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1. Introduction
This document provides the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on the environment
as a result of the analysis contained in the 2020 Airfield Improvements Environmental
Assessment (EA).
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) must comply with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) before being able to take the federal action of further processing
of an application for Federal assistance in funding various airport development and for
approval of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) that depicts the proposed airport development
projects. Approval of the ALP is authorized by the Airport and Airway Improvement Act
of 1982, as amended (Public Laws 97-248 and 100-223). The issuing of this FONSI does
not constitute a commitment by the FAA to provide federal financial assistance for these
actions.

2. Proposed Action
The proposed action encompasses the following projects, as shown on the current
approved ALP:
1. Rehabilitation of Runway 11-29
Rehabilitate Runway Pavement
Remark Runway Pavement
Install/Relocate Navigational Aids
Install/Relocate Airfield Signage
2. Demolition of Aligned Taxiway and Reestablishment of Connector Taxiways
3. Rehabilitation of South Apron
Rehabilitate South Apron Pavement
Remark South Apron Pavement

4. Reconfiguration and Expansion of South Apron
Reconfigure Tie-Downs and Taxilane
Expand South Apron
5. Construction of Hold Pad

3. Project Purpose and Need
The purpose of the proposed action is to meet FAA design standards for an ARC B I (Small)
facility and to provide safe and efficient aviation facilities for the type of aircraft currently
using, and forecast to use, the Airport over the foreseeable future.
The proposed improvements are needed to:
- Maintain the function, safety, and utility of Runway 11-29 and South Apron by
rehabilitating the pavement;
-

Adhere to FAA and MAA design standards by reconfiguring the South Apron;

-

Adhere to FAA design standards by demolishing the aligned taxiway and reestablishing
connector taxiways; and

-

Provide a safe standing space for aircraft awaiting takeoff.

4. Reasonable Alternatives Considered
Only two alternatives were considered, the No Action (the proposed projects would not be
implemented) and the Proposed Action. As the proposed projects involve existing
infrastructure, other than the new Hold Pad, there were no other feasible options to consider.
The Hold Pad, while new infrastructure, could only be located near the runway so the
location was fixed by existing infrastructure.
5. Assessment As stated above, the analysis was conducted on the No Action Alternative and
the Proposed Action.
Areas Not Fully Evaluated
Some resource areas were determined during scoping and early evaluations to not be
present in the project study area or not affected by the proposed action. For some areas
this represents just a portion of the resource area with the remainder of the resource more
fully evaluated in the EA.
Biological Resources
Protected Species and Associated Habitat: Initial project
scoping performed with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for
Planning and Conservation (IPaC) online system identified that there are no Federally
protected species that may occur within the project area and there are no critical habitats,
fish hatcheries, or wildlife refuges within the project area (see Appendix C). In addition,
No habitat for migratory birds is located within the limits of disturbance for the Proposed
Action.

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Wildlife and Heritage Service
(WHS) was also contacted; there are no official State or Federal records for any plant or
animal species within the vicinity of the Airport (see Appendix C). The MDNR
Environmental Review Unit (ERU) indicated that there are no concerns regarding fisheries
species as a result of the project (see Appendix C).
According to the Maryland Bird Conservation Partnership, the closest recorded bald eagle
nest to the Airport is approximately one-half mile north of the Airport, north of the US
50/301 intersection with Romancoke Road (see Appendix C).
Coastal Resources: Per the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), the
proposed activities are consistent with the Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program,
contingent upon the State's issuance of a nontidal wetland authorization for the wetlands
impacts resulting from the proposed activities. (see Appendix C).
Farmlands: According to 7 CFR Part 658.2, the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA)
does not apply to land already committed to "urban development or water storage" (i.e.,
Airport developed areas), regardless of its importance as defined by the US Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). There is no active
farming on Airport property and the area has been extensively developed with airside and
landside facilities. The proposed projects do not involve conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action has no potential to
affect prime or unique farmlands and no additional analysis is required.
Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f): Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation (DOT) Act [codified at 49 USC) Section 303(c)], provides protection for
special properties, including publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, or any significant historic sites. Protection also applies to cultural resource sites
listed in, or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). One
listed site and one eligible for listing are located in the vicinity of the airport. The Eareckson
House (QA-125), a NRHP-listed property, is located to the north of the Airport, north of
Pier One Road; the Christ Church Site and Cemetery (QA-162,), which is NRHP eligible,
borders the Airport to the south. Neither property is located in the Area of Disturbance for
the Proposed Project. Per coordination from the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), the
Proposed Actions will have no adverse effect on historic properties, including
archaeological sites (see Appendix C). In addition, there are no publicly owned parks,
recreation areas, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges located within the vicinity of the
Airport. Thus, the Proposed Action would not impact any Section 4(f) resources.
Historical, Archaeological, Architectural, and Cultural Resources: As stated above,
the one architectural resource, the NHRP-eligible Eareckson House is located off airport
property. There is one potential resource, Christ Church and Cemetery, also located off
airport property. MHT determined the project would have no effect on these or other
historic properties (see Attachment G).

Based on documentary research, previous surveys, historical maps, and previous
Guidance from the MHT for the Airport property on prior studies, the archaeological
potential within the vicinity of the airport was determined to be low for pre-contact
occupation. However, in the event that an unexpected discovery occurs, construction is to
be halted until the appropriate notifications are made to the tribe (the Delaware Nation has
expressed an interest in activities
FAA)
Water Resources Wild and Scenic Rivers (Wetlands, Floodplains, Surface Waters,
and Groundwater were fully evaluated- see below): A review of the US Department of
the interior (DOI) National Park Service National Rivers Inventory website and the
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Scenic and Wild Rivers Inventory
website indicated that there are no Federal or State designated, nor potentially eligible Wild
and Scenic Rivers on or within the vicinity of the Airport.
Resource Areas Fully Evaluated and Potential Consequences
Air Quality
Because the Proposed Action is not expected to generate operational or constructionrelated emissions that would cause a violation of the NAAQS, the Proposed Action would
not exceed significant impact thresholds identified in FAA Order 1050-1F.
Biological Resources
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area: Per the Critical Area Commission, the office agrees that
(see Appendix C- Letter Joseph Abe, Maryland Coastal Policy Coordinator, May 20,
2020). Calculations for stormwater management for phosphorus will be provided to the
County and Critical Area Commission once pre-design activities are completed. The 10%
pollutant reduction requirement will be met onsite.
Forest Conservation Act: Although no trees or forests would be removed as a result of
Conservation Program as the Proposed Action would occur on a parcel greater than 40,000
square feet in size and will require a grading permit. Coordination regarding compliance
with the Forest Conservation Program is ongoing.
Unlisted Species and Habitat
It is not anticipated that the Proposed Action would cause long-term or permanent loss of
unlisted species; create adverse impacts to special status species; cause substantial loss,
reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species habitats or
populations, or cause adverse impacts to population levels.

Climate
GHG emissions from construction of the Proposed Action would be temporary and minor
and none of the proposed projects will result in long-term operational GHG emissions
increases. Therefore, GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Action would be
minimal and unlikely to result in significant impacts.
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention
The Proposed Action would not generate a considerable or appreciable amount of
hazardous or solid wastes that would violate applicable regulations or exceed available
handling capacity. The Proposed Action would also not enable new activity types and
would not result in new types of solid or hazardous materials in use at the airport.
In the event that existing clean-up sites or previously unknown contaminants are
discovered during construction activities, or a spill occurs during construction,
construction contract provisions would specify that work would stop until the National
Response Center is notified. Should hazardous wastes be encountered, they would be
handled in accordance with state and federal regulations.

Land Use
The Proposed Action is located entirely on-Airport property and consistent with the
zoning designation of the Airport.

Natural Resources and Energy Supply
No substantial energy-related impacts are anticipated with the implementation of the
Proposed Action; construction and operation of the Proposed Action would not require
the use of unusual or scarce materials, or other commodities that are otherwise in short
hat the fuel demand at the
W29 due to the Proposed Action would exceed available capacities.

Noise and Noise Compatible Land Use
As the project does not involve increasing or modifying airfield activities, increases in
ambient noise associated with the project would primarily occur as a result of
construction activities. As construction is expected to be temporary, and given it will
occur on airport property, it is anticipated that the increased noise would not result in a
significant impact on the noise environment.

No homes, residences, businesses, or farms would be displaced by the Proposed Action.
Construction traffic would consist of passenger vehicles generated by construction

personnel as well as construction trucks associated with the movement of materials and
equipment traveling directly to the construction site via established truck routes;
however, given the temporary and minor nature of construction activities, no impact with
respect to construction traffic is anticipated provided that minor maintenance of traffic on
planned haul routes, provision of access gates, and other construction BMPs are applied.
In addition, there are no environmental justice populations within the vicinity of the
Airport and no environmental health risks or safety risks have been identified in this
Environmental Assessment that would adversely affect any person of any age.

Visual Effects Including Light Emissions
Adverse light emissions to the natural and social environments are not expected to occur
as a result of the proposed installation and relocations of visual guidance lighting systems
associated with the Proposed Action. Development of the Proposed Action would create
a temporary visual disturbance during construction and since the Proposed Action
includes pavement rehabilitation with minor new pavement being added, the viewscape is
unlikely to be noticeably different that current conditions.

Water Resources (including Wetlands, Floodplains, Surface Waters, and Groundwater)
Wetlands
The project is proposed to temporarily impact approximately 0.29 acres of wetlands and
0.61 acres of wetlands buffers. Non-tidal and tidal wetlands are regulated separately
through the MDE and the USACE; a Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of
any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or non-Tidal Wetlands in Maryland (JPA) would be
required for any impacts. A pre-application meeting to review the jurisdictional status of
delineated resources was requested with the USACE and MDE. Due to the State of
Emergency as a result of the global pandemic currently occurring, new guidelines are in
place for agency review of delineated wetlands. The necessary wetland data has been
provided to the MDE and USACE; a response has not yet been received. At this time, no
mitigation is anticipated to be required as the impacts are considered temporary. Should
impacts be identified during coordination efforts with the regulatory agencies, applicable
mitigation measures will be implemented.
Floodplains
There is no method for avoiding the floodplain as the runway already intrudes on that area.
However, the new overlay will have no significant impact on the floodplains. No
permanent floodplain impacts are proposed; therefore, it would not require inclusion in the
JPA to be submitted to the MDE and USACE.

Surface Waters
No surface waters are present on the site. However continuing efforts to avoid and
minimize impacts to wetland and stormwater management drainage features would be
considered during project design and construction.

Groundwater
All ground disturbance and areas of new impervious surfaces would be minimized to
only those necessary for project-related construction. Appropriate erosion and sediment
controls will be used during construction to protect against surface water runoff, and
disturbed areas to remain pervious when construction is complete will be reseeded with
appropriate seed mix

6. Cumulative Impacts
The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed projects in conjunction with other past, present,
and future planned projects in the analysis study area cannot be fully assessed quantitatively, as
specific impact data for all non-Airport related projects is either not available or are not yet
developed. Development plans for any non-Airport actions will need to be reviewed, and all
required environmental permits will need to be issued by applicable local, State, and Federal
agencies, as appropriate, before they can be constructed.
7. Permits
Numerous permits will be required for each of the proposed projects identified in the EA.
They include:
Rehabilitation of Runway 11-29:
Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or
Non-tidal Wetland in Maryland
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit

Demolition of Aligned Taxiway and Reestablishment of Connector Taxiways:
Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or
Non-tidal Wetland in Maryland
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit

Rehabilitation of South Apron:
Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit

Reconfiguration and Expansion of South Apron:
Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit

Construction of hold pad:
Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or
Non-tidal Wetland in Maryland
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
ty Stormwater Management and Sediment Control Permit
8. Required Mitigation
While various Best Management Practices were identified in the EA for several resource areas, the
following are the resources that will require active mitigation:
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area: This project is located within an Intense Development Area (IDA)
and therefore 10% stormwater management for phosphorus is required. Stormwater management
and the 10% calculations will be provided to the County and Critical Area Commission when predesign activities are completed; the 10% pollutant reduction requirement will be met onsite.
Forest Conservation Act: Although no forests or trees are proposed for removal, in accordance
Forest Conservation Program, a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) is
required for the Proposed Actions, as they occur on a parcel greater than 40,000 square feet in size
and will require a grading permit. Preliminary estimates resulting from the County Forest
Conservation Worksheet indicates the potential for minor afforestation requirements as a result of
the Proposed Action. Coordination regarding compliance with the Forest Conservation Program is
ongoing and subsequent submittal will include determination from the county regarding mitigation.
Hazardous Materials
In the event that existing clean-up sites or previously unknown contaminants are discovered during
construction activities, or a spill occurs during construction, construction contract provisions would
specify that work would stop until the National Response Center is notified. Should hazardous
wastes be encountered, they would be handled in accordance with state and federal regulations.
Wetlands
A Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or nonTidal Wetlands in Maryland (JPA) is required and all permit restrictions would be complied with
(should any be identified).
Surface Waters
During construction, spill prevention and response measures would be implemented in accordance

Finding of No Significant Impact
I have carefully and thoroughly considered the facts contained in the attached EA. Based on that
information I find that the proposed Federal action is consistent with existing national environmental
policies and objectives as set forth in section 101(a) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA). I also find the proposed Federal Action, with the required mitigation referenced above, will not
significantly affect the quality of the human environment or otherwise include any condition requiring
consultation pursuant to section 102 (2)(C) of NEPA. As a result, FAA will not prepare an EIS for this
action.
APPROVED:

Genevieve Walker, Environmental Protection Specialist Date
Washington Airports District Office

CONCURRENCE:

Matthew J. Thys, Manager
Washington Airports District Office

Date
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Section 1.0: Introduction and Proposed Action

SECTION 1.0
INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSED ACTION
1.1

INTRODUCTION

Queen Anne’s County (referred to in this document as “the County” or “Airport Sponsor”) proposes to undertake airfield
development projects listed in their Five-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) at Bay Bridge Airport (W29) in Stevensville,
Maryland. This Environmental Assessment is being prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 [(NEPA); 42 United States Code (USC) 4321 et seq.]; the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing
regulations; [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1500-1508]; Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and FAA Order 5050.4B: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.
1.2

BAY BRIDGE AIRPORT

Location and Owner: Bay Bridge Airport is in Queen Anne’s County, Maryland; it is a County-owned facility that is managed
and operated by the Airport Manager and Queen Anne’s County Commissioners. The Airport encompasses approximately
105 acres of land. The Airport is situated just south of US Route 50/301 on the eastern side of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge
(see Exhibit 1.2-1). The Airport lies approximately 45 miles northeast of Washington DC, 35 miles southeast of Baltimore,
and 9 miles east of Annapolis. The Airport is readily accessible from US Route 50, the primary route linking Maryland’s
Eastern Shore with Central Maryland, and MD Route 8. The existing airport layout consists of the following features:
 Runway 11-29, which is 2,714 feet long by 60 feet wide;
 Full length north parallel taxiway A;
 Partial length south parallel taxiway;
 Crossover taxiway approximately 1,000 feet east of Runway 11;
 Terminal building;
 Aprons with aircraft tiedown storage;
 T-hangars;
 Aircraft maintenance facility; and
 Various other operational/support buildings.
Airport Functional Role: The Airport is classified within the current National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS)
2015-2019 and the Maryland Aviation System Plan (2008) as a general aviation airport.
Airport Reference Code: Airport design criteria must be identified and applied to properly and consistently plan future airport
facilities. Airport design criteria are specified by the Airport Reference Code (ARC). The ARC is a coding system used to
relate airport design criteria to the operational and physical characteristics of the aircraft intended to operate at the airport.
The FAA requires that airports establish a critical aircraft to be used as a model on which to base their overall airport design
standards. The ARC has two components relating to the airport design aircraft. The first component, depicted by a letter, is
the aircraft approach category which relates to aircraft approach speed and provides information on the operational
capabilities of aircraft. The second component, depicted by a roman numeral, is the airplane design group and relates to
airplane wingspan or tail height, whichever is the most restrictive and provides information regarding the physical
characteristics of aircraft using the airport. Table 1.2-1 provides a listing of the approach categories and design groups.
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TABLE 1.2-1: ARC COMPONENT DEFINITIONS
Approach Speed Category
A
B
C
D
E

Approach Speed Criteria
Speed < 91 Knots
Speed > 91 but < 121 knots
Speed >121 but < 141 knots
Speed >141 but < 166 knots
Speed > 166 knots

Design Group
I
II
III
IV
V
VI

Wingspan Criteria
Wingspan < 49 feet
Wingspan > 49 but < 79 feet
Wingspan > 79 but < 118 feet
Wingspan > 118 but < 171 feet
Wingspan > 171 but < 214 feet
Wingspan > 214 but < 262 feet

Source: FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, Airport Design.
The Airport is identified on the current approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (July 25, 2019) as being in Approach Category B,
Design Group I (small aircraft only) (B-I small) for Runway 11-29. Bay Bridge Airport is capable of regularly accommodating BI (small) aircraft with approach speeds of 91 knots or more but less than 121 knots and wing spans less than 49 feet. A small
aircraft only rating applies to those aircraft of 12,500 pounds or less maximum take-off weight.
1.3

