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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

Griffin-Spalding County Airport is a public-use general aviation facility located 

approximately 40 miles south of Atlanta, Georgia.  Constructed in 1939, it is jointly 

owned and operated by the City of Griffin and Spalding County.  The Airport has one 

runway, Runway 14/32, which is 3,701 feet long and 75 feet wide, with a displaced 

threshold of 200 feet on each runway end.  Numerous aviation-related businesses are 

located on the Airport property, which is surrounded by a mixture of residential, 

commercial, and industrial land uses  

The 2003 Georgia Aviation System Plan recommended that the Airport be developed as a 

Level II business airport of local impact, with a runway at least 5,000 feet long and 100 

feet wide.  In recent years, increased jet aircraft activity at the Airport has demonstrated 

the need for such expansion.  The City of Griffin and Spalding County have determined 

that, based on the anticipated continued growth in the region, and as a means to attract 

future aviation-related economic development, planning for Airport upgrades should 

include provisions for accommodating a Level III business airport of regional impact, 

with a 5,500-foot long runway. 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is the environmental analysis process required for 

federal actions in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

(NEPA).  Implementation of a Proposed Action would be subject to a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI) by the responsible federal agency or its designated state 

agency, as in the case where the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is the 

recipient and administrator of a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Block Grant.  

Issuance of a FONSI would be based on the results of the environmental analysis, 

together with input from the public and concurrence from applicable regulatory agencies, 

as documented in this EA. 

Need and Purpose 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide improvements to the Griffin-Spalding 

County Airport by constructing a Level III business airport facility at a new location.  

The proposed improvements would include the following components: 

 A runway at least 5,500 feet long and 100 feet wide; 

 A full-parallel taxiway accessing both transient and based aircraft facilities; 

 Additional aircraft storage facilities to meet demand;  

 Precision instrument approach with Runway End Identifier Lights (REILs) and/or 

approach lighting system; 

 High-Intensity Runway Lighting (HIRL);  

 Jet A and 100LL above-ground fuel farm; and 

 Rotating beacon, Visual Glide Slope Indicators (VGSIs), and automated weather 

reporting system. 

 

The Proposed Action is needed to meet federal and state requirements for a general 

aviation airport, as well as to accommodate existing aviation demand and to foster future 
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aeronautical and economic growth in the Spalding County area, based on the following 

primary factors: 

 Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) modeling indicates that at least 5,500 feet 

of usable runway length is required in order to accommodate 75 percent of the 

general aviation fleet of large airplanes, including the Cessna Citation 500 Series, 

Learjets, Raytheon Hawkers, Dassault Falcon models 10/20/50, and the 

Bombardier Challenger 300. 

 The FAA recommends that RPZs be located on airport property, or at a minimum, 

on property that is controlled by the airport sponsor.  The existing runway 

configuration provides little potential for the RPZs to safely become larger if 

instrument approach minima are decreased to less than one statute mile. 

 The existing taxiway configuration requires aircraft landing on Runway 32 or 

departing on Runway 14 that are either based or visiting on-airport businesses on 

the south side of the airport to cross or back-taxi the active taxiway in order to 

access these facilities.  A full-parallel taxiway that provides access to all airport 

facilities would increase operational safety and efficiency. 

 The separation between the runway centerline and the taxiway centerline is one of 

the FAA airport design factors that determine the lowest instrument approach 

minima available.  The existing separation is approximately 150 feet from the 

full-parallel taxiway and 220 feet from the partial-parallel taxiway, which are 

non-standard separation distances for an ARC B-II airport.  The ideal runway-

taxiway separation would be 300 feet in order to achieve approach minima as low 

as one-half statute mile, as well as to safely accommodate larger aircraft. 

 The Proposed Action would meet state qualifications set forth in the 2003 

Georgia Aviation Systems Plan for a Level II business airport (with a 5,000-foot 

runway) and for a Level III business airport (with a 5,500-foot runway) when 

considering the expected Airport Service Area (ASA) and forecasted fleet mix.  

The Airport has already lost at least one business client that was forced to move to 

Peachtree City Airport due to the current airport limitations. 

 Spalding County and other area counties rely, in part, on a convenient and safe 

airport facility to help promote future economic development.  The existing 

Airport currently accommodates many successful aeronautical businesses with 

steady revenue and continuous tenancy.  However, businesses using larger aircraft 

must take loading penalties (e.g., less fuel; less cargo; fewer passengers) in order 

to safely take off and land on the existing 3,701-foot runway.  These businesses 

are potentially losing clients due to the runway length limitations of the existing 

Airport facility; other general aviation airports in the south Atlanta region provide 

similar aviation services but have longer runways.  An airport with a 5,500-foot 

runway and adequate landside facilities would support potential business and 

economic development in the area by accommodating 75 percent of the general 

aviation fleet at 60 percent useful load. 
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Requested Federal Action 

The requested federal action is approval by GDOT, as the recipient and administrator of a 

FAA Block Grant, of the Proposed Action items.  Implementation of the Proposed 

Action, if approved, may result in federal funding; therefore, this EA has been prepared 

to comply with the requirements of NEPA and other applicable environmental 

regulations. 

Alternatives Analysis 

The process of conducting an EA includes an analysis of alternatives for the Proposed 

Action, including the no-action alternative and reasonable build alternatives.  As part of 

the planning process for the reasonable build alternatives, an Airport Site Selection Study 

was conducted, in which suitability criteria for a new general aviation airport site were 

established; all of Spalding County was assessed to identify potentially feasible airport 

sites; and Geographic Information System (GIS) data analysis was used to eliminate areas 

that were identified as unsuitable for such a site.  The study then provided an initial 

detailed analysis of the feasible sites.  Based on airport design requirements, the feasible 

sites were ranked according to constructability, operational capability, infrastructure and 

land acquisition needs, industrial compatibility, and environmental considerations.  The 

two highest-ranked sites were carried forward for further analysis as build alternatives for 

a new-location Airport. 

