on each side. Runway 18L/36R retains its existing dimensions, adding 25-foot shoulders to
each side.

The following pros and cons were identified for Runway Alternative 4.

Pros:
Aligns three runway widths with current design standards, reducing runway pavement requiring
regular maintenance.
Retains full capability of Runway 18L/36R for Spaceport operations.
Enhances the secondary crosswind runway to support a broader range of aircraft.
Increases airfield circulation by locating the Runway 9L end nearer to the FBO and flight school
apron areas.
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Cons:

Restricts future landside development on the west ramp by retaining the secondary crosswind
runway.

Critical safety areas shift to the east, restricting future landside development and potentially
creating new restrictions on existing developments.

Requires new taxiway to connect with the new runway end location.

With the Runway 27R end located closer to the Spaceport, some Spaceport operations (e.g.,
oxidizer lo