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Actions, which are the focus of the Environmental Assessment, and will be subject to the analysis of purpose
and need, alternatives, and environmental consequences (see Exhibit 1.3-1) are as follows.
 Rehabilitation of Runway 11-29
o Rehabilitate Runway Pavement
o Remark Runway Pavement
o Install/Relocate Navigational Aids
o Install/Relocate Airfield Signage
 Demolition of Aligned Taxiway and Reestablishment of Connector Taxiways
 Rehabilitation of South Apron
o Rehabilitate South Apron Pavement
o Remark South Apron Pavement
 Reconfiguration and Expansion of South Apron
o Reconfigure Tie-Downs and Taxilane
o Expand South Apron
 Construction of Hold Pad
1.4

REQUESTED FEDERAL ACTION

The requested federal action(s) considered in this Environmental Assessment include the following:
 Federal environmental approval necessary to proceed with processing an application for Federal funding of those
development items qualifying under 49 U.S.C. 47101 et seq.
1.5

TIMEFRAME OF THE PROPOSED PROJECTS

If approved by the FAA, development of the proposed projects referenced herein would begin during Calendar Year (CY) 2021
with design and with construction starting in CY 2022.
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Section 2.0: Purpose and Need

SECTION 2.0
PURPOSE AND NEED
2.1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter of the Environmental Assessment states the need for and purpose of the requested federal action.
2.2

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed action is to meet FAA design standards for an ARC B‐I (Small) facility and to provide safe and
efficient aviation facilities for the type of aircraft currently using and forecast to use the Airport over the foreseeable future.
Since the purpose for pursuing improvements at W29 is to provide safe and efficient aviation facilities, the existing facility was
reviewed to determine if it could safely accommodate current and future aviation demands based on ARC B‐I (Small) design
standards. The proposed improvements are needed to:
 Maintain the function, safety, and utility of Runway 11-29 and South Apron by rehabilitating the pavement;
 Adhere to FAA and MAA design standards by reconfiguring the South Apron;
 Adhere to FAA design standards by demolishing the aligned taxiway and reestablishing connector taxiways; and
 Provide a safe standing space for aircraft awaiting takeoff.
2.2.1

MAINTAIN THE FUNCTION, SAFETY, AND UTILITY OF RUNWAY 11-29 AND SOUTH APRON BY
REHABILITATING THE PAVEMENT

The structural integrity of runway and South Apron pavement is crucial to the safe, efficient, and continued operations at the
Airport. The rehabilitation project is intended to reinforce the reliability of the pavement performance to avoid structural failure.
Failure of the pavement would incur significant economic losses due to a stoppage in runway operations, as well as the costs
to repair the damage. In addition, failing pavement commonly results in Foreign Object Debris (FOD) and potential damage to
aircraft.
In April 2018, the County completed a Pavement Management Plan (PMP), Aircraft Classification Number (ACN) - Pavement
Classification Number (PCN) Analysis and Geotechnical Evaluations for Runway 11-29 and South Apron (see Appendix B).
The PMP included a network level pavement condition survey of approximately 25 percent of all the airfield pavements at the
Airport. This survey was performed in accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D5340-12 and
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5380-7B, Airport Pavement Management Program. The purpose of the survey was to determine a
pavement condition by sampling, inspecting, and identifying distresses of each section within the pavement network plan.
Additionally, using past historical data of the pavements as well as their present condition, rates of deterioration were
projected for each pavement section. Future conditions of the Airport pavements were forecasted and maintenance and
rehabilitation measures were developed.
The purpose of the ACN-PCN Analysis was to provide the Airport with a PCN for Runway 11-29. A PCN is a number which
expresses the load-carrying capacity of the pavement in question. This allows the Airport to analyze this number versus the
existing and future operations and their respective ACNs to determine whether the pavement can support the aircraft
operations or if restrictions need to be levied. The ACN-PCN analysis of Runway 11-29 included determining allowable loads
on the pavement structure expressed as equivalent traffic for critical aircraft derived from the cumulative damage factor
procedure. This was completed utilizing the technical evaluation method in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 150/53355C, Standardized Method of Reporting Airport Pavement Strength – PCN.
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The Runway 11-29 and South Apron Geotechnical Evaluation included subsurface investigation and laboratory testing in order
to determine the existing pavement section thickness and condition as well as subgrade conditions and strength. This
information supplemented the pavement management program by determining whether the existing runway and apron
pavements can be rehabilitated or if they require a complete reconstruction with corresponding earthwork recommendations
for design.
Runway 11-29: Based on historical data, Runway 11-29 was initially constructed in 1960 with a seal coat in 2011; based on
the PMP and associated evaluations conducted in April 2018, Runway 11-29 is rapidly approaching the end of its usable life
(see Appendix B). Current distresses exhibited from the pavements include rutting, cracking, fatigue, and loss of aggregate.
The existing Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of Runway 11-29 is 48; projected to be 38 by 2022. The critical PCIs, defined as
the condition level below which preventative maintenance is no longer cost effective, is 70 and that for operational
maintenance is 56, whereas that 55 and below is considered operationally unsafe. As such, Runway 11-29 needs
rehabilitation due to surface condition and subsurface issues including groundwater and the existing deficient pavement
section.
South Apron: The last known maintenance performed on the South Apron was a seal coat in 2009; based on the PMP and
associated evaluations in April 2018, the South Apron is rapidly approaching the end of its usable life (see Appendix B).
Current distresses exhibited from the pavements include rutting, cracking, fatigue, and loss of aggregate. The existing PCI of
the South Apron is 34; projected to be 24 by 2022. As noted above, the critical PCI, defined as the condition level below which
preventative maintenance is no longer cost effective, is 70 and that for operational maintenance is 56, whereas that 55 and
below is considered operationally unsafe. As such, the South Apron needs rehabilitation due to surface condition and
subsurface issues including groundwater and the existing deficient pavement section.
2.2.2

ADHERE TO FAA AND MAA DESIGN STANDARDS BY RECONFIGURING SOUTH APRON

The South Apron is proposed for reconfiguration to meet federal and state standards. The current configuration has aircraft
parked in the 14 CFR Part 77 primary surface; per FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A (Table 3-5 for B-I Small Aircraft),
standards for a transient parking apron allow for parking as close as 125 feet from runway centerline within 14 CFR Part
77. However, Annotated Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) standards do not allow parked aircraft in the State’s
primary surface, as defined by COMAR 11.03.05, by placing the transient apron outside of 250 feet from runway centerline.
The taxilanes do not meet wingtip clearance safety requirements from parked aircraft (see Exhibit 2.2-1). The “short” north to
south taxilanes (7 in total) are required to have at a minimum 89 feet between the wing tie-downs on the “T”. This would allow
for enough clearance to accommodate the required Group I 79-foot wide taxilane Object Free Area plus a minimum of 5 feet in
front of tie-downs to accommodate the nose of the aircraft.
Thus, the South Apron tiedowns and /taxilanes would be reconfigured to meet standards per FAA Advisory Circular 150/530013A (Table 3-5 for B-I Small Aircraft) and COMAR 11.03.05 primary surface by placing the parking apron beginning 250 feet
from runway centerline (see Exhibit 2.2-1). This reconfiguration additionally allows for a hangar-way access taxilane with the
expansion to the east to allow aircraft to traverse the apron efficiently to and from the tiedown positions, hangars, and terminal
by providing for a roundabout style taxiway/taxilane system that meets all wingtip clearance safety requirements.
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2.2.3

ADHERE TO FAA DESIGN STANDARDS BY DEMOLISHING ALIGNED TAXIWAY AND REESTABLISHMENT OF
CONNECTOR TAXIWAYS

In accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, the Proposed Action would also include the rehabilitation of the
Runway 11 entrance taxiway pavement and the demolition of the 190-foot long aligned taxiway (60-foot wide) pavement that
coincides with the Runway 11-29 centerline to the east of the Runway 29 threshold (refer back to Exhibit 1.3-1). Additionally,
it includes the removal of the existing Runway 29 entrance taxiways that lead to the aligned Runway 11-29 taxiway and
construction of new Runway 29 entrance taxiways leading to the Runway 29 threshold. The FAA requires that such routing be
removed in order to limit the occurrence of runway incursions and increase safety.
2.2.4

PROVIDE SAFE STANDING SPACE FOR AIRCRAFT AWAITING TAKEOFF

At the recommendation of the Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) during the update to the ALP, a small hold pad was
added to the north of Runway 11-29 (refer back to Exhibit 1.3-1). The hold pad would provide a standing space for aircraft
awaiting takeoff and to permit those aircraft already ready for takeoff to move to their runway takeoff position. The existing
taxiway does not permit aircraft to bypass one another when taxiing from the north apron for Runway 29 departures and
frequently causes bottlenecks on the apron and taxiway.
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SECTION 3.0
ALTERNATIVES
3.1

INTRODUCTION

CEQ regulations implementing NEPA requires that the Federal decision-makers perform the following tasks when
preparing an Environmental Assessment:
 Evaluate all reasonable alternatives, including alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the federal agency,
and for alternatives that were eliminated from further study, briefly discuss the reasons for having been
eliminated.
 Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail, including the Proposed Action and the
No Action Alternative, so that reviewers can evaluate their comparative merits.
This chapter describes the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative, as shown on the current approved ALP (July
25, 2019) (see Exhibit 3.1-1):
 Rehabilitation of Runway 11-29
o Rehabilitate Runway Pavement
o Remark Runway Pavement
o Install/Relocate Navigational Aids
o Install/Relocate Airfield Signage
 Demolition of Aligned Taxiway and Reestablishment of Connector Taxiways
 Rehabilitation of South Apron
o Rehabilitate South Apron Pavement
o Remark South Apron Pavement
 Reconfiguration and Expansion of South Apron
o Reconfigure Tie-Downs and Taxilane
o Expand South Apron
 Construction of Hold Pad
The projects are primarily designed to maintain and upgrade existing facilities at the Airport. With respect to the hold
pad, in order to provide a standing space for aircraft awaiting takeoff and to permit those aircraft already ready for
takeoff to move to their runway takeoff position, the location is fixed by function. Thus, no additional Build Alternatives
are included for any of the projects included herein.
In addition, this chapter evaluates the ability of each alternative to accomplish the project’s objectives as discussed in
Section 2, Purpose and Need. The No Action Alternative would not meet the purpose and need; however, it is
analyzed in this Environmental Assessment pursuant to the requirements of FAA Order 5050.4B, FAA Order
1050.1F, CEQ and NEPA.
3.2

REHABILITATION OF RUNWAY 11-29

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action includes the reconstruction of Runway 11-29 in its entirety (2,714 feet long
by 60 feet wide) (refer back to Exhibit 1.3-1). This alternative would provide the Airport with a 20-year pavement.
Reconstruction would include pavement demolition of the entirety of the asphalt pavement section. The subgrade
would then be improved and a new pavement section with an asphalt surface would be constructed. Connected
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actions include the remarking of the runway pavement, installation and/or relocation of navigation aids, and
installation and/or relocation of airfield signage.
No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative proposes that no changes be made to Runway 11-29. The
pavement would continue to deteriorate with no planned development. This alternative does not meet the stated
purpose and need of maintaining the function and utility of the runway as this option would not reinforce pavement
performance or avoid structural failure in the future. Short term, this would result in operational restrictions on the
runway. In the near term, failure to address the runway pavement condition would ultimately result in closure of the
runway. Runway 11-29 is the Airport’s only runway; thus, closure of the runway would result in closure of the Airport.
3.3

DEMOLITION OF ALIGNED TAXIWAY AND REESTABLISHMENT OF CONNECTOR
TAXIWAYS

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action would include the rehabilitation of the Runway 11 entrance taxiway
pavement and the demolition of the 190-foot long aligned taxiway (60-foot wide) pavement that coincides with the
Runway 11-29 centerline to the east of the Runway 29 threshold (refer back to Exhibit 1.3-1). Additionally, it
includes the removal of the existing Runway 29 entrance taxiways that lead to the aligned Runway 11-29 taxiway and
construction of new Runway 29 entrance taxiways leading to the Runway 29 threshold.
No Action Alternative: The direct access from the aligned taxiway would remain the same. This alternative would
not meet the stated purpose and need of adhering to FAA design standards and would not limit the occurrence of
runway incursions.
3.4

REHABILITATION OF THE SOUTH APRON

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action includes the reconstruction of the South Apron (refer back to Exhibit 1.3-1).
This alternative would provide the Airport with a 20-year pavement. Reconstruction would include pavement
demolition of the entirety of the pavement section including both asphalt and base removal. The subgrade would then
be improved and a new pavement section with an asphalt surface would be constructed. The apron would be
remarked, as discussed below.
No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative proposes that no changes be made to South Apron. The
pavement would continue to deteriorate. This alternative does not meet the stated purpose and need of maintaining
the function and utility of the apron as this option would not reinforce pavement performance or avoid structural
failure in the future. Short term, this would result in operational restrictions on the South Apron, which would prohibit
the use of tie-down positions and restrict access to the hangars. In the near term, failure to address the pavement
condition would ultimately result in closure of the South Apron, which would aid in the Airport ceasing operation as
the South Apron provides access to the terminal, fueling area, and all business at the Airport.
3.5

RECONFIGURATION AND EXPANSION OF SOUTH APRON

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action includes the reconfiguration of the tie-downs and taxilane, remarking of the
apron pavement, and expansion to the east to allow aircraft to traverse the apron efficiently to and from the tiedown
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positions, hangars, and terminal by providing for a roundabout style taxiway/taxilane system that meets all wingtip
clearance safety requirements (refer back to Exhibit 1.3-1).
No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative proposes that no changes be made to South Apron. The current
configuration would remain in non-compliance with federal and state standards.
3.6

CONSTRUCTION OF A HOLD PAD

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action includes the construction of a hold pad, totally approximately 4,600 square
feet, north of Runway 11-29 to provide a standing space for aircraft awaiting takeoff and to permit those aircraft
already ready for takeoff to move to their runway takeoff position (refer back to Exhibit 1.3-1).
No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative proposes that no hold pad would be constructed. This alternative
does not meet the stated purpose and need of allowing a safe location for aircraft to bypass one another when taxing
from the north apron for Runway 29 departures. With the No Action Alternative, bottlenecks on the apron and taxiway
would remain.
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SECTION 4.0
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
4.1

INTRODUCTION

FAA Order 5050.4B states that the affected environment section of an Environmental Assessment should succinctly describe
only those environmental resources the Proposed Action and its reasonable alternatives are likely to affect. The amount of
information on a potentially affected resource should be based on the extent of the expected impact and be commensurate
with the importance of the impact.
4.1.1

RESOURCES NOT IMPACTED

The No Action and Proposed Action would not result in impacts to these resources:
 Biological Resources –Protected Species and Associated Habitat: Initial project scoping performed with the US
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) online system identified that
there are no Federally protected species that may occur within the project area and there are no critical habitats, fish
hatcheries, or wildlife refuges within the project area (see Appendix C). In addition, IPaC provides a list of migratory
birds of conservation concern protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The IPaC list is provided for
informational purposes and there are no requirements for migratory birds; however, it does provide information
regarding the probability of presence of listed species and guidance on when to perform activities to avoid and
minimize potential impacts to migratory birds. No habitat for migratory birds is located within the limits of disturbance
for the Proposed Action.
The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) was also contacted;
there are no official State or Federal records for any plant or animal species within the vicinity of the Airport (see
Appendix C). The MDNR Environmental Review Unit (ERU) indicated that there are no concerns regarding fisheries
species as a result of the project (see Appendix C).
The bald eagle, which although is no longer listed as a rare, threatened or endangered species, is protected by the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, Lacey Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act. According to the Maryland Bird
Conservation Partnership, the closest recorded nest to the Airport is approximately one-half mile north of the Airport,
north of the US 50/301 intersection with Romancoke Road (see Appendix C).
The Proposed Action would impact previously disturbed lands with minimal native species habitat and populations. It
is expected that any wildlife utilizing the project area would find other suitable habitat nearby; therefore, no adverse
impacts to species reproduction rates, mortality rates, or ability to sustain population levels is expected. In addition,
the project area consists mainly of open field which is routinely mowed; therefore, existing available on-site habitat
which could support the nesting, foraging, loading and breeding habits of the species included in the IPaC Resource
list, is limited. Birds will likely exit the area once construction begins or encountered as migrants passing through the
area.


Coastal Resources: Per the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), it is anticipated that the proposed
activities are consistent with the Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program, contingent upon the State's issuance
of a nontidal wetland authorization for the wetlands impacts resulting from the proposed activities. Concurrence has
been requested; a response is pending (see Appendix C).

Final Environmental Assessment
Bay Bridge Airport

Section 4: Affected Environment
June 2020

4-1



Farmlands: According to 7 CFR Part 658.2, the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) does not apply to land
already committed to "urban development or water storage" (i.e., Airport developed areas), regardless of its
importance as defined by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS). There is no active farming on Airport property and the area has been extensively developed with airside
and landside facilities. The proposed projects do not involve conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.
Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action has no potential to affect prime or unique farmlands and no
additional analysis is required.



Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f): Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act
[codified at 49 USC) Section 303(c)], provides protection for special properties, including publicly owned parks,
recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or any significant historic sites. Protection also applies to cultural
resource sites listed in, or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Eareckson
House (QA-125), a NRHP-listed property, is located to the north of the Airport, north of Pier One Road; the Christ
Church Site and Cemetery (QA-162,), which is NRHP eligible, borders the Airport to the south. Per coordination from
the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), the Proposed Actions will have no adverse effect on historic properties,
including archaeological sites (see Appendix C). In addition, there are no publicly owned parks, recreation areas, or
wildlife and waterfowl refuges located within the vicinity of the Airport. Thus, the Proposed Action would not impact
any Section 4(f) resources.