The no-action alternative is designated as Alternative 1 in this EA.  Four build 

alternatives also were considered:  the two options for expanding and upgrading the 

Airport at its existing location, designated as Alternative 2A (with a 5,000-foot runway) 

and Alternative 2B (with a 5,500-foot runway); and the two sites ranked in the Airport 

Site Selection Study as being most suitable for a new-location general aviation airport, 

designated as Alternative 3 and Alternative 4.  The Alternative 3 site is located just 

northeast of the city of Griffin, with High Falls Road as the southern boundary and 

Musgrove Road as the eastern boundary; the northern and western boundaries follow 

individual land parcel lines.  The Alternative 4 site is located in northeast Spalding 

County, with North McDonough Road as the western boundary and Amelia Road as the 

eastern boundary; the northern and southern boundaries also follow individual land parcel 

lines. 

The five alternatives underwent additional screening as part of the EA, to identify a 

preferred alternative to be further analyzed for potential environmental impacts.  The 

alternatives that were consistent with the need and purpose of the Proposed Action were 

carried forward to be evaluated for their potential to minimize adverse social and 

environmental impacts, and Alternative 3 was selected as the primary build alternative to 

be carried forward to a full analysis of potential environmental impacts.  Alternative 1 

(the no-action alternative), which does not meet the need and purpose, was also carried 

forward to a full analysis of potential environmental impacts, as required by the Council 

on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. 

Affected Environment 

The study areas for this EA generally encompass the existing airport boundaries and 

RPZs for Alternative 1 (the no-action alternative) and the proposed airport boundaries 
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and RPZs for Alternative 3 (the primary build alternative).  The study areas also extend 

beyond these boundaries, as applicable to specific environmental analysis categories.  

The general conditions at the Alternative 1 and Alternative 3 sites are summarized in 

Table E.1. 

Environmental Consequences 

The potential benefits and adverse impacts associated with Alternatives 1 and 3 were 

evaluated for 22 categories of the human, physical, and natural environment, as 

summarized in Table E.2. 

Agency Coordination and Public Involvement 

Early coordination letters were sent to all state and federal agencies that could potentially 

have an interest in the proposed project, as notification of the ongoing EA and to gather 

resource information as it pertains to the Proposed Action.  Public involvement activities 

began on October 16, 2007, when a public information meeting was held by the City of 

Griffin and Spalding County to provide citizens and public officials of the progress of 

Phase I of the Airport Site Selection Study.  A second public information meeting was 

held on December 8, 2008, as Phase II of the Airport Site Selection Study was 

concluding.  At a third public information meeting held on July 16, 2009, citizens and 

public officials were presented with a final analysis of the Airport Site Selection Study 

and were notified that the project was moving forward to the environmental phase. 

A Notice of Opportunity for Public Hearing and a Notice of Availability of the Draft EA 

for public comment were issued in the legal organ for Spalding County, The Griffin Daily 

News, on May 27 and June 3, 2011.  Although no requests to hold a public hearing and 

no comments on the Draft EA were received during the 30-day review period, GDOT 

determined that a Public Hearing Open House (PHOH) should be held due to the 

magnitude of the Proposed Action.  Therefore, a PHOH was held at the Griffin Regional 

Welcome Center in Griffin, GA on Tuesday, September 20, 2011.  Fifty-three people 

attended the PHOH, including several public officials.  All of the comments received 

during the PHOH and the 10-day comment period, as well as a summary of the comments 

received and responses to those comments, have been provided in this Final EA. 

The Draft EA was circulated to all interested state and federal agencies for review and 

comment.  All of the comments received from the agencies, a summary of the comments 

received, and responses to each comment are also provided in this Final EA document. 
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TABLE E.1 

SUMMARY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Environmental Category Alternative 1 Alternative 3 

Air Quality Non-attainment area for ozone 

and particulates; below threshold 

for NAAQS analysis but CAA 

General Conformity Rule applies 

Non-attainment area for ozone 

and particulates; below threshold 

for NAAQS analysis but CAA 

General Conformity Rule applies 

Biotic Communities No significant natural areas / 

habitats present 

Forested; agricultural; stream 

habitats present 

Coastal Barrier Resources Act Not applicable Not applicable 

Coastal Zone Management Act Not applicable Not applicable 

Cultural / Historical Resources Five historic resources listed on 

National Register of Historic 

Places (NRHP) present in 

vicinity 

Ten historic resources listed, 

eligible, or potentially eligible 

for NRHP; two potentially 

eligible archaeological sites 

Energy Supply / Natural Resources No resources present Forest resources present 

Farmland No farmlands present Prime farmland and farmland of 

state importance present 

Floodplains No floodplains present 100-year floodplains present 

Hazardous Materials Sites Eleven sites in 0.5 mile radius Four sites in 0.5-mile radius 

Land Use Transportation land use present 

on site (Airport excluding 

Runway Protection Zones); 

Commercial, Industrial, 

Institutional, Parks, 

Undeveloped, and Residential 

land uses present on adjacent 

parcels 

Agriculture / Forest, Low-

Density Residential, 

Undeveloped / Vacant, and Rural 

Reserve land uses present on site 

and on adjacent parcels 

Light Emissions High-Density Residential and 

Institutional / Public land uses 

present onsite and in vicinity 

Low-Density and Medium 

Density Residential land uses 

present onsite and in vicinity 

Noise High-Density Residential and 

Institutional / Public land uses 

present onsite and in vicinity 

Low-Density and Medium 

Density Residential land uses 

present onsite and in vicinity 

DOT Act Section 4(f) / 303(c) Cultural resources and Parks / 

Recreation land use present on 

site and in vicinity 

Cultural resources present on site 

and in vicinity 

Social Impacts & Environmental 

Justice (EJ) 