Historical, Archaeological, Architectural, and Cultural Resources: Coordination with the MHT, the Proposed
Action would have no effect on historic resources (see Appendix C).
It should be noted that should post-review discoveries be identified, with respect to cultural resources, the lead
federal agency shall follow the procedures in 36 CFR 800.13 for post-review discoveries if potential historic
properties are discovered or if unanticipated effects on known historic properties are found after the agency has
completed Section 106 consultation for the undertaking. Specifically, (1) If a post review discovery is made during
implementation of an undertaking conducted under this Agreement, all activities within a 100- foot-radius of the
discovery will cease, and the lead federal agency shall take steps to protect the discovery, and promptly report the
discovery to State Historic Preservation Officers / Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO/THPO), Tribes, and
appropriate land managing agency, or private land owner; and (2) If the agency official has approved the undertaking
and construction has commenced, determine actions that the agency official can take to resolve adverse effects, and
notify the SHPO/THPO, any Indian Tribe that might attach religious and cultural significance to the affected property,
and the Council within 48 hours of the discovery. The notification shall describe the agency official's assessment of
National Register eligibility of the property and proposed actions to resolve the adverse effects. The SHPO/THPO,
the Indian tribe and the Council shall respond within 48 hours of the notification. The agency official shall take into
account their recommendations regarding National Register eligibility and proposed actions, and then carry out
appropriate actions. The agency official shall provide the SHPO/THPO, the Indian Tribe and the Council a report of
the actions when they are completed.
It should be noted that should post-review discoveries be identified, with respect to human remains, (1) if human
remains and associated cultural items, as defined by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act (NAGPRA), are encountered on federal lands, the land manager will follow the regulations at 43 CFR § 10. A
NAGPRA plan of action will be implemented; and (2) if human remains, funerary objects, sacred ceremonial objects
or objects of national or tribal patrimony are discovered on state, county, municipal, or private lands, either through
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archaeological excavation or during construction, and no Burial Agreement is in place the lead federal agency shall
require the person in charge to immediately cease within a 100-foot radius of the discovery, take steps to protect the
discovery, and immediately notify immediately notify the SHPO and the FAA.


4.2

Water Resources –Wild and Scenic Rivers: A review of the US Department of the interior (DOI) National Park
Service National Rivers Inventory website and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Scenic and
Wild Rivers Inventory website indicated that there are no Federal or State designated, nor potentially eligible Wild
and Scenic Rivers on or within the vicinity of the Airport.
AIR QUALITY

Pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and its amendments, the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) identifies
air pollutants that cause or contribute to the endangerment of human health and/or environmental welfare, and establishes air
quality “criteria” that guide the establishment of air quality standards to regulate these pollutants (42 U.S.C. §§ 7408 - 7409).
To date, EPA has established such criteria for six air pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO 2),
ozone (O3), fine and respirable particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10), and sulfur dioxide (SO2), and has subsequently
promulgated National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) meant to safeguard public health (i.e., primary NAAQS) and
environmental welfare (i.e., secondary NAAQS).1
EPA delegates authority to enforce the NAAQS with individual states. In the state of Maryland, the MDE is the state agency
charged with demonstrating compliance with the NAAQS. To do this, MDE works with state and local government to establish,
operate and maintain ambient (i.e., outdoor) air quality monitoring networks, as well as to establish any necessary control
programs. Notably, regional air quality conditions can require states to promulgate and enforce air quality standards that are
more stringent than the Federal NAAQS. At this time, the state of Maryland has elected to retain the Federal NAAQS and has
not issued any state level air quality standards.
4.2.1

AIR QUALITY MONITORING

EPA evaluates ambient (i.e., outdoor) air monitoring data on a geographic basis to determine an area’s compliance with the
NAAQS. Areas where monitored ambient air concentrations are within an applicable NAAQS are considered in attainment of
that NAAQS. If sufficient data are not available to make a determination, the area is instead deemed attainment/unclassifiable.
Areas where monitored ambient air concentrations exceed the NAAQS are designated by EPA as nonattainment areas.
Lastly, areas that have historically violated the NAAQS, but have since instituted controls and programs that have successfully
remedied these violations are known as maintenance areas.
According to the EPA’s Green Book listing of nonattainment areas within the state of Maryland, Queen Anne’s County, in
which W29 resides, was historically classified as marginal nonattainment for two now-revoked O3 NAAQS2. The EPA redesignated the County from nonattainment to maintenance for the 1979 1-hour O3 standard on November 22, 2004. The
county was designated nonattainment for the 1997 8-hour O3 standard from 2004 through 2006, and the EPA formally redesignated the area to maintenance for the standard on January 22, 2007. Subsequent to re-designation, EPA formally
1
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revoked both standards in 2005 and 2015, respectively, and implemented a new, more stringent 8-hour O 3 NAAQS in 2015.
The area is classified as attainment/unclassifiable for all other current NAAQS.
State air quality management agencies are charged with developing air quality control plans, called State Implementation
Plans (SIP), that include strategies and measures to bring nonattainment areas back into compliance with the NAAQS by an
EPA-prescribed regulatory deadline. SIPs are also devised to maintain compliance with a NAAQS once attainment is
achieved. MDE published a new SIP for Kent and Queen Anne’s Counties on November 25, 20193. The currently enforceable
SIP for Queen Anne’s County is a Limited Maintenance Plan for the 8-hour O3 NAAQS and is designed to ensure that the
region maintains compliance with the standard.
The current NAAQS are summarized on Table 4.2-1, along with EPA data from the nearest available air monitoring stations
for the period of 2017-2019. Available data indicate a violation of the current 8-hour NAAQS for O 3 at the monitoring location
21 miles from the Airport, and outside of the Kent and Queen Anne’s Counties Limited Maintenance Plan area. The data
indicate no other current violations of the NAAQS for criteria pollutants at the available monitoring sites. Notably, the
monitoring site within the Limited Maintenance Area indicates no violation NAAQS monitored, and the area continues to
comply with the current NAAQS.
TABLE 4.2-1: AIR MONITORING DATA SUMMARY (2017-2019)
Pollutant
CO
[76 FR 54294, Aug
31, 2011]
Pb
[81 FR 71906,
October 18, 2016]
NO2
[75 FR 6474, Feb 9,
2010] [77 FR 20218,
April 3, 2012]
O3
[80 FR 65292, Oct
26, 2015]

Particle Pollution
[78 FR 3085, Jan 15,
2013]

Averaging Time

Level

8-hour

9 ppm

1-hour

35 ppm

Rolling 3 month
average

0.15 μg/m3

1-hour

Concentration
(Monitor ID, Distance from W29)
24-003-1003 24-005-3001 24-029-0002 10-003-2004
24 Miles
35 Miles
67 Miles
21 Miles

Form

--

Not Exceeded

--

--

--

Not Exceeded

--

--

Not to be exceeded

--

--

--

Not Exceeded

100 ppb

98th percentile of 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations,
averaged over 3 years

--

40.93

--

--

Annual

53 ppb

Annual mean

--

Not Exceeded

--

--

8-hour

0.070 ppm

Annual fourth-highest daily
maximum 8-hr concentration,
averaged over 3 years

0.075

--

0.069

--

12 μg/m3

Annual mean, averaged over
3 years
Annual mean, averaged over
3 years

--

7.895

6.989

--

15 μg/m3
35 μg/m3

98th percentile, averaged over
3 years

--

23.267

15.833

--

150 μg/m3

Not to be exceeded more than
Not Exceeded
once per year on average

--

--

--

PM2.5
Annual (primary)
PM2.5
Annual
(secondary)
PM2.5
24-hour
PM10

Not to be exceeded more than
once per year

3
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Pollutant

Averaging Time

Level

24-hour
SO2

1-hour

75 ppb

[77 FR 20218, April
3, 2012] [75 FR
35520, Jun 22,
2010]

3-hour

0.5 ppm

Concentration
(Monitor ID, Distance from W29)
24-003-1003 24-005-3001 24-029-0002 10-003-2004
24 Miles
35 Miles
67 Miles
21 Miles

Form
over 3 years
99th percentile of 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations,
averaged over 3 years
Not to be exceeded more than
once per year

--

10.433

--

--

--

Not Exceeded

--

--

-- = not monitored; FR = Federal Register; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air
Sources: FR, as above; and EPA AirData (https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data), accessed February 26, 2020.

4.2.2

EXISTING CONDITIONS AIR EMISSIONS INVENTORY

W29 produces emissions of criteria air pollutants and their precursors due to the operation of a variety of mobile and
stationary combustion sources at the Airport. Under current conditions, the bulk of these emissions are produced due to
aircraft operations. Motor vehicle traffic on airport roadways and the operation of stationary combustion devices also could
contribute to emissions from W29 operations, but to a nominal degree.
For the purpose of describing existing conditions, an inventory of aircraft emissions at W29 is provided on Table 4.2-2, as
aircraft comprise the bulk of existing emissions at the Airport. Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) are also disclosed on
Table 4.2-2 and discussed in Section 4.4).
TABLE 4.2-2: EXISTING CONDITIONS EMISSIONS INVENTORY (CY 2019)
GHG Emissions
Emissions (tons)1
(metric tons)
CO
NOx PM2.5 PM10 SO2 VOC
CO2e
146.96
0.98 0.14 0.14 0.27 1.59
671.25
CY = Calendar Year; CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; GHG = greenhouse gases; NOx =
nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter;
PM10 = particulate matter equal to or less than 10 micrometers in diameter; SO2 = sulfur
dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compounds.
1 NOx and VOC are considered precursors to criteria pollutant formation (O3 and PM2.5)
Sources: Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT), 2020.

4.3

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area: The Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Act was passed by the Maryland General Assembly in
1984 due to a concern for the noticeable decline in the natural resources of the Chesapeake Bay. The Act required counties
surrounding the Bay to implement a land use and resource management program in order to mitigate the damaging impact of
water pollution and loss of wildlife habitat. The Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Act created a statewide Critical Area
Commission (CAC) to oversee the development and implementation of local land use programs directed towards the
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (CBCA). Based on the criteria developed by the CAC, Queen Anne’s County created a Countywide Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Program, which established regulatory protection for land and water resources located
within the Critical Area within Queen Anne’s County.
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The geographical zone that encompasses all areas 1,000 feet inland of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries as measured
from mean high tide water line of tidal waters is the Critical Area (see Exhibit 4.11-1). The Critical Area Buffer is the area of at
least 100 feet located directly adjacent to the State’s tidal waters, tidal wetlands, and tributary streams. The Critical Area
Buffer is measured from mean high water, from the landward edge of tidal wetlands, and from the edge of streams located
within the Critical Area. The Buffer is expanded beyond 100 feet in areas where there are adjacent sensitive resources such
as steep slopes or soils with development constraints.
Land within the Critical Area is classified by its predominant use and intensity of development and is designated as one of the
three following designations: Intensely Developed Area (IDA), Limited Development Area (LDA), and Resource Conservation
Area (RCA). Both IDA and LDA designations occur on the Airport property.
 IDA: An area where residential, commercial, institutional and/or industrial land uses are predominant and where
relatively little natural habitat, if any, occurs.
 LDA: An area which is currently developed in low or moderate intensity uses which contains areas of natural plant
and animal habitats, and in which the quality of runoff has not been substantially altered or impaired.
 RCA: An area characterized by nature-dominated environments including wetlands, forests, abandoned fields.
Forest Conservation Act: In accordance with the COMAR Natural Resources Article, Title 8, Subtitle 16 and the COMAR
Title 08, Subtitle 19, Forest Conservation, the Forest Conservation Act (FCA) of 1991 requires that prior to the approval of any
public or private subdivision, project plan, grading permit, or sediment control permit on a unit of land 40,000 square feet or
greater, applicants must submit a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and a Forest Conservation Plan (FCP) to the MDNR, or
local authority, for approval. Forest resources on Airport property that are located outside of the Chesapeake Bay Critical
Area are located within the jurisdiction of Queen Anne’s County Forest Conservation Program [County Code Chapter 18:2
Forest Conservation Act (FCA]). In accordance with the County Code, an FSD has been prepared for the Airport and included
as Appendix D.
4.4

CLIMATE

Queen Anne’s County’s climate is classified as humid subtropical. The climate is significantly influenced by Chesapeake Bay
and the Atlantic Ocean. Prevailing weather patterns typically bring storms from the south and west, except for instances when
hurricane activity occurs in the Atlantic in proximity to the eastern seaboard. July is Queen Anne’s County’s hottest month on
average with an average high temperature of 87.7 degrees Fahrenheit. Average temperatures typically reach their minimum of
28.0 degrees Fahrenheit in January. August is typically the wettest month of the year with an average rainfall of 4.6 inches;
annual average rainfall is 45.6 inches.4
In October 2015 the State of Maryland published its Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Act Plan, which is a
comprehensive, multisector, multiagency plan that incorporates numerous strategies. This includes programs that do not
directly reduce carbon dioxide-equivalent, but rather absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. The plan includes over 150
programs and initiatives intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions statewide by 25 percent between 2015 and 2020.
Additionally, Queen Anne’s County published its Sea Level Rise and Coastal Vulnerability Assessment in March 2016. This
assessment evaluated impacts to such resources as infrastructure, land use, and natural resources, as well as public safety
risks associated with rising sea levels and storm surges associated with climate change. The study found that between 2.6%

4
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and 4.1% of the County’s land area, including the land area containing the Airport, could be impacted by a sea level rise of
two feet to four feet, respectively and 6.3% of the County’s land area could see increased temporary impacts by two feet of
sea level rise plus coastal storm surge.
As indicated on Table 4.2-1, operations of aircraft at W29 emit an estimated 671.25 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(CO2e) GHG annually under existing conditions.
4.5

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION

To characterize the affected environment with respect to current/historical contamination at W29, and to evaluate potential for
hazardous waste and contamination related impacts on the Proposed Action, an environmental records search was performed
by Environmental Data Resources (EDR) which queried available environmental records from 138 Federal and state
environmental databases (see Appendix E). Available historical aerial photographs were also collected and evaluated. The
results of the evaluation are presented in the following sections.
The results of the environmental records searches described above are depicted graphically on Exhibit 4.5-1 and in Table
4.5-1 for areas encompassing Airport property and immediately adjacent land uses. Records occurring within or immediately
adjacent to the Airport (i.e., within 150 feet) are highlighted and comprise four individual sites of the 14 identified.
TABLE 4.5-1: ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS SEARCH SUMMARY
Map
ID1
1

Site Name

Database(s)

Pier One Marina
(Pier One Road)

MD HIST UST

Pier 1 Marina
(Pier 1 - Route
50)

MD HIST LUST

Untitled Site
(3579 Pier One
Road)

ERNS

Untitled Site
(357 Pier One
Road)

ERNS

Bay Bridge
Marina
(357 Pier One
Rd)

MD OCPCASES, MD
NPDES

2

Pier 1 Motel
(357 Pier 1 Rd)
Pier One Marina

MD OCPCASES
RCRA NonGen2 / NLR,

Description
Listing of eight onsite USTs. Tanks currently in use: One 10,000-gallon
gasoline and two 10,000-gallon diesel tanks. Tanks permanently out of use:
Three 4,000-gallon gasoline and two 4,000-gallon kerosene tanks.
Record of ongoing monitoring well sampling with no active remediation in
effect.
Report of a pleasure craft leaking motor gasoline into Chesapeake Bay on
8/27/2017, made by private citizen. Spill quantity not known. A 400-square
foot rainbow sheen resulted. US Coast Guard responded. Response
activities are not known.
Report of a sheen on Chesapeake Bay at the Bay Bridge Marina from an
unknown source on 8/4/2008, made by private citizen. National Response
Center (NRC) was notified; however, the response, and the released
material type and quantity are not known.
Multiple incidents reported. Motor/lube oil tank retrofit/repair with a reported
release of unknown material and quantity, reported 6/7/2002 with the
incident closed on 9/29/2004 Cleanup reported, but methods unknown.
Motor/lube oil tank test failure with no release reported 5/9/2006, with
incident closed on 03/15/2007. Release of motor/lube oil of unknown
quantity into water reported on 5/21/2007, incident closed on 10/4/2007.
Cleanup reported, but methods unknown. Motor/lube oil tank retrofit/repair
with a reported release of unknown quantity reported on 2/26/2010, incident
closed on 8/16/2010 Cleanup reported, but methods unknown. Facility
holds a general NPDES permit, with the most recent approved 11/28/2017
and active until 7/31/2022.
A single UST incident reported on 2/6/1990, incident closed 2/13/1991. Tank
type, material, release, and cleanup details are not reported.
Registered as a facility that does not presently generate hazardous waste.

Final Environmental Assessment
Bay Bridge Airport

Section 4: Affected Environment
June 2020

4-7

125

0

75

125

150

SCALE IN FEET

LEGEND:
AIRPORT PROPERTY LINE

BAY BRIDGE AIRPORT
STEVENSVILLE, MARYLAND
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
AIRFIELD IMPROVEMENTS
ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Source:ESRI 2017,EDR 2020

4.5-1

Map
ID1

3

4

5

6

Site Name
(357 Pier One
Rd)

Database(s)
FINDS, ECHO

Untitled Site
(357 Pier One
Road)

ERNS

Bay Bridge
Marina
(357 Pier One
Rd.)