EJ populations present in 2000 

U.S. Census Block Groups 

applicable to site vicinity 

EJ populations potentially 

present in 2000 U.S. Census 

Block Group applicable to site 

and site vicinity 

Solid Waste Significant structural & 

pavement materials present 

Forest products and low-density 

residential buildings present 

Threatened & Endangered Species No individuals recorded / 

identified; no habitats present 

No individuals recorded / 

identified; no habitats present 

Water Quality Ison Branch (supporting 

designated use as fishing) 

Cabin Creek (not supporting 

designated use as fishing) 

Waters of the U.S.  No federal or state waters 

present 

Cabin Creek and tributaries 

present 

Wild and Scenic Rivers None present in vicinity None present in vicinity 
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TABLE E.2 

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Environmental Category 
Alternative 1 (No 

Action) 

Alternative 3 (Preferred 

Build) 

Air Quality No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Biotic Communities No Impacts Impacts 

Coastal Barrier Resources Act No Impacts No Impacts 

Coastal Zone Management Act No Impacts No Impacts 

Construction Impacts No Impacts Temporary Impacts 

Cultural / Historical Resources No Impacts No Impacts 

Cumulative / Indirect Impacts No Impacts Minor Impacts / Impacts 

Energy Supply / Natural Resources No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Farmland No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Floodplains No Impacts Impacts 

Hazardous Materials Sites No Impacts No Impacts 

Induced Socioeconomics Impacts (Negative) Impacts (Positive) 

Land Use No Impacts Impacts 

Light Emissions No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Noise No Impacts Minor Impacts 

DOT Act Section 4(f) / 303(c) No Impacts No Impacts 

Social Impacts & Environmental Justice No Impacts No Impacts 

Solid Waste No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Threatened & Endangered Species No Impacts No Impacts 

Water Quality No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Waters of the U.S. (Streams / Wetlands) No Impacts Impacts / No Impacts 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impacts No Impacts 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS 

Acronym 

AC Advisory Circular 

AFC Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint 

AGL Above Ground Level 

APE Area of Potential Impact  

APU Auxiliary Power Unit 

ARC Airport Reference Code  

ASA Airport Service Area 

BMP Best Management Practice 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CATEX or CE Categorical Exclusion 

CBRA Coastal Barrier Resource Act of 1982 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality  

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

CJII Citation Jet II 

CLOMR Conditional Letter of Map Revision 

CO Carbon Monoxide 

CWA Clean Water Act 

CZMA  Coastal Zone Management Act  

dBA A-weighted decibels 

DCA Department of Community Affairs 

DNL Day-Night Average Sound Level 

DOT Department of Transportation 

EA Environmental Assessment 

EDMS Emission and Dispersing Modeling System 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EJ Environmental Justice 

EPD Environmental Protection Division 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FAR Federal Aviation Regulation 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 

FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 

FTA Federal Transit Authority 

GCMP Georgia Coastal Management Program 

GDNR Georgia Department of Natural Resources 

GDOT Georgia Department of Transportation 

GIS Geographic Information System 

GNAHRGIS Georgia’s Natural, Archaeological, and Historic Resources Geographic 

Information System 

GSCAC Griffin-Spalding County Airport Commission 

GSE Ground Support Equipment 

HCWSA Henry County Water and Sewerage Authority 

HIRL High Intensity Runway Lighting 

HSI Hazardous Sites Inventory 

HPD Historic Preservation Division 

HUC Hydrologic Unit Code
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LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MIRL Medium Intensity Runway Lights 

MTOW Maximum Certified Takeoff Weight 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NACAA National Association of Clean Air Agencies 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 

NO Nitrogen Oxide 

NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 

NO3 Nitrate Radical 

NOx Nitrogen Oxide 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

NWI National Wetlands Inventory 

O3 Ozone 

OFA Object Free Area 

Pb Lead 

PM Particulate Matter 

ppm parts per million 

RCRAGN Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Generators  

REILS Runway and Identifier Lights 

RNAV Area Navigation 

RPZ Runway Protection Zone 

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SOP Standard Operating Procedures 

SOx Sulfur Oxide 

SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 

SR State Route 

STIP State Transportation Improvement Plan 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USDA United States Department of Agriculture 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

UST Underground Storage Tank 

VGSI Visual Glide Slope Indicators 

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 

VOC Volatile Organic Compound 

WRD Wildlife Resources Division 
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CHAPTER 1.  NEED AND PURPOSE 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

Griffin-Spalding County Airport (Airport; FAA Identifier 6A2) is a public-use 

general aviation facility located approximately 40 miles south of Atlanta, Georgia 

(Figure 1.1).  It is jointly owned and operated by the City of Griffin and Spalding 

County.  The Airport accommodated 101 based aircraft and approximately 21,000 

annual operations in 2008.  It has one runway, Runway 14/32, which is 3,701 feet 

long and 75 feet wide, with a displaced threshold of 200 feet on each runway end.  

The taxiway system is comprised of a full-parallel taxiway on the north side of the 

runway and a partial parallel taxiway on the south side of the runway.  The Airport is 

currently served by non-precision instrument approaches with weather minima down 

to 482 feet above ground level (AGL) for Runway 14, 346 feet AGL for Runway 32, 

and one statute mile visibility to each runway end.  Numerous aviation-related 

businesses are located on the Airport property, which is surrounded by a mixture of 

residential, commercial, and industrial land uses (Figure 1.2). 