MD UST, MD Financial
Assurance

Untitled Site
(357 Pier One
Road)

ERNS

Bay Bridge
Marina
(357 Pier One
Rd)
Untitled Site
(357 Pier One
Road)
Bay Bridge
(Address
unspecified)
Bay Bridge
Airport
(202-204 Airport
Rd)
Bay Bridge
Aviation, Inc.
(202 Airport Rd)
Bay Bridge
Airport, Inc.
(SSE 204 Airport
Rd)
Traveler Marine
Inc
(110 Pier 1 Rd)
Ace Allens Auto
Svcs Inc
(106 Pier One
Rd)

Description
Historically registered as small-quantity generator of hazardous waste.
Hazardous waste potentially handled by facility include ignitable waste
(D001) and benzene (D018). No violations reported.
Report of a sinking vessel leaking and spilling materials into water at the
marina berth slip #E17 on 11/17/2008. Materials and quantity released
unknown. Craft was towed out of the water and booms were deployed to
contain the sheen.
Site houses eight USTs. Tanks currently in use: two 10,000-gallon gasohol
tanks installed 9/1/1988, 10,000-gallon diesel tank installed 9/1/1988. Tanks
permanently out of use: Two 4,000-gallon diesel tanks installed 1/1/1944
and three 4,000-gallon gasoline tanks installed 1/1/1944. Facility maintains
financial assurances for the purposes of storage tank registry and
compliance. No violations reported.
Report of a diesel fuel release into Chesapeake Bay on 6/6/2002. Incident
resulted from chafing on storage tank piping causing a leak. Local fire
responded as well as a private contractor who deployed booms and
absorbent pads. The tank was shut down. Approximately five gallons
released into water.

MD OCPCASES

Report of a motor/lube oil tank closure. Release of unknown quantity
reported. Incident was opened 9/22/1988 and closed 12/7/2001.

ERNS

Report of an oily sheen on Chesapeake Bay on 8/8/2007. Material and
quantity unknown. Cleanup was reported, but details were not reported.

FINDS

Record of stationary source air permit of an unspecified nature.

MD OCPCASES

Unspecified release. Incident is reported as opened on 01/31/1991 and
closed on 03/17/1997.

MD UST, MD Financial
Assurance

Two 8,000-gallon aviation fuel tanks currently in use, both installed in 1991.
Two 8,000-gallon gasoline tanks were installed in 1976. Both gasoline tanks
are listed as permanently out of use. Facility maintains financial assurances
for the purposes of storage tank registry and compliance. No violations
reported.

MD HIST UST

Record of four 8,000-gallon gasoline tanks. Two were removed, two are
currently in use. Dates of installation and removal not known.

MD OCPCASES

Report of on-site dumping of unknown quantity and material. Incident was
opened 07/20/1995 and closed 03/31/1997.

RCRA-VSQG3, FINDS,
ECHO

Untitled Site
(201 Romancoke
Rd.)

ERNS

Shore Stop #242

MD UST, MD Financial

Facility registered as conditionally-exempt small quantity generator of
hazardous waste for ignitable waste (D001), lead (D008), benzene (D008),
tetrachloroethylene (D039), trichlorethylene (D040), and various spent
nonhalogenated solvents (F003 and F005). No violations reported.
Report of an eight-gallon gasoline spill at Shore Stop Gas Station on
6/29/2002. Incident resulted from an equipment failure. Nozzle would not
shut off, and customer laid the nozzle onto the ground. Spill was onto soil.
Fire department placed sorbent onto spill area.
Site features three 10,000-gallon USTs for gasohol, all installed 3/1/1996.
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Map
ID1

Site Name
(201 Romancoke
Road)
Shore Stop #242
(201 Romancoke
Road)

7

8

Chip Shreeve
Farm
(205 Rt 8)
Untitled Site
(320 Romancoke
Rd.)

Database(s)
Assurance

MD OCPCASES

MD OCPCASES
ERNS

Kent Island
Depot
(320 Romancoke
Rd.)

MD OCPCASES, MD
UST, MD Financial
Assurance

Untitled Site
(320 Romancoke
Rd.)

ERNS

Description
Facility maintains financial assurances for the purposes of storage tank
registry and compliance. No violations reported.
Site record contains three reports. One report of compliance inspections
between 8/23/1999 and 5/2/2000. One reported motor/lube oil tank test
failure, incident opened 12/13/2012 and closed 5/17/2013. One vehicle
accident with unspecified results on 08/26/2016. Incident is currently still
considered open.
Record of tank closure for a motor/lube oil tank. An unspecified release was
reported. Site was opened on 6/1/200 and closed 1/7/2002.
Reported three-gallon gasoline spill at gas station on 3/19/2007. Incident
resulted from customer overfilling vehicle gas tank at pump #1. Spill was
onto asphalt and cleaned up with kitty litter.
Motor/Lube oil leak reported 10/17/2011, incident reported closed
10/21/2011. Motor/Lube Oil tank test failure reported 11/20/2017, with no
incident close date reported. Facility maintains financial assurances for the
purposes of storage tank registry and compliance for a 12,000-gallon
gasohol tank, an 8,000-gallon gasohol tank, and a 4,000-gallon diesel tank.
All tanks installed 10/1/1997. No fuel tank violations reported.
Reported 12-gallon gasoline spill at gas station on 8/3/2002. Incident
resulted from customer engaging out of service pump handle prior to placing
nozzle into vehicle gas tanks overfilling vehicle gas tank at pump #1. Spill
was onto concrete and cleaned up with absorbent material by fire
department.

Farmer John's
Produce
Report of an aboveground tank leak of unspecified quantity and material.
9
MD OCPCASES
(324 Romancoke
Incident was opened 08/04/2017 and closed 07/03/2018.
Rd)
Island Cleaners
Site was historically registered as a Garment Pressing And Cleaners’
10
(356 Romancoke EDR Hist Cleaner
Agents facility from 1998 to 2009.
Rd)
Untitled Site
Report of a Full Lead Free test on an unknown facility for an unknown
11
(404 Calvert
MD LEAD
reason on 2/16/2016. Facility passed the test.
Road)
Untitled Site
Report of a Full Lead Free test on an unknown facility for an unknown
12
MD LEAD
(315 Irene Way)
reason on 6/12/1998. Facility passed the test.
Untitled Site
Report of a Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection on 6/25/2016.
13
MD LEAD
(307 Irene Way)
Site/facility failed dust inspection.
Bay City
Development
Report of an unknown spill of an unknown material from an unknown source
14
MD OCPCASES
(Irene Way &
on 9/18/1997. Cleanup of unknown nature reported.
Victoria Rd)
Source: EDR, 2020; individual databases as noted. Records in red occur directly in the DSA or within 150 ft. of the DSA.
Databases: Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS); Enforcement & Compliance History Information (ECHO); EDR Exclusive
Historical Cleaners (EDR Hist Cleaner); Facility Index System/Facility Registry System (FINDS); Historical UST Registered
Database (HIST UST); Lead Inspection Database (LEAD); National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES); Oil
Control Program Cases (OCPCASES); RCRA NonGen / No Longer Regulated (NLR); RCRA Very Small Quantity Generator
(VSQG); Recovery Sites (HIST LUST); Underground Storage Tanks (UST)
1 See Exhibit 4.5-1
2 A non-generator status signifies that hazardous waste not currently generated by the facility
3 Conditionally exempt signifies that the facility generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste per calendar month, accumulates 1,000 kg or
less of hazardous waste at any time, and/or generates or accumulates less than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per calendar
month.
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4.6

LAND USE

W29 encompasses approximately 105 acres of land in Queen Anne’s County, Maryland, and, as a result, the overall comprehensive
planning and zoning for these areas are governed by Queen Anne’s County. According to the Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive
Plan 2010, the land use designation for the Airport (airfield) is Institutional. To the north, but south of US Route 50, the land use
designation is Commercial (proposed project location). To the east, across MD Route 8, the land use designations are a mix of
Commercial and Medium Density Residential. To the south of the Airport, land use is predominately Medium Density Residential with
areas of Low Density Residential. To the west of the Airport is the Chesapeake Bay. According to the latest general zoning
categories included in the Comprehensive Plan, the Airport, including the proposed project location, is zoned as Airport District. This
zoning classification extends to US Route 50 to the north. To the northwest of the Airport, but south of US Route 50, the zoning is
classified as Commercial. To the south along MD Route 8, the zoning is classified as Commercial. To the southwest, zoning is
classified as Residential.
4.7

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

Delmarva Power provides electric power to W29 through a network of power generation plants, substations, and distribution
lines capable of serving existing and prospective tenants at W29. The existing infrastructure serving W29 is sized to
accommodate the terminal building, aircraft storage facilities, and other large facilities currently operating at the Airport
through a series of multiple power transformers and gas meters located throughout the Airport property that transfer the high
voltage electrical energy provided by Delmarva Power to medium and low voltage energy circuits throughout the Airport and
reduce the gas pressures provided to that which sustains the Airport’s heating requirements.
4.8

NOISE AND NOISE-COMPATIBLE LAND USE

The compatibility of existing and planned land uses in the vicinity of an airport is usually associated with the extent of the
airport’s noise impacts. Airport development actions to accommodate fleet mix changes, the number of aircraft operations, or
air traffic changes are examples of activities that can alter aviation-related noise impacts and affected land uses subjected to
those impacts. The evaluation of the W29 noise environment, and land use compatibility associated with airport noise, was
conducted using methodologies developed by the FAA and published in FAA Order 5050.4B, FAA Order 1050.1F, and Title
14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning. This section describes the baseline noise environment and the
associated land use compatibility.
For aviation noise analysis, the FAA has determined that the cumulative noise energy exposure of individuals to noise
resulting from aviation activities must be established in terms of yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) which is used
as FAA’s primary metric. Title 14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1, provides Federal compatible land use guidelines for
several land uses as a function of DNL values. The ranges of DNL values in Table 1 reflect the statistical variability for the
responses of large groups of people to noise. Compatible or non-compatible land use is determined by comparing the
predicted or measured DNL values at a site to the values listed in Table 1 of Title 14 CFR Part 150. Land use compatibility
with yearly DNL is shown in Appendix F.
4.8.1

AIRCRAFT NOISE DESCRIPTORS AND EFFECTS

In this document, noise or sound levels are expressed in terms of A-weighted decibels (dBA). DNL is a 24-hour timeFinal Environmental Assessment
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weighted-average noise metric expressed in dBA which accounts for the noise levels of all individual aircraft events, the
number of times those events occur, and the time of day which they occur. DNL has two time periods: daytime (7:00 a.m. to
10:00 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). In order to represent the added intrusiveness of sounds occurring during
nighttime hours, DNL penalizes or weights events occurring during the nighttime periods by 10 dBA.
The FAA has required the use of the Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) since May 29, 2015 for determining the
predicted noise impact in the vicinity of airports. Requirements for AEDT use are defined in FAA Order 1050.1F, FAA Order
5050.4B, and Title 14 CFR Part 150. AEDT Version 3c, released on March 6, 2020, was the version used for this document.
The results of the AEDT analysis provide a relative measure of noise levels around airfield facilities.
4.8.2

EXISTING CONDITION AIRCRAFT NOISE EXPOSURE AND LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

DNL Contours – Noise exposure resulting from existing condition aircraft operations at W29 is depicted as DNL 60 and 65dB
contours superimposed over the local land use for Queen Anne’s County on Exhibit 4.8-1. The DNL 70- and 75-dB contours
are located on Airport Property and not depicted on Exhibit 4.8-1. The estimated acreage of each land use within each DNL
contour interval is shown in Table 4.8-1 and was calculated using AEDT.
Land Use Compatibility – It should be noted that the land use compatibility guidelines shown in Title 14 CFR Part 150,
Appendix A, Table 1, do not constitute a federal determination that a specific land use is acceptable or unacceptable under
federal, state, or local laws. The responsibility for determining acceptable land uses rests with the local authorities through its
zoning laws and ordinances.
The noise exposure is quantified as acreage of on- and off-airport land exposed to various levels of aircraft noise. The DNL
65+ dB contour for the Existing Condition, shown in Table 4.8-1, encompasses approximately 118 total acres, of which
approximately 31 acres is located off Airport. This includes approximate 0.6 acre of residential land.
TABLE 4.8-1: EXISTING CONDITION NOISE EXPOSURE ESTIMATES
LAND USE TYPE (ACRES)¹
Airport
Commercial
Exempt Commercial / Industrial
Residential
Unclassified
Total Acreage

DNL 65 TO 70
DBA
16.8
9.0
7.0
0.6
14.8
48.2

DNL 70 TO 75
DBA
21.5
--------21.5

DNL 75+ DBA
13.7
--------13.7

TOTAL OVER
DNL 65 DBA
52.0
9.0
7.0
0.6
14.8
183.5

Source: AECOM, 2020; Queen Anne’s County GIS-Mapping, accessed March 2020 from https://www.qac.org/912/GIS-Data-Download.

Affected Population – FAA defines DNL 65 as the threshold of noise compatibility for residential land uses. The DNL 65+
contour contains approximately 0.6 acres of residential property. A review of aerial photographs of the area indicate that there
are no residential dwellings or buildings within the DNL 65 dB noise contour areas located on residential land
use. Furthermore, the areas of residential land use within the DNL 65 dB are mainly comprised of designated county Right-ofWay adjacent to residential land use.
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4.8-1

4.9

SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND CHILDREN’S ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS

A Socioeconomic Study Area (SSA) was established to support the analysis of social and economic conditions in the area of
the Proposed Project. The SSA encompasses the US Census Block Groups at least partially located within one mile of the
Airport, and includes Block Groups 240358108001, 240358108002, and 240358109012. The SSA serves as the focus of the
evaluation of direct, indirect, and secondary and cumulative socioeconomic effects (see Exhibit 4.9-1).
Information pertaining to the existing social and economic characteristics of the SSA was gathered from data published by the
US Census Bureau. Specifically, 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) Five-Year Estimates was used to identify the
income/poverty and racial/ethnic characteristics of the population within the SSA and serve as the basis for the assessment of
economic activity and employment.
4.9.1

POPULATION

Table 4.9-1 describes the population present within the SSA, Queen Anne’s County, and the state of Maryland. In 2017, the
population of Queen Anne’s County was estimated at 49,071 residents. The SSA was estimated to contain 6,819 residents.
US Census data shows that the population density within Queen Anne’s County (132.2 people per square-mile) is
considerably lower than that generally seen in the state (617.7 people per square-mile).5
Additionally, ACS estimates show that approximately 92 percent of the adult population within the SSA and 88 percent of the
adult population in Queen Anne’s County attained a high school diploma or higher level of education. Approximately 44
percent of the population within the SSA and 35 percent in Queen Anne’s County holds a bachelor’s or higher degree.6
4.9.2

AGE, RACE AND ETHNICITY

The racial, ethnic, and age composition of the population present within the SSA, Queen Anne’s County, and the state is
shown in Table 4.9-1. Data from the ACS reveals that the White population comprises approximately 93 percent of the SSA’s
total compared to 89 percent in Queen Anne’s County and 57 percent in the state of Maryland. The median age in the SSA is
44.6 years compared to 44.1 years in Queen Anne’s County and 38.5 years in the state of Maryland.

5
6

U.S. Ce nsusBure au. Maryland: 2010 Population and Housing Unit Counts; 2010 Census of Population and Housing (CPH-2-22). July 2012.
U.S. Ce nsusBure au. 2013-2017 ACS Fi
ve -Y e arEs
ti
m ate s
, B15003.
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BAY BRIDGE AIRPORT
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
AIRFIELD IMPROVEMENTS
SOCIOECONOMIC STUDY AREA

Source:ESRI, 2017; U.S. Cesnsus Bureau, 2010

4.9-1

Subject
Total Population
Age
< 5 years
5 to 17 years
18 to 29 years
30 to 39 years
40 to 49 years
50 to 64 years
+65 years
Median Age
Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
Islander
Some other race
Two or more races
Ethnicity
Hispanic
Households
Average Household Size

TABLE 4.9-1: COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
SSA
Queen Anne’s County
Number Percent
Number
Percent
6,819
100.0
49,071
100.0

Maryland
Number
Percent
5,996,079
100.0

487
1,154
614
819
1,174
1,401
1,170
44.6

7.1
16.9
9.0
12.0
17.2
20.5
17.2
n/a

2,489
8,336
6,200
5,080
6,660
11,553
8,753
44.1

5.1
17.0
12.6
10.4
13.6
23.5
17.8
n/a

366,750
980,863
970,200
796,963
801,393
1,230,725
849,185
38.5

6.1
16.4
16.2
13.3
13.4
20.5
14.2
n/a

6,321
339
0
10

92.7
5.0
0
0.1

43,799
3,439
38
268

89.3
7.0
0.1
0.5

3,395,212
1,782,256
16,281
373,065

56.6
29.7
0.3
6.2

0

0

67

0.1

2,830

0.0

50
99

0.7
1.5

441
1,019

0.9
2.1

236,834
189,601

3.9
3.2

102

1.5

1,805

3.7

573,303

9.6

2.53

n/a

2.70

n/a

2.68

n/a

n/a = not applicable.
Source: US Census Bureau, 2013 - 2017 ACS, B01001, B01002, B02001, B03003, B25010

4.9.3

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

Within the SSA, there are approximately 3,198 residential parcels on approximately 6,793.8 acres of land. On a parcel basis,
residential areas make up 52 percent of the SSA. Of the residential parcels present, approximately 62.5 percent support
single family homes, 36.7 percent support multi-family homes, and 0.8 percent support mobile homes (see Table 4.9-2).
TABLE 4.9-2: RESIDENTIAL PARCEL TYPES WITHIN THE SSA
Residential Type
Number
Percent Total
Single-Family Parcels
2,000
62.5
Multi-Family Parcels
1,172
36.7
Mobile Home Parcels
26
0.8
Other Types of Residential Parcels
0
0.0
TOTAL:
3,198
100.0
Source: US Census Bureau, 2013 - 2017 ACS, B25024.
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4.9.4

ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT

The 2017 ACS reported the median household income in Queen Anne’s County at $88,799.7 Also, in 2017, the per capita
income was estimated at $40,3978 in Queen Anne’s County. Table 4.9-3 provides a summary of household income within the
SSA. Based on the ACS income estimates, approximately 6.49 percent of Queen Anne’s County residents fell below the
poverty level in 2017. Between 2017 and 2019, the US Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that the total labor force in Queen
Anne’s county totaled between 27,294 and 27,379 people, with between 26,270 and 26,462 currently employed, for an
unemployment rate between 3.3 and 3.8%.10
TABLE 4.9-3: HOUSEHOLD INCOME WITHIN THE SSA
Income Range
Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $124,999
$125,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 or more

Households
95
54
28
46
67
101
84
75
36
152
269
368
368
385
278
275

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 - 2017 ACS, B19001.