The 2003 Georgia Aviation System Plan recommended that the Airport be developed as a 

Business Airport of Local Impact with a runway at least 5,000 feet long and 100 feet 

wide and a full-parallel taxiway.  In recent years, increased jet aircraft activity at the 

Airport has demonstrated the need for such expansion.  However, jet traffic is hindered 

by the current runway length, which limits or prohibits many jets from landing or taking 

off and restricts the amount of fuel they can carry to a minimum.  The City of Griffin and 

Spalding County have determined that, based on the anticipated continued growth in the 

region, and as a means to attract future aviation-related economic development, planning 

for Airport upgrades should include provisions for accommodating a 5,500-foot long 

runway over the long term, in addition to meeting the recommendations of the Georgia 

Aviation System Plan.  The need for expansion of the Airport facility is discussed in 

greater detail in Section 1.4 of this chapter. 

Expanding the Airport in its current location was evaluated during the planning process 

for the Airport facility upgrades.  However, replacement airport alternatives were also 

explored due to the high potential for significant environmental and socioeconomic 

impacts on the adjacent urban residential neighborhoods and commercial districts that 

have developed around the existing Airport since it was built in 1939.  Recently, the City 

of Griffin and Spalding County undertook an Airport Site Selection Study to determine 

whether another suitable airport site exists within Spalding County for an airport with a 

runway of at least 5,500 feet long and 100 feet wide, with a full parallel taxiway.
1
 

Three tasks were identified for the planning process of the proposed project, in 

coordination with the City of Griffin, Spalding County, the Georgia Department of 

Transportation (GDOT), and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA): 

Task 1 – Airport Site Selection Study; 

Task 2 – Environmental Assessment (EA); and 

Task 3 – Airport Master Plan Update. 

                                                      
1
 The LPA Group Incorporated (2009).  Griffin-Spalding County Airport – Airport Site Selection Study. 
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1.1.1 Airport Site Selection Study 

Task 1, the Airport Site Selection Study, was a screening analysis that was conducted in 

coordination with Spalding County and City of Griffin officials, together with 

representatives of state and federal aviation agencies.  Completed in 2009, the site 

selection study included two phases of evaluation. 

In Phase I of the study, suitability criteria for a new general aviation airport site were 

established, and all of Spalding County was assessed to identify potentially feasible 

airport sites.  Geographic Information System (GIS) data analysis was used to eliminate 

areas that were identified as unsuitable for such a site.  Six potentially suitable sites were 

identified in the initial Phase I study. 

Phase II of the study provided an initial detailed analysis of those six sites, and based on 

airport design requirements, the six sites were ranked according to constructability, 

operational capability, infrastructure and land acquisition needs, industrial compatibility, 

and environmental considerations.  Subsequent regulatory guidance from GDOT 

necessitated a reevaluation and re-ranking of the initial six sites, which eliminated four 

sites from consideration based on their proximity to the Butts County Landfill.  Two 

additional sites were then identified and determined to be suitable, and the four suitable 

sites were reevaluated and ranked in the Phase II study. 

The two sites that ranked highest in the Phase II study as being suitable for a new general 

aviation airport were selected as two of the four reasonable build alternatives to be 

evaluated in this EA.  The options for expanding and upgrading the Airport at its existing 

location comprise the additional two reasonable build alternatives for evaluation, as 

discussed in Chapter 2 of this EA. 

1.1.2 Environmental Assessment 

Task 2 of the airport planning process, the EA, is the environmental analysis process 

required for federal actions in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 

1969 (NEPA).  Implementation of the Proposed Action, which is to provide an expanded 

and upgraded general aviation airport at the existing location or at a new location in 

Spalding County, would be subject to a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) by 

GDOT.  Issuance of a FONSI would be based on the results of the environmental 

analysis, together with input from the public and concurrence from applicable regulatory 

agencies, as documented in this EA.  The NEPA process is discussed further in Section 

1.4 below. 

1.1.3 Airport Master Plan Update 

Task 3 of the airport planning process is the preparation of a comprehensive Airport 

Master Plan and graphical airport layout for proposed airside and landside development 

over a 20-year period.  Future airside and landside development covered in the Master 

Plan update that is not evaluated in this EA would be subject to the appropriate level of 

environmental review as part of the planning process for that development. 

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action is to provide improvements to the Griffin-Spalding County Airport, 

by either constructing a general aviation airport at a new location that would 
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accommodate a Level III business airport facility, or constructing the improvements at 

the existing Airport, including expanding the size of the Airport to accommodate a Level 

III facility.  The improvements would include the following components: 

 A runway at least 5,500 feet long and 100 feet wide; 

 A full-parallel taxiway accessing both transient and based aircraft facilities; 

 Additional aircraft storage facilities to meet demand; 

 Precision instrument approach with runway end identifier lights (REILs) and/or 

approach lighting system; 

 High-intensity runway lighting (HIRL); 

 Jet A and 100LL above-ground fuel farm; and 

 Rotating beacon, visual glide slope indicators (VGSIs), and automated weather 

reporting system. 

1.3 NEED AND PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action is necessary to meet existing facility requirements, as well as to 

accommodate future regional aeronautical and economic growth in the Spalding 

County area.  The following sections discuss the need for upgrades to the existing 

Airport to meet federal and state requirements for both the existing and projected 

demand. 

1.3.1 Federal Aviation Administration Requirements  

Airport design criteria determine the airfield dimensional requirements, such as 

runway and taxiway dimensions, and safety and object free areas, as well as 

separation standards between runways and taxiways, aprons, and buildings.  FAA 

Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13, Airport Design, specifies that the airport 

design criteria are determined by the critical aircraft or class of aircraft at an airport.  

The critical aircraft is determined by identifying the most demanding aircraft or 

group of aircraft that uses the airport on a regular basis.  To qualify as the critical 

aircraft, a threshold of 500 annual itinerant operations should be observed or forecast 

for that aircraft or class of aircraft.  At Griffin-Spalding County Airport, the Citation 

Jet II (CJII) is forecast to be the critical aircraft throughout the planning period.
2
 

The critical aircraft establishes the appropriate Airport Reference Code (ARC) for an 

airport.  The ARC is comprised of two components:  (1) the aircraft approach 

category, which represents the approach speed of the landing aircraft, as shown in 

Table 1.1.; and (2) the aircraft design group, which is based on the wingspan and/or 

tail height of the aircraft, as shown in Table 1.2.   

Based on forecasts, the Cessna Citation Jet II is the design critical aircraft for the 

Griffin-Spalding County Airport.  This aircraft has an approach speed of 

approximately 91 knots, a wingspan of 52 feet 2 inches, and a tail height of 14 feet 

10 inches, which falls under ARC B-II.  The following sections discuss the airfield 

components and how they meet the design criteria of the ARC. 

                                                      
2
 HNTB (2003).  Draft Griffin-Spalding Master Plan. 
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TABLE 1.1 

AIRCRAFT APPROACH CATEGORIES 

Approach Category Approach Speed 

A Less than 91 knots 

B Greater than or equal to 91 knots, but less than 121 knots 

C Greater than or equal to 121 knots, but less than 141 knots 

D Greater than or equal to 141 knots, but less than 166 knots 

E Greater than or equal to 166 knots 

Source: FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 - Airport Design (Change 17, 9-30-11).  

 

 

TABLE 1.2 

AIRCRAFT DESIGN GROUPS 

Design Group Wingspan Criteria Tail Height 

Group I Up to but not including 49 feet Less than 20 feet 

Group II 49 feet up to but not including 79 feet Greater than or equal to 20 feet, 

but less than 30 feet 

Group III 79 feet up to but not including 118 feet Greater than or equal to 30 feet, 

but less than 45 feet 

Group IV 118 feet up to but not including 171 feet Greater than or equal to 45 feet, 

but less than 60 feet 

Group V 171 feet up to but not including 214 feet Greater than or equal to 60 feet, 

but less than 66 feet 

Group VI 214 feet up to but not including 262feet Greater than or equal to 66 feet, 

but less than 80 feet 

Source:  FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 - Airport Design (Change 17, 9-30-11). 

 

Runway Length 

It is important for an airport to provide sufficient and safe runway length for the 

types of aircraft that operate there.  The existing Airport regularly accommodates 

Cessna Citation and Bombardier Learjet aircraft, both of which must take a “loading 

penalty” (i.e., it must choose to carry less fuel, less cargo, less passengers, or all 

three, in order to safely take off and land on the Airport’s 3,701-foot runway).  The 

heavier an aircraft, the more runway length is required for operation, and larger 

aircraft cannot operate with optimal useful load, or the combination of passengers, 

baggage, and fuel to be efficient.  Often, if one of these aircraft needs to carry 

several passengers and baggage, it cannot take on the weight of enough fuel for a 

flight to its destination, so it must make a stop to refuel at an airport with a longer 

runway.  Another example of a loading penalty is that if more fuel is required, fewer 

passengers and/or less baggage can be carried on a flight.  These types of loading 

penalties negatively affect aircraft operators and result in less potential traffic. 

The FAA Airport Design for Microcomputers program indicates that at least 5,500 

feet of usable runway length is required in order to accommodate 75 percent of the 

general aviation fleet of large airplanes; i.e., those airplanes with a maximum 

certificated takeoff weight (MTOW) of less than 60,000 pounds but more than 

12,500 pounds, at 60 percent useful load (Table 1.3).  The MTOW is the maximum 

allowable weight of the aircraft at the start of its takeoff roll.  The term “useful load” 

refers to the weight of fuel and passengers that can be carried by an aircraft in 

relation to its MTOW.  The types of aircraft represented by the FAA in the 75 
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percent category are typical for operations at a general aviation airport such as 

Griffin-Spalding County Airport, including the Cessna Citation 500 Series, Learjets, 

Raytheon Hawkers, Dassault Falcon models 10/20/50, and the Bombardier 

Challenger 300. 

 

TABLE 1.3 

RUNWAY LENGTHS RECOMMENDED FOR AIRPORT DESIGN 
Small airplanes 

Small airplanes with approach speeds of less than 30 knots  330 feet 

Small airplanes with approach speeds of less than 50 knots  880 feet 

Small airplanes with less than 10 passenger seats 

75% of these small airplanes 2,850 feet 

95% of these small airplanes 3,380 feet 

100% of these small airplanes 4,010 feet 

Small airplanes with 10 or more passenger seats  4,470 feet 

Large airplanes of 60,000 pounds or less 

75% of these large airplanes at 60% useful load  5,500 feet 

75% of these large airplanes at 90% useful load  7,030 feet 

100% of these large airplanes at 60% useful load  5,930 feet 

100% of these large airplanes at 90% useful load  9,010 feet 

Airplanes of more than 60,000 pounds (not applicable for general aviation airports)  

Settings:  Airport Elevation – 958 feet, Mean maximum temperature of hottest month – 91 ºF; length of haul for 

airplanes of more than 60,000 lbs – 500 miles; contaminated runways. 