According to Maryland Economic Impact of Airports – Final Report (July 2015), the Airport generates economic activity by
supporting employment, contributing to wage earnings, and generating economic activity for the local and regional economy.
The Airport employs 115 people with personal income totaling $4,385,000. Business revenue totals $6,789,000 and
contributes $1,011,000 in State and local taxes.
4.9.5

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

EPA’s Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping Tool (EJSCREEN) reports environmental and demographic indicators,
drawing from the US Census Bureau’s ACS, the National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA), information from the Center for

7

U.S. Ce nsusBure au, 2013-2017 ACS, S1903.
U.S. Ce nsusBure au, 2013-2017 ACS, B19301.
9
U.S. Ce nsusBure au, 2013-2017 ACS, S1701.
10
U.S. Bure auof Lab orStati
sti
cs, Une m p loy m e nt Rate i
n Que e n Anne 'sCounty , MD [MDQUEE5URN], re tri
e ve d from FRED, Fe de ral
Re se rve Bank of St. Loui
s
; h ttp s://fre d.s
tloui
sfe d.org/se ri
e s/MDQUEE5URN, March 30, 2020.
8

Final Environmental Assessment
Bay Bridge Airport

Section 4: Affected Environment
June 2020

4-14

Disease Control and other sources. These indicators are used to assess potential environmental justice issues in planning and
decision-making processes.
Environmental and demographic indicators from EJSCREEN are summarized on Table 4.9-4 below. Indicators are expressed
in terms of percentiles compared to similar statistics within the state of Maryland, within the EPA region, and within the US.
TABLE 4.9-4: SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS
Category
Environmental Indicators
PM
O3
NATA* Diesel PM
NATA* Cancer Risk
NATA* Respiratory Hazard Index
Traffic Proximity and Volume
Lead Paint Indicator
Superfund Proximity
RMP Proximity
Hazardous Waste Proximity
Wastewater Discharge Indicator
Demographic Indicators
Demographic Index (composite of minority and low income
population statistics)
Minority Population
Low Income Population
Linguistically Isolated Population
Population With Less Than High School Education
Population Under 5 years of age
Population over 64 years of age

Maryland

Percentile
EPA Region

USA

12
98
14
29
22
36
28
5
66
4
32

24
99
<50th
<50th
<50th
43
19
13
63
8
22

36
90
<50th
<50th
<50th
45
30
27
57
12
37

6

6

5

8
26
49
37
55
53

23
18
57
34
58
44

15
13
46
31
53
50

Source: EJSCREEN 2020.

A low percentile value signifies that the W29 area scores or ranks better or is at lower risk for that indicator compared to the
state/regional/national population; a high percentile value signifies that the W29 area ranks worse or is at elevated risk
compared to state/regional/national populations.
In terms of reported environmental indicators, nearly all environmental indicators show that the W29 area ranks better or is
comparable to reference populations for risk of environmental exposure. The only notable exception is the indicator for
exposure to O3. Demographically, EJSCREEN reports that the level of minority population is lower than state, regional and
national trends, and low-income populations are relatively low. The area has a comparable elderly population, and populations
under five years of age are comparable to state/regional/national populations.
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4.10

VISUAL EFFECTS

Visual effects include potential impacts to views and from lights. The site is located in an area where increasingly commercial
and light industrial development is occurring. Airfield lighting and rotating beacons are the main sources of light emissions
emanating from the Airport. Airport visual and electronic aids consist of instruments and equipment that assist pilots with
navigation on the airfield and within the vicinity of the Airport while in flight. The airfield at W29 is equipped with the following
visual and electronic aids:
 White/green rotating beacon located atop the maintenance hangar located along the south apron;
 Lighted windsock located to the north of runway 11-29 and east of the north apron;
 Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) on both approaches to Runway 11-29;
 2 Box Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) lights located to the left side of both Runway 11-29 approaches;
 Medium Intensity Runway Edge Lighting (MIRL) located along Runway 11-29; and
 RNAV GPS navigation to both Runway 11-29 approaches.
4.11

WATER RESOURCES

4.11.1

WETLANDS

A wetland is defined by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface
or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” In Maryland, the USACE and the MDE take jurisdiction over
regulating wetlands and their impacts. Most jurisdictional wetlands, those wetlands that are protected by the Clean Water Act
(CWA), meet three delineation criteria: a prevalence of wetland-associated vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology.
Wetland Delineations: A wetland delineation was performed on February 4, 2020; field investigation included review and
confirmation of previously approved nontidal and tidal wetland boundaries. Seven nontidal palustrine emergent (PEM)
wetlands, totaling 36,356 square feet (0.8 acre), were identified. Delineated wetland areas are depicted on Exhibit 4.11-1 and
further described in Appendix G.
Estuarine tidal wetlands border a large extent of the southern boundary of the Airport along the Chesapeake Bay. Although
these wetlands are present within the boundary of the property, and are included on site mapping, these tidal areas do not fall
within areas of active Airport activities or the Proposed Action. Many wetlands on the property were originally man-made
swales in the landscape, created within and surrounding the Airport property to direct drainage away from the runway and
airfield. Through time they have been saturated a sufficient duration to allow growth of hydrophytic vegetation. These are
routinely maintained/mowed during dry periods to a very short height above the surface with culverts/pipes receiving and
removing water from the site. The most common hydrologic indicators present in these wetlands include surface water,
saturation, water-stained leaves, oxidized rhizospheres along living roots, geomorphic positioning, saturation visible on
imagery, and drainage patterns. Dominant vegetation within the PEM wetlands include deer-tongue grass (Dichanthelium
clandestinum), common rush (Juncus effuses), marsh seedbox (Ludwigia palustris), and common reed (Phragmites australis).
The predominant mapped soil within the airfield is Mattapex-Butlertown silt loam (MqA), with 0-2% slopes, which is a mapped
hydric soil. Soils meet the Depleted Matrix (F3) hydric criteria under the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region.
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4.11-1

A pre-application meeting to review the jurisdictional status of delineated resources has been requested with the USACE and
MDE. Due to the State of Emergency as a result of the global pandemic currently occurring, new guidelines are in place for
agency review of delineated wetlands. The necessary wetland data has been provided to the MDE and USACE; a response
has not yet been received.
4.11.2

FLOODPLAINS

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, defines floodplains as the “lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland
and coastal waters including flood prone areas of offshore islands, including at a minimum, the area subject to a one percent
or greater chance of flooding in a given year” (commonly termed the 100-year floodplain).
Exhibit 4.11-1 depicts the 100-year floodplain as shown on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National
Flood Hazard Layer (NFHL). Approximately half of the Airport property is within the floodplain. The floodplains located on
Airport property are associated with the Chesapeake Bay.
4.11.3

SURFACE WATERS

The Airport is located on approximately 105 acres of land within the Kent Island Bay 8-Digit Watershed which comprises 5,755
acres along Maryland’s eastern shore of the Chesapeake Bay. This watershed is a sub-shed to the larger Chester River
Watershed. All surface waters at the Airport eventually drain to the Chesapeake Bay.
4.11.4

GROUNDWATER

Queen Anne’s County lies within the Coastal Plain Region, a very low-lying region with little elevation change, where
groundwater flows through pore spaces between sand and gravel particles. According to the Maryland Geological Survey
(MGS) groundwater levels are not significantly affected by short-term periods of drought or rain events. The six aquifers used
in Queen Anne’s County, in order of increasing depth, are the Surficial, Aquia, Patuxent, Magothy, Upper Patapsco, and
Lower Patapsco aquifers. The Airport is located within the Aquia aquifer which underlies the north eastern portion of Kent
Island. The aquifer consists of medium to coarse sand consisting of clear and white quartz and dark-green, brown, and black
glauconite. Also, shell beds and iron- or calcite-cemented layers are common. The top of the Aquia aquifer ranges from about
17 feet above sea level to seven feet below sea level and ranges in thickness from zero feet to 289 feet at its maximum in
Queen Anne’s County (MGS). The lower Aquia aquifer is brackish water along the entire bay shore and inland from the bay
shore the Aquia becomes fresh water (MGS, 2020). The airport is not located on or within the vicinity of a sole source aquifer.
As stated in the Queen Anne’s County Comprehensive Plan (2010), Queen Anne’s County’s water supply relies on local
groundwater resources to support household, industrial, and commercial uses. This includes washing clothes, cars, and boats,
as well as irrigating golf courses, residential yards, and farmland. The largest water supplier in the County is the Stevensville
municipal system.
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Section 5.0: Environmental Consequences

SECTION 5.0
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
5.1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of the Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative)
relative to existing conditions; the organization of this chapter is consistent with the environmental resource categories
prescribed in FAA Order 1050.1F and FAA Order 5050.4B. The evaluation of potential for impacts has been conducted
consistent with the provisions of NEPA, appropriate CEQ, US Department of Transportation (DOT), and FAA environmental
regulations and guidance, as well as all applicable local, state, and Federal laws, as appropriate.
This chapter also includes potential cumulative impacts which result from the incremental impact of this Proposed Action
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Potential environmental consequences are evaluated
for the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action. Construction activities could result in potential impacts to multiple
categories. Per FAA Order 1050.1F, the assessment of potential construction related impacts is discussed where applicable
for each of the categories listed.
5.2

AIR QUALITY

For areas designated as nonattainment or maintenance of the NAAQS for criteria air pollutants by the EPA, the General
Conformity Regulations (40 CFR §93.153 et seq.) of the CAA require a determination that air emissions from federally
obligated actions are accounted for in a SIP to control air quality. As previously stated in Section 4.2, W29 is in an area
designated by the EPA as maintenance with respect to O3 and as attainment/unclassifiable with respect to all other current
NAAQS. Accordingly, the General Conformity Regulations apply to Federal actions in the maintenance area for O 3, and
General Conformity must be considered for the Proposed Project. Annual emissions inventories of construction and
operational emissions associated with the Proposed Action are provided for disclosure purposes and to determine General
Conformity applicability with regards to the O3 Maintenance Plan.
In terms of NEPA compliance, the significance of potential air quality impacts of development projects at W29 are evaluated
for each year of construction activities for the Proposed Action. There is no formal FAA impact significance threshold for
evaluation air quality impacts under the NEPA. According to FAA Order 1050.1F, significant impacts could occur if the action
would cause pollutant concentrations to exceed one or more of the NAAQS, as established by the EPA under the CAA, for
any of the time periods analyzed, or to increase the frequency or severity of any such existing violations. The CAA General
Conformity O3 maintenance de minimis level of 100 tons per year for the O3 precursors NOx and VOC was used as a
significance threshold for NOx and VOC emissions increases estimated for the Proposed Action. There is no applicable
quantitative significance threshold against which CO, Pb, NO2, PM2.5, PM10, and SO2 emissions increases estimated for the
Proposed Action could be assessed, because the Proposed Action occurs in a NAAQS attainment/unclassifiable area for
these NAAQS and the CAA General Conformity de minimis thresholds therefore do not apply to these pollutants.
Because the Proposed Action is not expected to generate operational or construction-related emissions that would cause a
violation of the NAAQS, the Proposed Action would not exceed significant impact thresholds identified in FAA Order 1050-1F.
5.2.1

PROPOSED ACTION

Construction Emissions: Construction of the Proposed Action would result in a temporary increase in air pollutant
emissions, when compared to the No Action Alternative. Accordingly, the emissions have been assessed quantitatively per the
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FAA’s 1050.1F Desk Reference. All emissions estimates and quantitative analyses were prepared using current, federally
approved emissions models and tools, in a manner consistent with the current FAA guidance.
Tables 5.2-1 through 5.2-6 disclose the construction period criteria pollutant emissions computed for the Proposed Action. As
shown on Tables 5.2-1 through 5.2-6, the peak year of construction is 2024, when estimated emissions total 6.8 tons of CO,
4.1 tons of nitrogen oxides (NOx), 1.9 tons of PM10, 0.4 ton of PM2.5, less than 0.1 ton of sulfur oxides (SOx), and 10.9 tons of
VOC. Because the area is considered maintenance with regards to O3, the estimated emissions of O3 precursors (NOx and
VOC) that would result from the Proposed Action were compared to the CAA General Conformity de minimis threshold of 100
tons per year for each precursor pollutant.1 As shown in Tables 5.2-2 and 5.2-6, the peak construction emissions in year
2024 would be 4.1 tons of NOx and 10.9 tons of VOC. Because these emissions are below General Conformity de minimis
thresholds, conformity determination requirements do not apply to the Proposed Action.2 Because the area is considered
attainment/unclassifiable of all other NAAQS, there are no additional significance thresholds to which these emissions
increases can be compared. Because construction emissions are temporary in nature, it is not likely that the construction
emissions create a significant or lasting impact on air quality in the area.
TABLE 5.2-1: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR CO
Project
Construct Hold Pad
Construct New Taxiway Connectors
Demolish Existing Taxiway Connectors
Expand South Apron
Rehabilitate Runway 11-29
Rehabilitate South Apron & Install Tie-Downs
Replace and Relocate Airfield Signage, Lighting, NAVAIDS
Total
Source: AECOM, 2020
1 Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

2022
----4.2
--4.2

CO Emissions1 (tons)
2023
2024
0.1
-1.1
-<0.1
---1.4
--6.8
0.3
-3.0
6.8

2025
---1.2
---1.2

TABLE 5.2-2: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR NOX
Project
Construct Hold Pad
Construct New Taxiway Connectors
Demolish Existing Taxiway Connectors
Expand South Apron
Rehabilitate Runway 11-29
Rehabilitate South Apron & Install Tie-Downs
Replace and Relocate Airfield Signage, Lighting, NAVAIDS
Total

2022
----2.1
--2.1

NOx Emissions1 (tons)
2023
2024
0.1
-0.9
-1.5
------4.1
0.2
-2.6
4.1

2025
---1.3
---1.3

Source: AECOM, 2020
1 Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.
1

40 CFR 93 § 153

2

FAA. 1050.1F Desk Reference. Federal Aviation Administration Office of Environment and Energy. July 2015.
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TABLE 5.2-3: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR PM10
Project
Construct Hold Pad
Construct New Taxiway Connectors
Demolish Existing Taxiway Connectors
Expand South Apron
Rehabilitate Runway 11-29
Rehabilitate South Apron & Install Tie-Downs
Replace and Relocate Airfield Signage, Lighting, NAVAIDS
Total

2022
----1.4
--1.4

PM10 Emissions1 (tons)
2023
2024
0.1
-0.2
-0.4
------1.9
<0.1
-0.6
1.9

2025
---0.2
---0.2

Source: AECOM, 2020
1 Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

TABLE 5.2-4: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR PM2.5
Project
Construct Hold Pad
Construct New Taxiway Connectors
Demolish Existing Taxiway Connectors
Expand South Apron
Rehabilitate Runway 11-29
Rehabilitate South Apron & Install Tie-Downs
Replace and Relocate Airfield Signage, Lighting, NAVAIDS
Total

2022
----0.3
--0.3

PM2.5 Emissions1 (tons)
2023
2024
<0.1
-0.1
-0.1
------0.4
<0.1
-0.2
0.4

2025
---0.1
---0.1

Source: AECOM, 2020
1 Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

TABLE 5.2-5: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR SOX
Project
Construct Hold Pad
Construct New Taxiway Connectors
Demolish Existing Taxiway Connectors
Expand South Apron
Rehabilitate Runway 11-29
Rehabilitate South Apron & Install Tie-Downs
Replace and Relocate Airfield Signage, Lighting, NAVAIDS
Total
Source: AECOM, 2020
1 Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.
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2022
----<0.1
--<0.1

SOx Emissions1 (tons)
2023
2024
<0.1
-<0.1
-<0.1
------<0.1
<0.1
-<0.1
<0.1

2025
---<0.1
---<0.1
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TABLE 5.2-6: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR VOC
Project
Construct Hold Pad
Construct New Taxiway Connectors
Demolish Existing Taxiway Connectors
Expand South Apron
Rehabilitate Runway 11-29
Rehabilitate South Apron & Install Tie-Downs
Replace and Relocate Airfield Signage, Lighting, NAVAIDS
Total