Source:  FAA Airport Design Program v 4.2 

 

Runway Pavement Strength 

The existing runway pavement strength is 30,000 pounds for dual-wheel aircraft.  The 

aircraft included in 75 percent of the general aviation fleet weigh between 12,500 and 

60,000 pounds.  In order to accommodate existing aircraft and attract additional business 

aircraft, the recommended pavement strength would be a minimum of 60,000 pounds. 

Runway Protection Zones (RPZs)  

RPZs are trapezoidal-shaped areas located off the end of each runway.  The function of 

an RPZ is to enhance the protection of people and property on the ground.  The FAA 

recommends that RPZs be located on airport-owned property, or at a minimum, on 

property that is controlled by the airport sponsor (e.g., with an easement), in order for the 

airport owner to clear RPZ areas (and maintain them clear) of incompatible objects and 

activities.   

Examples of discouraged activities and land uses in RPZs include, but are not limited to:  

residential land uses; places of public assembly (schools, hospitals, churches, office 

buildings, shopping centers, and other uses with similar concentrations of people); fuel 

storage facilities; wildlife attractants; smoke- and dust-generating activities; fuel storage 

facilities; and misleading lights and uses that may create glare. 

The RPZs at the existing Airport extend over residential and commercial areas, and 

no height or land use zoning is in effect.  The existing runway configuration provides 

little potential for the RPZs to safely become larger if instrument approach minima 

are decreased to less than one statute mile. 
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Taxiways 

The current taxiway configuration requires aircraft that are either based or visiting 

on-airport businesses on the south side of the airport to cross or back-taxi along the 

active taxiway that provides access to all of these facilities.  A full-parallel taxiway 

that provides direct access to all airport facilities increases operational safety and 

efficiency. 

Runway-Taxiway Separation 

The separation between the runway centerline and the taxiway centerline is one of 

the airport design factors that determines the lowest instrument approach minima 

available.  The runway separation at the existing Airport is approximately 150 feet 

from the full-parallel taxiway and 220 feet from the partial parallel taxiway, which 

are non-standard separation distances for an ARC B-II airport.  The runway 

separation should be 240 feet to meet ARC B-II standards for the forecasted design 

critical aircraft (see Section 1.3.1).  The ideal separation would be 300 feet in order 

to meet ARC B-III standards and to achieve approach minima as low as ½-statute 

mile, as well as to safely accommodate larger aircraft. 

1.3.2 Georgia Department of Transportation Requirements 

Airports in Georgia should meet the GDOT minimum objectives of the level of airport 

established in the Georgia Aviation System Plan.  GDOT categorizes airports into three 

levels (Levels I, II, and III).  For each level, a series of facility and service objectives has 

been developed.  It is desirable for each airport within each level to meet these objectives.  

In some cases, an airport may decide to exceed these standards in order to satisfy a 

particular need.  A description of each level follows: 

Level I - Minimum Standard Utility Airport 

These airports should be capable of accommodating all single-engine and some small 

twin-engine general aviation aircraft on a minimum runway length of 4,000 feet. 

Level II – Business Airport of Local Impact  

These airports accommodate small business jet aircraft that would operate at these 

airports.  Therefore, the minimum runway length for Level II airports should be 5,000 

feet with a full-parallel taxiway and facilities to meet business aviation needs. 

Level III – Business Airport of Regional Impact  

These airports, including those with air service, accommodate businesses aviation 

demands on a regional level.  These airports should have at least 5,500 feet of runway 

and precision instrument facilities.  In addition, those airports with air carrier facilities 

should have longer runways to accommodate the commercial aircraft needs. 

The Proposed Action would meet the state qualifications for a Level II business airport 

(with a 5,000-foot runway) and for a Level III business airport (with a 5,500-foot 

runway) when considering the expected growth within the region and forecasted aircraft 

fleet mix. 

1.3.3 Economic Benefits 

The existing Airport boasts many successful aeronautical businesses with steady revenue 

and continuous tenancy.  However, several businesses have expressed concern about the 
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need to take loading penalties and the resulting potential to lose existing and future 

clients.  These clients presumably visit South Atlanta airports with similar services but 

longer runways. 

As discussed in Section 1.3.1 of this chapter, an airport with a 5,500-foot runway and 

adequate landside facilities supports potential business and economic development in the 

area by accommodating 75 percent of the general aviation fleet at 60 percent useful load.  

Spalding County and other area counties rely, in part, on a convenient and safe airport 

facility to help promote future economic development. 

Although the economic benefits of a runway less than 5,500 feet long would still be 

greater than those of the current runway configuration, fewer aircraft would be able 

to operate on a shorter runway.  Again, as also discussed in Section 1.3.1 of this 

chapter, these aircraft would be required to take loading penalties (i.e., reduce their 

useful load) if they continued to operate out of the Griffin-Spalding County Airport, 

or they could elect to operate from another airport that provides a sufficient runway 

length to accommodate larger aircraft.  The existing airport configuration is 

inadequate to serve a more demanding category of business aircraft. 

1.4 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

The purpose of conducting an EA of the Proposed Action is to evaluate the potential 

socioeconomic benefits and environmental impacts that could result from improving 

the Griffin-Spalding County Airport at its existing location, replacing it with an 

improved facility in another part of Spalding County, or taking no action.  This EA 

has been undertaken as a joint effort by the City of Griffin and Spalding County in 

accordance with the requirements of NEPA, as well as with FAA Order 1050.1E 

(Policies and Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts), FAA Order 

5050.4B (Airport Environmental Handbook), and all other applicable federal 

regulations for improving and/or relocating a general aviation airport. 

The extent of NEPA analysis and documentation varies with the nature and scope of 

a proposed federal action.  FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B describe the 

environmental reviews and approvals required for implementation of various 

proposed actions, which can fall within one of the three following categories:  

 Actions normally requiring an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), such as 

construction of a new commercial service airport or a new runway to handle 

commercial air carrier aircraft; 

 Actions requiring an EA, such as construction of a new general aviation airport or 

a general aviation runway extension project; and  

 Actions that are normally eligible for a Categorical Exclusion (CatEx or CE), 

such as installation or upgrading of airfield lighting systems other than an 

approach lighting system serving an instrument landing system. 

It was determined that the Proposed Action would require an EA.  An EA document 

includes a description of the proposed action and its need and purpose, an analysis of 

reasonable project alternatives resulting in selection of a Preferred Build Alternative, 

and an evaluation of potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the 
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Preferred Build Alternative and the No-Action Alternative.  An EA also allows 

opportunity for involvement in the NEPA process by project stakeholders and the 

public, and review and concurrence by applicable regulatory and resource agencies.  

1.5 REQUESTED FEDERAL ACTION 

The requested federal action is approval by GDOT, as the recipient and administrator 

of an FAA Block Grant, of the Proposed Action items, as described in Section 1.2 of 

this EA.  Implementation of the Proposed Action, if approved, may result in federal 

funding; therefore, this EA has been prepared to comply with the requirements of 

NEPA and other applicable environmental regulations. 
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CHAPTER 2.  ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

2.1 INTRODUCTION  

FAA Order 1050.1E and the Airport Environmental Handbook provide for the 

consideration of alternatives for a proposed action, including a “no-action” alternative.  

The Airport Environmental Handbook states in part that the alternatives to be considered 

in the preparation of an EA should be considered “… to the degree commensurate with 

the nature of the proposed action.” 

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this EA, implementation of the Proposed Action would meet 

the need and purpose for a minimum 5,500-foot long runway, which would accommodate 

75 percent of the general aviation fleet category at 60 percent useful load.  The Proposed 

Action also would include provision of a full-parallel taxiway that would serve both 

runway ends for existing and projected future general aviation development at the 

Airport.  FAA AC 150/5300-13 states that a full parallel taxiway is required for non-

precision instrument approaches with visibility minimums lower than 1 mile, with 

standard runway/taxiway separations (minimum 240-foot separation for ARC B-II 

operations and minimum 300-foot separation for ARC C-II operations). 

Section 2.2 of this chapter describes the Airport Site Selection Study, which was used to 

identify potential sites for constructing a new general aviation airport as a replacement 

for the existing airport.
3
  That evaluation was followed by a screening of the No-Action 

Alternative and four reasonable build alternatives:  two would expand and improve the 

Airport at its existing location, and two would provide a new-location airport.  The No-

Action Alternative and the four reasonable build alternatives were then analyzed with 

respect to the screening criteria, in order to identify a preferred build alternative, as 

discussed in Section 2.3.  The No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative 

for the Proposed Action were carried forward for a full evaluation of potential 

environmental impacts, as described in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. 

2.2 SITE SELECTION STUDY 

The Airport Site Selection Study evaluated a full range of potentially suitable sites for 

construction of a replacement general aviation airport facility in Spalding County.  The 

study utilized data regarding operational and constructability constraints, infrastructure 

and land acquisition requirements, industrial compatibility, and environmental resources 

throughout the county in order to identify suitable sites for further consideration as new-

location build alternatives.  The screening of alternatives in this EA evaluated the No-

Action Alternative (Alternative 1), together with the two alternatives for constructing the 

Proposed Action improvements at the existing Airport (Alternatives 2A and 2B) and the 

two alternatives representing the highest-ranked new-location sites from the site selection 

study (Alternatives 3 and 4).  The locations of the five alternatives are depicted on Figure 

2.1. 

  

                                                                 
3
 The LPA Group Incorporated (2009).  Griffin-Spalding County Airport – Airport Site Selection Study. 
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Phase I of the Airport Site Selection Study established suitability criteria and utilized GIS 

data to evaluate potential sites throughout the county.  The suitability criteria were based 

on physical, demographic, and environmental resource characteristics derived primarily 

from the GIS data to quantify factors such as overall topography; potential airspace 

conflicts (as determined by the runway alignments and published approach procedures 

for other airports in the vicinity of Spalding County); obstructions from towers and 

transmission lines; population densities; future land use plans; and proximity to 

roadways, interstate highways, railroad networks, wetlands and streams, and landfills.  A 

wind analysis was performed to determine the acceptable and preferred runway 

alignments, and an airport layout template was created to determine the approximate area 

required to accommodate a new airfield.  This analysis yielded a range of potentially 

suitable sites for further refined evaluation.  In Phase II of the study, additional data were 

collected on the potentially suitable sites and the sites were evaluated according to 

constructability, operational capabilities, land acquisition and infrastructure requirements, 

industrial compatibility, and environmental concerns, as discussed below. 

2.2.1 Constructability 

To assess constructability, each Phase II study site was examined using available GIS 

data, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain maps, and U.S. 

Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA-NRCS) 

soil survey maps.  Using the available data, the sites were given ratings for hydrology; 

terrain; soil conditions; road relocations; utilities; and construction costs. 

Hydrology -- Stream crossings and stormwater management often create challenges 

during design and construction, which can have a significant effect on the project cost 

and duration.  Therefore, it was important to consider each site’s hydraulic and 

hydrologic features in order to compare the estimated design and permitting efforts and 

the comparable construction cost of each site.  The need for future stormwater 

management facilities, impacts at stream crossings and FEMA-regulated floodplains, as 

well as stream relocations were the primary factors assessed to determine the 

constructability (and ultimately the overall cost) associated with each of the Phase II 

study sites. 