2022
----6.5
--6.5

VOC Emissions1 (tons)
2023
2024
0.1
-0.4
-0.3
------10.9
<0.1
-1.0
10.9

2025
---0.5
---0.5

Source: AECOM, 2020
1 Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

Operational Emissions: The Proposed Action would not result in a change in airport capacity, activity, or aircraft fleet mix.
Therefore, operational emissions are not expected to change compared to the No Action Alternative.
5.2.2

NO ACTION

With no expansion of existing facilities, the No Action Alternative would not significantly change traffic patterns or increase the
number of Airport operations, or otherwise change air quality in the area.
5.2.3

MITIGATION

In summary, The Proposed Action would not result in a change in airport capacity, activity, or aircraft fleet mix. Therefore,
operational emissions are not expected to change compared to the No Action Alternative. In addition, construction of the
Proposed Action would result in a temporary increase in air pollutant emissions, when compared to the No Action Alternative.
Operational emissions are not expected to change compared to the No Action Alternative.
Mitigation to reduce impacts below the threshold of significance is not required. However, construction-related emissions
resulting from the improvements, albeit temporary, can be reduced by employing the following typical emissions reduction
measures, in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10H, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports:
 Suspension of construction activities during high-wind conditions;
 Creation of dust, odor and nuisance reporting system;
 Reduction of exposed erodible surface area through appropriate materials and equipment staging procedures;
 Cover of exposed surface areas with pavement or vegetation in an expeditious manner;
 Reduction of equipment idling times;
 Ensure contractor knowledge of appropriate fugitive dust and equipment exhaust controls;
 Soil and stock-pile stabilization via cover or periodic watering;
 Use of low- or zero-emissions equipment;
 Use of covered haul trucks and conveyors during materials transportation;
 Reduction of electrical generator usage wherever possible; and
 Prohibition of open burning for waste disposal.
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5.3

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, a significant impact to biological resources would occur when “the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service determines that the action would be likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of a federally-listed threatened or endangered species, or would result in the destruction or adverse modification of
federally-designated critical habitat.” In addition, additional factors are to be considered in determining impacts of a proposed
project, including long-term or permanent loss of unlisted species, adverse impacts to special status species, substantial loss,
reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species habitats or populations, and adverse impacts to
population levels.
5.3.1

PROPOSED ACTION

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area: Resources located within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area are governed by the
Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays Critical Area Program, Title 8, Subtitle 18, of the Natural Resources Article in COMAR
and locally through the Queen Anne’s County Critical Area Ordinance, Chapter 14:1 of the County Code. The type of impacts,
permanent or temporary, would vary depending upon the Proposed Action:
 Rehabilitation of Runway 11-29: This project includes the rehabilitation of the runway pavement, remarking of the
runway pavement, installation and/or relocation of navigational aids, and installation and/or relocation of airfield
signage. This project would largely require work on the existing pavement and no additional impervious would be
added. The project would involve grading on either side of the runway; all areas would be restored to grass. In
addition, runway edge lights would be spaced approximately 200 feet apart, 10 feet off the runway edge. Per the
County, the grading and placement of the edge lights would require adherence to the Critical Area Ordinance. Thus,
a Consistency Report was prepared by the County and submitted to the Critical Area Commission. Per the Critical
Area Commission, the office agrees that the project is generally consistent with the Queen Anne’s County Critical
Area Program (see Appendix C)..
 Demolition of Aligned Taxiway and Reestablishment of Connector Taxiways: This project is located outside the
CBCA and associated buffer. Thus, no impacts would result.
 Rehabilitation of South Apron: Minor grading would result along the edge of the South Apron. Coordination is
ongoing with the County regarding mitigation that may be required for this temporary impact.
 Reconfiguration and Expansion of South Apron: This project is located entirely on existing impervious surface; no
impacts to the CBCA would result.
 Construction of hold pad: This project is located outside the CBCA and associated buffer. Thus, no impacts would
result.
Forest Conservation Act: Although no trees or forests would be removed as a result of the Proposed Action, the projects
would need to adhere to the Queen Anne’s County Forest Conservation Program as the Proposed Action would occur on a
parcel greater than 40,000 square feet in size and will require a grading permit.
In addition, it is not anticipated that the Proposed Action would cause long-term or permanent loss of unlisted species; create
adverse impacts to special status species; cause substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of
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native species habitats or populations, or cause adverse impacts to population levels.
5.3.2

NO ACTION

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not impact any forested resources or non-forested land nor the CBCA. .
5.3.3

MITIGATION

Chesapeake Bay Critical Area: This project is located within the IDA and therefore 10% stormwater management for
phosphorus is required. Stormwater management and the 10% calculations will be provided to the County and Critical Area
Commission when pre-design activities are completed; the 10% pollutant reduction requirement will be met onsite.
Forest Conservation Act: In accordance with the Queen Anne’s County Forest Conservation Program, an FSD is required
for the Proposed Actions, as they occur on a parcel greater than 40,000 square feet in size and will require a grading permit.
Preliminary estimates resulting from the County Forest Conservation Worksheet indicates the potential for minor afforestation
requirements as a result of the Proposed Action. Coordination regarding compliance with the Forest Conservation Program is
ongoing and subsequent submittal will include determination from the county regarding mitigation.
5.4

CLIMATE

The FAA has not established significance thresholds for aviation GHG emissions, nor have they identified specific factors to
consider in making a significance determination for GHG emissions. Consequently, there is currently no quantitative or
qualitative basis for comparison for the GHG emissions presented in this document, and therefore, emissions presented in this
document are for disclosure purposes only. Based on the analysis conducted for this Environmental Assessment, GHG
emissions associated with the Proposed Action are minimal and are unlikely to result in significant impacts.
Accordingly, the emissions have been assessed quantitatively per the FAA’s 1050.1F Desk Reference. All emissions
estimates and quantitative analyses were prepared using current, federally approved emissions models and tools, in a manner
consistent with the current FAA guidance.
5.4.1

PROPOSED ACTION

Construction Emissions: Construction of the Proposed Action would result in a temporary increase in GHG emissions, when
compared to the No Action Alternative. Construction emissions of CO2e GHG are presented on Table 5.4-1 and indicate that
roughly 7,172.2 metric tons for the Proposed Action would be emitted over the four-year construction period, which peaks in
2024.
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TABLE 5.4-1: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR CO2E
Project
Construct Hold Pad
Construct New Taxiway Connectors
Demolish Existing Taxiway Connectors
Expand South Apron
Rehabilitate Runway 11-29
Rehabilitate South Apron & Install Tie-Downs
Replace and Relocate Airfield Signage, Lighting, NAVAIDS
Total

CO2e Emissions1 (METRIC tons)
2022
2023
2024
2025
-170.0
---520.5
---862.6
-----735.3
1,416.9
-----3,379.0
--87.8
--1,416.9
1,640.9
3,379.0
735.3

Source: AECOM, 2020
1 Includes off-road equipment, on-road vehicles, and asphalt paving/fugitive dust.

Operational Emissions: As discussed in Section 4.2, the Proposed Action would not result in a change in airport capacity,
activity, or aircraft fleet mix. Therefore, operational GHG emissions are not expected to change compared to the No Action
Alternative.
5.4.2

NO ACTION

The continued operation of the Airport in its current condition would not change any traffic patterns, and only slight increases
in Airport operations are forecast. Therefore, it is anticipated that the No Action Alternative would not result in a change to air
quality or climate conditions in the area and would not contribute to a significant increase GHG emissions.
5.4.3

MITIGATION

Although the FAA has not established significance thresholds for aviation GHG emissions, no significant climate impacts are
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are warranted. However, many voluntary measures are available to reduce
construction- and operational-related air emissions that would also serve to reduce fuel consumption associated with
construction equipment and airport GHG emission sources, which would in turn reduce the level of GHG emissions.
Per the 2016 Sea Level Rise and Coastal Vulnerability Assessment by Queen Anne’s County, five strategies are proposed to
respond and adapt to sea level rise associated with climate change:
 Avoid: includes limiting or prohibiting new development and infrastructure in vulnerable areas, and allowing wetlands
to advance landward with sea level rise;
 Accommodate: includes regulatory incentives to encourage coastal flooding adaptation, promulgating development
standards that are stricter than existing standards, and creating redundancy for at-risk infrastructure and emergency
services;
 Protect: includes flood-proofing infrastructure, beach nourishment to help preserve a static shoreline in identified
critical areas, and using structural means (e.g. dykes and seawalls) to protect other critical areas;
 Retreat: includes allowing for natural shoreline migration through land conservation and removal of structures that
prevent shoreline movement, and potential relocation or governmental/nonprofit buyout of structures and
infrastructure in critical areas; and
 Build Adaptive Capacity: includes developing collaborative approaches between public and private entities to develop
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research, development, and funding approaches for the proposed action strategies; and improving coordination of
permit decisions for adaptation projects among federal, state and local officials.
The Proposed Action would not have a measurable effect on any strategy being undertaken to implement these adaptations,
nor would it impede successful implementation of these adaptations. GHG emission from construction of the Proposed Action
will be temporary and minor, and the Proposed Action will not result in long-term operational GHG emissions increases. It
would, therefore, not impede successful implantation of Maryland’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Act Plan.
5.5

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION

Information on existing conditions was further evaluated based on the areas of the Airport that would be disturbed by
construction and demolition activities associated with the Proposed Action. In addition, the intended function and operation of
the Proposed Action in both 2025 and 2030 were considered from the standpoint of hazardous materials involvement. The NoAction and Proposed Action were evaluated to determine the quantity of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) generation and
construction debris generation, in terms of the quantity of MSW generated by the day-to-day operations of the alternatives and
the temporary generation solid waste due to demolition and construction activities.
5.5.1

Proposed Action

Construction Impacts: During construction, contractor staging areas would be located at various locations on the Airport.
The staging areas would likely include portable above ground storage tanks (ASTs) for fuel storage. The construction
contractor(s) would be required to implement pollution prevention, spill prevention, and response plans documenting the
measures that will be taken to prevent accidental releases to the environment and, should they occur, the actions that will be
undertaken to minimize the environmental impact.
Table 5.5-1 summarizes known sites of current/historical contamination or environmental compliance within or adjacent to the
Airport, based on the appraisal of environmental records. As indicated on Table 5.5-1, none of the records identified are
indicative of significant potential to encounter subsurface contamination during construction of the Proposed Action.
TABLE 5.5-1 ASSESSMENT OF KNOWN CURRENT/HISTORICAL CONTAMINATION SITES
Map
ID1
3

4

Site Name
Bay Bridge
(Address
unspecified)
Bay Bridge Airport
(202-204 Airport
Rd)

Description

Interpretation

Record of stationary source air permit of an unspecified nature.
Unspecified release. Incident is reported as opened on
01/31/1991 and closed on 03/17/1997.

Bay Bridge
Aviation, Inc.
(202 Airport Rd)

Two 8,000-gallon aviation fuel tanks currently in use, both
installed in 1991. Two 8,000-gallon gasoline tanks were installed
in 1976. Both gasoline tanks are listed as permanently out of use.
Facility maintains financial assurances for the purposes of
storage tank registry and compliance. No violations reported.

Bay Bridge Airport,
Inc.
(SSE 204 Airport
Rd)

Record of four 8,000-gallon gasoline tanks. Two were removed,
two are currently in use. Dates of installation and removal not
known.
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Air emissions permits are not indicative of significant
contamination potential.
Although a release was reported, there are no
ongoing assessments or remediation activities.
Significant contamination potential is low.
Although the site contains in-service tanks, there are
no reported violations or active assessment or
remediation activities. Because none of the
historically registered tanks have any reports of
releases or associated cleanup activities, this site is
not considered to have a significant contamination
potential.
Although the site contains in-service tanks, there are
no reported violations or active assessment or
remediation activities.Because none of the
historically registered tanks have any reports of
releases or associated cleanup activities, this site is
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Map
ID1

7

8

Site Name

Description

Chip Shreeve Farm
(205 Rt 8)

Record of tank closure for a motor/lube oil tank. An unspecified
release was reported. Site was opened on 6/1/200 and closed
1/7/2002.

Untitled Site
(320 Romancoke
Rd.)

Reported three-gallon gasoline spill at gas station on 3/19/2007.
Incident resulted from customer overfilling vehicle gas tank at
pump #1. Spill was onto asphalt and cleaned up with kitty litter.

Kent Island Depot
(320 Romancoke
Rd.)

Motor/Lube oil leak reported 10/17/2011, incident reported closed
10/21/2011. Motor/Lube Oil tank test failure reported
11/20/2017, with no incident close date reported. Facility
maintains financial assurances for the purposes of storage tank
registry and compliance for a 12,000-gallon gasohol tank, an
8,000-gallons gasohol tank, and a 4,000-gallon diesel tank. All
tanks installed 10/1/1997. No fuel tank violations reported.

Untitled Site
(320 Romancoke
Rd.)

Reported 12-gallon gasoline spill at gas station on 8/3/2002.
Incident resulted from customer engaging out of service pump
handle prior to placing nozzle into vehicle gas tanks. overfilling
vehicle gas tank at pump #1. Spill was onto concrete and
cleaned up with absorbent material by fire department.

Interpretation
not considered to have a significant contamination
potential.
The tank closure with release was resolved with no
ongoing assessment or remediation actions, and
therefore, the incident is not indicative of significant
contamination potential.
Because the spill was small, released to asphalt, and
cleaned up at the time, there is low potential for
significant contamination onsite.
The reported oil leak was cleaned up and the
incident closed quickly; the incident does not
represent significant contamination potential. The oil
tank test failure is not indicative of significant
contamination potential. Although the site contains
in-service tanks, there are no reported violations or
active assessment or remediation activities. This site
is therefore not considered to have a significant
contamination potential.
Because the spill was released to concrete and
cleaned up at the time, there is low potential for
significant contamination onsite.

Source: EDR, 2020.
1 See Exhibit 4.5-1

Queen Anne’s County operates five waste transfer stations, although not all will accept large quantities of construction debris.
County operated landfills include Batts Neck, Centreville, Church Hill, Glanding, and Grasonville. The County recommends
using other nearby privately owned landfills for disposal of construction debris: R. B. Baker & Sons in Queenstown, MD (10.5
miles) and Dependable, Sand, Stone and Recycling in Wye Mills (15.5 miles), or Midshore Regional Landfill in Ridgely, MD
(27.1 miles), operated by Talbot County. Between the eight local transfer stations and landfills construction debris produced
from the Proposed Action should not significantly impact overall landfill capacity. Excavated soils that are not contaminated
can be used at local landfills as daily cover and could provide a benefit to the accepting landfill.
Hazardous Materials/Solid Waste Generation and Management: Based on the foregoing discussion, the Proposed Action
would not generate a considerable or appreciable amount of hazardous materials or solid waste that would violate applicable
regulations or exceed available handling capacity. The Proposed Action would not enable new activity types and would not
result in new types of solid waste generated or hazardous materials in use at W29.
Solid wastes and hazardous materials generated during the construction phase of any project would be handled in
accordance with all applicable Federal, state and local regulations. Construction waste not diverted, recycled, or re-used
would be transported to and disposed of in local permitted construction/demolition waste facilities or in local waste-to-energy
plants in accordance with applicable state and local requirements. Construction contractor(s) would be required to implement
pollution prevention, spill prevention, and response plans documenting the measures that will be taken to prevent accidental
releases to the environment and, should they occur, the actions that will be undertaken to minimize the environmental impact.
Contaminated Site Involvement: Based on review of available environmental records and historical aerial photography, the
majority of environmental contamination events or compliance issues documented at W29 are historical or otherwise minor in
nature. No sites on or around W29 are listed on the National Priority List of contaminated sites. Overall, the potential for
contaminated site involvement during the construction or implementation of planned projects is generally low. However,
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special care should be taken when conducting construction activities within the areas identified in Table 5.5-1. Hazards are
specific to each area.
Other Considerations: FAA Order 1050.19B, Environmental Due Diligence Audits in the Conduct of FAA Real Property
Transactions outlines conditions where Environmental Due Diligence Audits may either be required or waived. Based on
available information and the nature of the Proposed Action, Order 1050.19B would not apply to the Proposed Action.
Operational Impacts: The use of fuel, and other regulated substances necessary for routine operations at the Airport would
continue and would increase to correspond to the forecast growth in operations at the Airport and development of the
Proposed Action. Improvement activities associated with this Proposed Action are consistent with previous predicted growth
predictions and should therefore not significantly impact the capacity of the Queen Anne’s County solid waste management
systems.
5.5.2

NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would not result in any changes at the Airport, and therefore would not have an effect on hazardous
materials, solid waste, or pollution prevention.
5.5.3

MITIGATION

The Proposed Action is not anticipated to result in significant hazardous material impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures are
not warranted and have not been developed.
In the event that existing clean-up sites or previously unknown contaminants are discovered during construction activities, or a
spill occurs during construction, construction contract provisions would specify that work would stop until the National
Response Center is notified. Should hazardous wastes be encountered, they would be handled in accordance with state and
federal regulations.
5.6

LAND USE

The FAA has not established a significance threshold for land use. The Proposed Action is located entirely on-Airport property
is consistent with the zoning designation of the Airport. For this Environmental Assessment, land use compatibility will be
discussed with respect to noise impacts and property interest requirements.
5.6.1

PROPOSED ACTION

As discussed in Section 5.8, there are no aircraft noise-related impacts due to the implementation of the Proposed Action; in
additional, there are no property interests that are a result of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is located on Airport
property and is consistent with zoning and land use designations.
5.6.2

NO ACTION

Under the No Action Alternative, no land use impacts would result.
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5.6.3

MITIGATION

Neither the No Action Alternative nor the Proposed Action would produce significant impacts to land use. Therefore, no
mitigation is required.
5.7

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

In FAA Order 1050.1F, the FAA has not identified a significant impact threshold on natural resources and energy supply, but
the FAA identified a factor to consider when evaluating potential impact. It should be noted that this factor is not a threshold
and may not necessarily indicate a significant impact. As stated in FAA Order 1050.1F: This factor includes, but is not limited
to, situations in which the Proposed Action or alternative(s) would have the potential to cause demand to exceed available or
future supplies of these resources. For most actions, changes in energy demands or other natural resource consumption for
FAA projects will not result in significant impacts. To the goal of determining impact significance, the No Action and Proposed
Action were considered in the following contexts:
 Utility Impacts: identify any large demand on local existing or planned utilities;
 Consumable Materials Impacts: estimate the volume(s) of any scarce or unusual materials needed to implement any
Alternative considered; and
 Fuel Consumption Impacts: identify any changes to existing fuel usage attributable to changes in aircraft operations,
ground procedures, or service vehicle utilization.
5.7.1

PROPOSED ACTION

Utility Impacts: Delmarva Power provides electric power to W29 through a network of power generation plants, substations,
and distribution lines capable of serving existing and prospective tenants at W29. The existing infrastructure serving W29 is
sized to accommodate the terminal buildings, aircraft storage facilities, and other large facilities currently operating at the
Airport through a series of multiple power transformers and gas meters located throughout the Airport property that transfer
the high voltage electrical energy provided by Delmarva Power to medium and low voltage energy circuits throughout the
Airport and reduce the gas pressures provided to that which sustains the airport’s heating requirements. Future coordination
with the utility companies will be required during design in order to address accurate power consumption needs for the
Proposed Action. Overall, the Proposed Action will reduce power consumption needs of the airport by installing LED lights and
replacing old electrical wiring on the airfield. No substantial energy-related impacts are anticipated with the implementation of
the Proposed Action.
Consumable Materials Impacts: Construction and operation of the Proposed Action would not require the use of unusual or
scarce materials, or other commodities that are otherwise in short supply in the Queen Anne’s County area.
Fuel Consumption Impacts: According to the FAA Aerospace Forecast, FY 2016-2036, total fuel consumption for general
aviation aircraft is expected to rise a total of 1.9 percent over the next 15 years nationwide. As the Proposed Action is not
expected to result in an increase in aircraft operations at W29, the expected fuel usage at W29 would not be expected to
increase at a rate higher than the FAA forecast. Therefore, it is unlikely that the fuel demand at the W29 due to the Proposed
Action would exceed available capacities.
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5.7.2

NO ACTION

No energy-related impacts are anticipated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative.
5.7.3

MITIGATION

In summary, no substantial energy-related impacts are anticipated with the implementation of the Proposed Action;
construction and operation of the Proposed Action would not require the use of unusual or scarce materials, or other
commodities that are otherwise in short supply in the Queen Anne’s County area; and it is unlikely that the fuel demand at the
W29 due to the Proposed Action would exceed available capacities. No mitigation is required.
5.8

NOISE AND NOISE-COMPATIBLE LAND USE

FAA Order 1050.1F states that:
No noise analysis is needed for projects involving Design Group I and II airplanes (wingspan less than 79
feet) in Approach Categories A through D (landing speed less than 166 knots) operating at airports whose
forecast operations3 in the period covered by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document do
not exceed 90,000 annual propeller operations (247 average daily operations) or 700 annual jet operations
(2 average daily operations). These numbers of propeller and jet operations result in DNL 60 dB contours of
less than 1.1 square miles that extend no more than 12,500 feet from start of takeoff roll. The DNL 65 dB
contour areas would be 0.5 square mile or less and extend no more than 10,000 feet from start of takeoff
roll.
Thus, a noise analysis with respect to future aircraft noise was not performed. However, in accordance with FAA guidance,
additional noise sources are also to be evaluated when applicable. Thus, for this Environmental Assessment, construction
noise was evaluated.
5.8.1

PROPOSED ACTION

Although there is approximately 0.6 acres of residential land use in the DNL 65 dB noise contour, the areas within the noise
contour do not contain any residential dwelling units and primarily consist of county Right-of-Way and is not anticipated to be
developed in the future (refer back to Exhibit 4.8-1). In addition, in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, the activity level of
approximately 35,000 annual aircraft operations and no jet aircraft activity does not trigger the need for additional noise
analysis.
Construction and demolition activities associated with the Proposed Action is expected to result in a short-term, negligible to
minor, adverse impact on the noise environment surrounding the Airport. Construction activities would include, but are not
limited to, land clearing, grading, and excavation; pavement construction, demolition, and removal; and building construction,
demolition, and removal. These activities would involve the use of vehicles, heavy construction equipment, and machinery
and would be conducted during the daytime hours of 0700 to 1700. Construction activities would temporarily increase noise
levels in the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Action areas; however, because distance rapidly attenuates noise levels, the
areas would experience only a minor increase in ambient noise conditions during construction hours. The nearest noise
sensitive sites to the construction areas consist of multi-family homes approximately 750 feet and 1,050 feet from the
expansion of the apron and 850 feet and 1,600 feet from the proposed hold pad. In addition, there is a single-family area
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beginning approximately 1,465 feet from the apron and 1,850 feet from the proposed hold pad. These areas may experience
some annoyance due to construction noise, however this noise will be temporary in nature both in the daily operation of the
sites and the length of the project. Table 5.8-1 presents measured noise levels of common construction equipment at 50 feet.
The table also provides the attenuation of these sound levels at 500, 1,000 and 1,500 feet. Therefore, implementation of the
Proposed Action would not be expected to result in a significant impact on the noise environment.
TABLE 5.8-1: CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS
Lmax
Lmax
Lmax
Construction Equipment
at 50 feet
at 750 feet
at 1,000 feet
Cement and Mortar Mixers Composite
80
56
54
Concrete/Industrial Saws Composite
90
66
64
Cranes Composite
88
64
62
Excavators Composite
81
57
55
Forklifts Composite
85
61
59
Generator Sets Composite
81
57
55
Graders Composite
85
61
59
Other Construction Equipment Composite
85
61
59
Other General Industrial Equipment Composite
85
61
59
Pavers Composite
77
53
51
Paving Equipment Composite
77
53
51
Rollers Composite
80
56
54
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite
82
58
56
Scrapers Composite
85
61
59
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite
85
61
59
Welders Composite
73
49
47
Source: USDOT, 2006.
5.8.2

Lmax
at 1,500 feet
51
60
58
51
55
51
55
55
55
47
47
50
52
55
55
43

NO ACTION

There are no impacts with the implementation on the No Action Alternative.
5.8.3

MITIGATION

In summary, construction and demolition activities associated with the Proposed Action is expected to result in a short-term,
negligible to minor, adverse impact on the noise environment surrounding the Airport; however, implementation of the
Proposed Action would not be expected to result in a significant impact on the noise environment.. No mitigation is required.
5.9

SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS

The FAA must evaluate proposed airport development actions to determine if they would cause socioeconomic impacts (i.e.,
elements of the human environment such as population, employment, housing, public services, and transportation), and is
consistent with executive orders governing environmental justice and children’s environmental health and safety risks. The
types of social impacts typically associated with airport development are:
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 Extensive relocation of people’s homes or businesses;
 Substantial induced economic growth in an area or a substantial change in the community tax base;
 Disruption of local traffic patterns that substantially reduce the levels of service on roads serving the airport and the
surrounding communities.
Federal agencies require that the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act (Uniform Act) of
1970 be implemented if displacements would be a result of a proposed federal project or action. An impact is considered
adverse under NEPA if people are displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms.
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, requires all federal agencies to identify and address disproportionate and adverse human health or
environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations. The Executive Order
also directs federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice into their overall missions by conducting their programs and
activities in a manner that provides minority and low-income populations an opportunity to participate in agency programs and
activities. As stated in FAA Order 1050.1F, FAA must provide for meaningful public involvement by minority and low-income
populations.
US DOT Order 5610.2(a), Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, was issued to implement Executive
Order 12898. US DOT Order 5610.2(a) defines minorities as people who are Black, Hispanic, Asian American, American
Indian, or Alaskan Native. The US DOT Order defines a low-income population as “any readily identifiable group” of persons
whose median household income is at or below the poverty guidelines of the US Department of Health and Human Services.
Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, directs federal agencies, to
the extent permitted by law and appropriate, to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety
risks that may disproportionately affect children. Environmental health risks and safety risks include risks to health or to safety
that are attributable to products or substances that a child is likely to come in contact with or ingest, such as air, food, drinking
water, recreational waters, soil, or products they might use or be exposed to.
5.9.1

PROPOSED ACTION

Socioeconomics: No homes, residences, businesses, or farms would be displaced by the Proposed Action. Capital
development (i.e., construction projects) generates additional income and employment opportunities, albeit on a temporary
basis. Under the Proposed Action, the proposed projects would be complete by approximately 2024. The projects are
expected to cost approximately $10 million. There would be direct economic impacts to the community as the result of
expenditures associated with the construction of the project, in the form of labor, materials, and supplies. Overall, the
proposed projects can be expected to cause a positive change in the existing economy of Queen Anne’s County.
In addition to the direct economic impacts of a construction project (i.e., spending on labor, materials, and supplies), indirect
impacts can be expected in the form of business transactions as a result of the project, including suppliers purchasing goods
and services from contractors and vendors to meet the demand, which would not occur but for the proposed construction
project. The construction would also produce secondary or induced economic impacts, which are the multiplier or “spin-off”
effects of the direct and indirect impacts (i.e., increases in consumer spending by wage earners employed by the construction
and support industries). Due to the significant capital costs of the Proposed Action, it is expected that it would contribute to a
positive impact on local and regional economies over the construction period.
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Despite the Airport’s economic contribution to the community, there is minimal potential for secondary or induced development
or growth to occur as a result of the Proposed Action; the incremental changes associated with the Proposed Action are not
likely to contribute to a major shift in local population, income, or employment.
Construction Traffic Impacts: The Proposed Action is assumed to be completed by approximately 2024. Construction traffic
associated with the Proposed Action would consist of passenger vehicles generated by construction personnel (including
laborers, managers, and administrative staff), as well as construction trucks associated with the movement of materials and
equipment traveling directly to the construction site via established truck routes.. Given the temporary and minor nature of
construction activities associated with the proposed improvements, no impact with respect to construction traffic is anticipated
provided that minor maintenance of traffic on planned haul routes, provision of access gates, and other construction BMPs are
applied.
Environmental Justice: In determining whether a proposed project or activity is in compliance with Executive Order 12898,
two factors must be considered. The first is whether the proposal is likely to have adverse effects on minority or low-income
populations. The second is to determine whether the adverse impacts are disproportionately high on minority or low-income
populations. The US DOT Order defines “adverse effects” as “the totality of significant individual or cumulative human health
or environmental effects, including interrelated social and economic effects.” The US DOT Order defines “disproportionately
high and adverse effects” as those that are “predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or
will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and [are] appreciably more severe or greater in
magnitude than the adverse effect[s] that will be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population.”
An evaluation of population statistics for the adjacent communities to the Airport shows that there are no environmental justice
populations within the vicinity of the Airport.
Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks: No environmental health risks or safety risks have been identified in
this Environmental Assessment that would adversely affect any person of any age. The Proposed Action would not result in
the acquisition or relocation of any schools, childcare centers, or other similar facilities. Because the DNL 65 dB noise contour
would not increase compared to the No-Action Alternative/existing conditions, no schools or childcare facilities would be
affected by changes in noise levels associated with the Proposed Action. Since there are no schools, daycare centers, or
other similar facilities within or adjacent to the Airport and the proposed improvements would be located entirely on Airport
property, the Proposed Action is not anticipated to increase environmental health and safety risks or exposures to children in
the surrounding community. There would be no disproportionate health and safety risk to children resulting from the Proposed
Action.
5.9.2

NO ACTION

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented. The No Action Alternative would not allow
the pavement to be rehabilitated; the pavement will continue to deteriorate and ultimately fall to a level where the pavement
would not be safe for operations.
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5.9.3

MITIGATION

In summary, no homes, residences, businesses, or farms would be displaced by the Proposed Action. Construction traffic
would consist of passenger vehicles generated by construction personnel as well as construction trucks associated with the
movement of materials and equipment traveling directly to the construction site via established truck routes; however, given
the temporary and minor nature of construction activities, no impact with respect to construction traffic is anticipated provided
that minor maintenance of traffic on planned haul routes, provision of access gates, and other construction BMPs are applied.
In addition, there are no environmental justice populations within the vicinity of the Airport and no environmental health risks or
safety risks have been identified in this Environmental Assessment that would adversely affect any person of any age.
Thus, since the potential for significant impacts was not identified; no mitigation measures have been identified.
5.10

VISUAL EFFECTS

Some visual resources are protected under Federal, state, or local regulations. According to FAA Order 1050.1F, these
resources generally include, but are not limited to, Federal, state, or local scenic roadways/byways; Wild and Scenic Rivers;
National Scenic Areas; protected trails; and biological resources; and features protected under other Federal, state, or local
regulations. In addition to NEPA, laws protecting resources that may be affected by visual effects include Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 4(f) of the DOT Act, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and the Coastal Zone
Management Act. In addition, there may be state and local regulations, policies, and zoning ordinances that apply to visual
effects.
5.10.1

PROPOSED ACTION

Light Emissions: Light emissions include any light that emanates from a light source into the surrounding environment.
Examples of sources of light emissions include airfield and apron flood lighting, navigational aids, terminal lighting, parking
facility lighting, and roadway lighting. With implementation of Proposed Action, the following navigational aids would be
installed and/or relocated:
 Relocation of the REILs on the Runway 29 end from the end of existing pavement (to be demolished) to be in line
with the threshold.
 Installation of any guidance signs for the new connector taxiways and removal of any guidance signs along the
pavements to be removed.
 Relocation or replacement of the Runway 29 end threshold lights. New or relocated lights to be moved to the new
end of usable pavement.
 Modifications to the Runway edge lighting as required with the removal of pavement before the Runway 29 end
threshold.
Adverse light emissions to the natural and social environments are not expected to occur as a result of the proposed
installation and relocations of visual guidance lighting systems associated with the Proposed Action. The light emissions that
would be emitted from these systems do not significantly scatter light in levels sufficient to cause adverse visual impacts and
are not expected to create an adverse additive effect when coupled with the existing light emissions at the Airport and
surrounding urbanized areas.
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Visual Impacts: Potential visual impacts of the Proposed Action were considered in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F.
Development of the Proposed Action would create a temporary visual disturbance during construction. As the Proposed Action
includes pavement rehabilitation with minor new pavement being added, long-term impacts to the existing viewscape of the
area are not anticipated. Thus, the changes are small and will be assimilated into the current view shed with the passage of
time.
5.10.2

NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would not require the installation of any visual guidance approach lighting systems or runway and
taxiway edge lights. Therefore, no new light emissions impacts would be created. Under the No Action Alternative, no
construction would occur; therefore, the overall aesthetics of the area would remain.
5.10.3

MITIGATION

In summary, adverse light emissions to the natural and social environments are not expected to occur as a result of the
proposed installation and relocations of visual guidance lighting systems associated with the Proposed Action. Development of
the Proposed Action would create a temporary visual disturbance during construction and since the Proposed Action includes
pavement rehabilitation with minor new pavement being added, long-term impacts to the existing viewscape of the area are
not anticipated. Thus, because the Proposed Action would not result in significant changes to lighting or visual resources,
there would be no mitigation necessary.
5.11

WATER RESOURCES

Wetlands: Wetlands, including freshwater and tidal wetlands, are regulated by the USACE under the authority of Section 404
of the CWA. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to avoid impacts to wetlands wherever
there is a practicable alternative. The implementing guidelines for Executive Order 11990 are set forth in DOT Order 5660.1A,
Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands. In the state of Maryland, wetlands are additionally regulated by the MDE.
FAA Order 1050.1F sets significance thresholds for wetland impacts. A significant impact would occur when the Proposed
Action would:
1. Adversely affect a wetland’s function to protect the quality or quantity of municipal water supplies, including surface
waters and sole source and other aquifers;
2. Substantially alter the hydrology needed to sustain the affected wetland system’s values and functions or those of
a wetland to which it is connected;
3. Substantially reduce the affected wetland’s ability to retain floodwaters or storm runoff, thereby threatening public
health, safety or welfare (the term welfare includes cultural, recreational, and scientific resources or property
important to the public);
4. Adversely affect the maintenance of natural systems supporting wildlife and fish habitat or economically important
timber, food, or fiber resources of the affected or surrounding wetlands;
5. Promote development of secondary activities or services that would cause the circumstances listed above to
occur; or
6. Be inconsistent with applicable state wetland strategies.
Floodplains: Executive Order 11988 directs federal agencies to take action to “reduce the risk of flood loss; to minimize the
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impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served
by floodplains...” Agencies are required to determine whether Proposed Actions would occur in a floodplain, to evaluate the
potential effects of proposed activities in the floodplain, and to consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and development
in floodplains. Executive Order 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for Further
Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, amends Executive Order 11988 and requires federal agencies to use natural
systems, ecosystem processes, and nature-based approaches to identify alternatives and require federal agency regulations
or procedures to be consistent with the Standard.
Per FAA Oder 1050.1F, floodplain impacts would be significant if the action would “cause notable adverse impacts on natural
and beneficial floodplain values.”
Surface Waters: As with the regulation of wetlands, the CWA regulates the discharge of pollutants into waters of the US. The
process for regulating waters is the same as for regulating wetlands through a Section 404 permit and the Section 401 Water
Quality Certification. If the Proposed Action has the potential to discharge pollutants into waters through a point source, then
a NPDES permit is necessary. FAA Order 1050.1F identifies a significant impact to surface waters if the action would “exceed
water quality standards established by Federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory agencies, or contaminate public drinking
water supply such that public health may be adversely affected.”
Groundwater: Per FAA Oder 1050.1F groundwater impacts would be significant if the Proposed Action would “exceed
groundwater quality standards established by Federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory agencies; or contaminate an aquifer
used for public water supply such that public health may be adversely affected.”
5.11.1

Proposed Action

Wetlands: The Proposed Action would not exceed the FAA’s significance threshold established in FAA Order 1050.1F
referenced above. Impacts to wetlands would not affect any municipal water supplies or aquifers; substantially alter hydrology
needed to sustain functions and values; threaten public health, safety or welfare; adversely affect the maintenance of the
system; or promote secondary activities or services. Additionally, most wetland impacts presented in this Environmental
Assessment would not result in a construction related impact altering the land from pervious to impervious and all vegetated
surfaces will be restored and seeded post construction. Access to areas for construction would be focused at locations of
stabilized ground or paved and impervious surfaces to not induce any greater impacts. Where necessary and in accordance
with agency permitting requirements, temporary access routes will be implemented with requirements to access portions of
the sites with rubber-tired equipment (no steel tracks) and/or ground protection mats over soft ground. No access would be
directed over existing unimpacted wetlands.
FAA significance thresholds would not be exceeded; the impacts would vary depending upon the Proposed Action (see
Exhibit 5.11-1 and Table 5.11-1):
 Rehabilitation of Runway 11-29: This project includes the rehabilitation of the runway pavement, remarking of the
runway pavement, installation and/or relocation of navigational aids, and installation and/or relocation of airfield
signage. This project would largely require work on the existing pavement; however, grading associated with the
rehabilitation would create temporary disturbance on either side of the runway. No additional impervious surface
would be added; all areas would be restored. The runway edge lights would be spaced approximately 200 feet apart,
10 feet off the runway edge. Minor grading would result in temporary non-tidal wetland impacts.
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5.11-1

 Demolition of Aligned Taxiway and Reestablishment of Connector Taxiways: This project would result in
temporary impacts to non-tidal wetland buffer due to grading activities related to the removal of the pavement. All
areas of new pervious surface would have the ground stabilized through seeding.
 Rehabilitation of South Apron: This project involves the rehabilitation of pavement and associated remarking; the
project would not impact any non-tidal wetlands.
 Reconfiguration and Expansion of South Apron: This project includes the reconfiguration of the tie-downs and
taxilanes on the South Apron and an expansion of the apron. This project would not impact non-tidal wetlands.
 Construction of hold pad: This project includes the construction of a new hold pad; this construction would
encroach upon a non-tidal wetland. This non-tidal wetland was originally constructed as a man-made swale to direct
drainage away from the runway and airfield. The wetland (drainage ditch) would be relocated and would provide the
same function (drainage ditch).
Impacts to wetlands in each of the Proposed Actions have been minimized and avoided to the greatest extent possible
through preliminary design; however, engineering and/or safety constraints restrict additional avoidance. In all instances
where impacts, including temporary impacts, to wetlands and associated buffers are unavoidable, a Joint Federal/State
Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or Non-tidal Wetland in Maryland (JPA) would be required.
Due to the minor nature of these projects it is anticipated that these projects will receive an MDE Letter of Authorization and
the Maryland Programmatic General Permit (MDSPGP-5) with the USACE. Should project designs change and greater
and/or permanent impacts are anticipated, consideration of a Phase I Mitigation Plan would be developed and submitted with
the JPA to the USACE and the MDE. Coordination is ongoing with the USACE and MDE; any impacts identified will be
addressed in accordance with applicable USACE and MDE regulations.
For minor actions temporarily affecting linear emergent wetland ditches that would require regrading as a result of runway
improvements, it is important to identify that the overall functions and values of these wetland systems would not be lost, and
indirect impacts to these systems are not anticipated. These wetlands often provide groundwater recharge and floodflow
alteration, as evidenced by the varying water levels, and the geomorphic position on relatively flat ground allowing storage
potential. A connection to existing wetlands and stormwater management features on site would not be lost.
Table 5.11-1 provides the estimated approximate total wetland and 25-foot wetland buffer impacts estimated per each project
element of the Proposed Action. Impacts would be further defied and minimized, where applicable, during the design of the
project.
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TABLE 5.11-1: WETLAND AND WETLAND BUFFER IMPACTS
PROPOSED ACTION

Rehabilitation of Runway 11-29
Demolition of Aligned Taxiway and
Reestablishment of Connector Taxiways
Rehabilitation of South Apron
Reconfiguration and Expansion of South Apron
Construction of Hold Pad
TOTAL
Source: AECOM, 2020

PEM WETLAND
IMPACT (SF/ACRE)
TEMP
PERM
11,284 (0.26)
0

PEM WETLAND BUFFER
IMPACT (SF)
TEMP
PERM
15,368 (0.35)
0

0

0

9,000 (0.21)

0

0

0

0

0

0
1,511 (0.035)
12,795 (0.29)

0
0
0

0
2,220 (0.05)
26,588 (0.61)

0
0
0

Floodplains: No new impervious surface is proposed within the floodplain; therefore, no impacts to the existing floodplain
would result from the Proposed Action.
Surface Waters: The Proposed Action would result in the addition of approximately 32,500 square feet of impervious
pavement through the expansion of the South Apron (approximately 15,000 square feet); construction of a hold pad
(approximately 4,600 square feet); and construction of connector taxiways (approximately 12,900 square feet). The project
includes the removal of approximately 20,300 square feet of existing pavement. This results in a net increase of approximately
12,200 square feet of impervious surfaces; none of which is in the Critical Area. With this minor increase in impervious
surface, the potential for indirect effects occurring during construction or long-term effects associated with potential increased
volumes of stormwater runoff would not be significant.
It is not anticipated that the increase in impervious surfaces or any actions occurring during construction or during operations
would adversely affect any natural and beneficial water resource values. To ensure such indirect and long-term effects do not
occur, all sediment and erosion control measures, stormwater best management practices, as well as limiting all ground
disturbances to the maximum extent possible, would be utilized during construction. All pervious surfaces temporarily
disturbed would also be restored with vegetation or seeding as appropriate.
A review of wetland field delineations and existing published stream data, overlaid on preliminary project mapping, indicates
that there are no streams present within the Airport property; therefore, no impacts to streams would result from the Proposed
Action.
Groundwater: Impacts to groundwater can result from construction activities for the project, where any permanent
infrastructure is built, as well as any temporary construction activities including equipment and staging areas. Activities that
are to take place during operation of the projects, meaning actions that can occur as a result of the projects’ ongoing
operation, can also result in impacts to groundwater. Although groundwater levels are thought to respond readily to increased
groundwater withdrawals, the Proposed Action does not need groundwater withdrawals. It is not anticipated that the minor
increase in impervious surface or any actions occurring during construction or during operations would adversely affect any
natural and beneficial groundwater values or quantities.
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5.11.2

NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would not impact wetland resources, would not improve or worsen the quality of the Airport runoff
into Chesapeake Bay, and would not cause encroachment on the floodplain.
5.11.3

MITIGATION

Wetlands: Non-tidal and tidal wetlands are regulated separately through the MDE and the USACE; a JPA would be required
for any impacts. A pre-application meeting to review the jurisdictional status of delineated resources was requested with the
USACE and MDE. Due to the State of Emergency as a result of the global pandemic currently occurring, new guidelines are in
place for agency review of delineated wetlands. The necessary wetland data has been provided to the MDE and USACE; a
response has not yet been received. At this time, no mitigation is anticipated to be required as the impacts are considered
temporary. Should impacts be identified during coordination efforts with the regulatory agencies, applicable

mitigation measures will be implemented.
Floodplains: There are no practical alternatives to floodplain encroachments as the runway traverses through these limits.
The area of ground disturbance would be limited, and all appropriate sediment and erosion control and best management
practices will be utilized. No permanent floodplain impacts are proposed; therefore, it would not require inclusion on any JPA
submitted to the MDE and USACE.
Surface Water: No surface waters are present on the site. However continuing efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to
wetland and stormwater management drainage features would be considered during project design and construction.
Mitigation of potential water quality impacts associated with the Proposed Action would involve a combination of temporary
measures to be implemented during construction for control of erosion and sedimentation, along with permanent measures to
provide adequate stormwater management infrastructure for the increased surface runoff volumes, if necessary. The
Stormwater Management Act of 2007 requires establishing a comprehensive process for stormwater management approval,
implementing Environmental Site Design (ESD) to the maximum extent practicable, and ensuring that structural practices are
used only where absolutely necessary. Through implementation of the ESDs, it is anticipated that there will be no impacts on
water quality within drainage systems on site.
Groundwater: All ground disturbance and areas of new impervious surfaces would be minimized to only those necessary for
project-related construction. Appropriate erosion and sediment controls will be used during construction to protect against
surface water runoff, and disturbed areas to remain pervious when construction is complete will be reseeded with appropriate
seed mix. Where possible, future ditch creation and subsequent maintenance should attempt to implement a more gradual
ditch section with 2:1 or even 3:1 vegetated side slopes if the grade adjacent to the construction is suitable and there is
available space. This ditch geometry is much more stable and maintainable, and periodic maintenance should focus on
keeping the ditch inverts and culvert entrances clear of debris and woody vegetation. Ditch creation and maintenance will be
in accordance with applicable regulatory standards.
During construction, spill prevention and response measures would be implemented in accordance with the County’s Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan. Spill prevention measures include proper storage practices; routine
inspection of potential pollutant sources; regular inspections and maintenance of spill response kits, materials, and devices;
and routine maintenance of equipment containing oil or hazardous products.
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5.12

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact of an action added to other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency, federal or non-federal, or person
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from actions which are individually minor, but collectively
significant over a period of time. In the environs surrounding the Airport, development is generally guided through the use of
zoning and land use regulations.
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require that all federal agencies consider the cumulative effects of
Proposed Actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over
a period of time. If the Proposed Action would not cause direct or indirect impacts on a resource, then it may be concluded
that it will not contribute to a cumulative impact on the resource.
The cumulative impacts resulting from the implementation of the Proposed Action have been assessed for projects on and off
the Airport. The geographic boundary of the analysis generally includes the existing Airport property and adjacent properties.
The temporal boundary (timeframe) for the analysis extends five years into the past (2015-2020) and into the future through
the aviation activity forecast period (2020-2025).
The following is a list of past, on-going, and reasonably foreseeable projects within the defined geographic area and
timeframe.
Past Projects
 On Airport:
o Phase I (Lot 1) of The Gardens was constructed in 2017.
 This was evaluated in two Short Environmental Assessment Forms; approvals were issued by the
FAA on January 20, 2015 and September 22, 2016.
o The Airport completed the removal and lighting of obstructions to the 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Part 77 surfaces of Runway 11-29 in 2018.
 This was evaluated in an Environmental Assessment; a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
was issued by the FAA on December 18, 2015.
o An airfield-wide wildlife fence was installed along the perimeter of the Airport in 2018.
 This was evaluated in a Documented Categorical Exclusion, dated June 29, 2018.
o Obstruction lights were installed at the Airport in 2018.
 This was evaluated in a Documented Categorical Exclusion, dated June 29, 2018.


Off-Airport:
o The existing Ellendale subdivision located east of the Airport and east of Route 8, which is a mix of single
family and townhouse residential development, has been approved for a total of 280 units as of September
2019; approximately 175 units have been constructed.

Ongoing Projects
 On-Airport:
o The County has proposed the release (disposal) of 8.11 acres of Airport property to a developer.
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This was evaluated in a Short Environmental Assessment Form; approval from the FAA was
issued on February 28, 2020.

Off-Airport:
o A new subdivision, Cloister’s also known as Bay Bridge Cove, has been approved and is currently
under construction This is located east of the Airport, east of Route 8, and south of the Ellendale
subdivision. The project is a total of 172 dwelling units. As of September 2019, approximately 80 units
have been constructed.
o As noted above, the existing Ellendale subdivision is under construction with 175 units constructed (as
of September 2019) with 105 remaining.

Future Projects
 On-Airport:
o Airfield improvements, which are subject to the Environmental Assessment, are planned for
construction in Federal Fiscal Years 2022 through 2024.
 Off-Airport:
o Once the release (disposal) of 8.11 acres of current Airport-owned land is sold, proposed development
includes non-aeronautical uses of an inn (hotel), clubhouse, restaurant, and retail space.
o The remaining 105 units within the Ellendale subdivision are anticipated to be constructed over the next
4 years.
o The remaining 92 units within Cloister’s subdivision are anticipated to be constructed over the next 4
years.
o To the northwest of the Airport and north of Pier One Road, the County has approved development of
22,000 square feet of retail and 60 apartments; construction is anticipated within the next 2 years.
Cumulative impacts are not anticipated for Airport-related projects. The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed projects
in conjunction with other past, present, and future planned projects in the vicinity of the Airport cannot be fully assessed
quantitatively, as specific impact data for all non-Airport related projects is either not available or are not yet developed.
Development plans for any non-Airport actions will need to be reviewed, and all required environmental permits will need to be
issued by applicable local, State, and Federal agencies, as appropriate, before they can be constructed. Therefore, the
projects are not anticipated to contribute to a cumulatively significant impact to environmental resources identified in this
Environmental Assessment, as they will also be required to provide an acceptable level of impact mitigation.
5.12.1

ANTICIPATED PERMITS

Anticipated permits for each of the projects include:
 Rehabilitation of Runway 11-29:
o Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
o Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or Non-tidal Wetland in
Maryland
o National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
o Queen Anne’s County Stormwater Management and Sediment Control Permit
 Demolition of Aligned Taxiway and Reestablishment of Connector Taxiways:
o Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
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o
o
o

Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or Non-tidal Wetland in
Maryland
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
Queen Anne’s County Stormwater Management and Sediment Control Permit

 Rehabilitation of South Apron:
o Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
o National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
o Queen Anne’s County Stormwater Management and Sediment Control Permit
 Reconfiguration and Expansion of South Apron:
o Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
o National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
o Queen Anne’s County Stormwater Management and Sediment Control Permit
 Construction of hold pad:
o Form FAA 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
o Joint Federal/State Application for the Alteration of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or Non-tidal Wetland in
Maryland
o National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
o Queen Anne’s County Stormwater Management and Sediment Control Permit
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Section 6.0: Coordination and Public Involvement

SECTION 6.0
COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
6.1

INTRODUCTION

Agency coordination and a public involvement program were implemented to ensure that information regarding the Proposed
Action and its potential environmental impact is made available to the general public and public agencies, and that input from
interested parties is received and considered. The primary components of the agency and public participation program for this
Environmental Assessment include:
 Early agency coordination during the development of the Draft Environmental Assessment,
 Publication of the Draft Environmental Assessment for public and public agency review, and
 Publication of the Final Environmental Assessment and Federal Aviation Administration decision of whether to issue
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
6.2

EARLY COORDINATION PROCESS

Public and regulatory agencies are being contacted during the course of the preparation of this Environmental Assessment to
solicit information and preliminary comment. Coordination is being conducted for environmental issues having greatest
potential for impact and with agencies having specific regulatory authority. Copies of responses from this early agency
coordination are contained in Appendix C of this Environmental Assessment.
6.3

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AVAILABILITY FOR REVIEW

The Draft Environmental Assessment was made available for review by the general public and interested parties from June
13, 2020 through June 22, 2020. Notification of the document's availability was accomplished through legal advertisements in
The Star Democrat, a newspaper of local circulation (see Appendix J). The Environmental Assessment document was made
available for review at the location listed below.
 Bay Bridge Airport (202 Airport Road, Stevensville, MD 21666).
In addition, the document was available on the County’s website https://www.qac.org/256/Bay-Bridge-Airport.
Anyone wishing to comment on the information and conclusions in the Draft Environmental Assessment was invited to do so
during the advertised public review and comment period. All comments were to be submitted in written form to the following
address: Jennifer Lutz, AECOM, 4 North Park Drive, Suite 300, Hunt Valley, MD 21030. No comments were received.
The Draft Environmental Assessment was distributed for review and comment to Federal, state, and local agencies and
organizations having an interest and/or jurisdictional responsibility in the study (see Appendix J).
6.4

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AVAILABILITY FOR REVIEW

No comments were received on the Draft Environmental Assessment. The Final Environmental Assessment was submitted to
the FAA; a FONSI was issued and contained herein.
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