Terrain -- Often the most expensive and lengthy component of an airport construction 

project is the earthwork (i.e., excavation and placement of fill material) required to grade 

the site in accordance with FAA standards.  To evaluate the relative extent of earthwork 

for each of the study sites, only the general terrain was considered; the need for additional 

earthwork to provide clearances for runway approaches or other surfaces was not 

considered in the evaluation. 

Soil Conditions -- Certain soil types are more suitable for construction than others, and 

the potential presence of rock is expensive and time consuming to excavate and place as 

embankment material during construction.  USDA-NRCS soil maps were reviewed to 

estimate existing soil types in the vicinity of each study site with respect to the relative 

potential for encountering rock and unsuitable soils during construction. 

Road Relocations -- Relocating existing roads around an airport or industrial area should 

be avoided if possible, in order to maintain surface access and to reduce design and 
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construction costs.  A study site was considered most suitable if no road relocations 

would be expected as a result of construction and least suitable if a major road or 

extensive road relocations would be required for construction. 

Utilities -- Existing utilities that extend through each of the study sites were evaluated in 

the constructability assessment, because they would need to be buried, relocated, or 

otherwise modified as a part of the proposed project to allow an expanded or new-

location airport to operate safely.  The presence of gas and oil pipelines, electrical 

transmission wires, water and sewer lines, and communications lines was considered in 

this sub-category.  A site was considered most suitable if no utilities would need to be 

relocated or modified, and least suitable if many utilities would require complex 

relocations as part of the construction effort. 

Construction Costs -- The relative costs of construction were estimated for each of the 

constructability sub-categories. 

2.2.2 Operational Capability 

The operational capability of each site considered the requirements for conducting 

routine general aviation airport operations, based on obstructions to airspace and 

available space for future development. 

Obstructions to Airspace -- The airspace around an airport must be clear of obstructions 

for the safety of airport users as well as for the safety of persons and property on the 

ground.  Sites with man-made obstructions, such as communications towers, may require 

costly relocation or acquisition.  A site was considered most suitable if there were no 

known obstructions within the vicinity of the site, and least suitable if there were many 

obstructions that potentially would need to be relocated or acquired. 

Area for Future Development -- Ideally, a general aviation airport site would have 

adjacent areas around the initial facility development that could be reserved for future 

aeronautical development.  Limitations in the area available for airport expansion would 

tend to create congestion and delays at an airport that has already maximized its facility 

development.  A site was considered most suitable if it had ample area available for 

future development, and least suitable if there was minimal or no adjacent area available 

for future development. 

2.2.3 Infrastructure and Land Acquisition 

Infrastructure requirements evaluated in the site selection study included the ease of 

surface access, the availability of utilities access, and the relative ease of land acquisition 

for the land parcels needed for airport construction. 

Surface Access -- The ease of surface access for each study site considered the existing 

roadway network in the vicinity of the site and the level of improvement that would be 

required to provide adequate access to the site from State Route (SR) 16.  Sites that were 

considered most suitable were located adjacent to SR 16, with minimal or no additional 

need for construction of roads (with the exception of an entrance road) to access the site.  

Sites that were considered moderately suitable were located near a main county or state 

road, such as North McDonough Road, with sufficient access to SR 16.  Sites that would 

require significant improvements in order to access SR 16 were considered least suitable. 
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Utilities Access -- The presence of readily available access from a study site to municipal 

utilities, such as sanitary sewer, water, electricity, and communications, would reduce 

costs associated with providing utility services to the site prior to construction.  A site 

was considered most suitable if most or all utilities were present in the vicinity of the site.  

Sites were considered moderately suitable if they did not have on-site utilities, but they 

had the infrastructure required to connect with existing lines that would not require major 

or expensive construction.  Sites were considered least suitable if utilities would not be 

easily accessible from the existing infrastructure or if significant extensions would be 

required to provide utilities to the site. 

Land Acquisition -- The numbers of parcels that would be impacted by the preliminary 

airport boundary (and would need to be acquired) were considered to be representative of 

the relative potential investments in cost and time associated with public involvement 

activities, the relocation of residents and businesses, and the property acquisitions 

themselves.  Sites with the fewest parcels impacted compared to the numbers impacted at 

the other study sites were considered most suitable, and sites with the greatest number of 

parcels impacted relative to the other study sites were considered least suitable. 

2.2.4 Environmental Considerations 

NEPA requires federal agencies to incorporate environmental considerations in their 

planning and decision-making through a systematic, interdisciplinary approach.  These 

agencies are required to prepare detailed statements assessing the environmental impact 

of, and alternatives to, major federal actions significantly affecting the environment.  The 

Proposed Action is a federal action by the FAA.  The airport site selection study was 

conducted to support the more detailed studies to be conducted in the EA.  The following 

sections detail the environmental categories evaluated for each site.  The impacts to each 

resource were estimated based on the preliminary property boundaries of the site.  The 

actual impacts could be higher or lower than this estimate based on a comprehensive 

environmental assessment with more specific design requirements. 

Wetlands -- Study sites were considered to have desirable conditions for siting a new 

general aviation airport facility if they had less than 10 acres of wetland resources within 

the overall site boundary (i.e., the acreage was not limited to the area within the smaller 

footprint of the proposed airport facility).  Sites with between 10 and 100 acres of 

wetlands were considered to have moderately suitable conditions, and sites with more 

than 100 acres of wetlands were classified as least suitable.  Differences in the types of 

wetlands among the study sites were not considered in the evaluation. 

Streams -- Study sites with less than 12,000 linear feet of streams within the overall site 

boundary were considered most suitable; sites with between 12,000 and 15,000 linear feet 

were considered moderately suitable, and sites with more than 15,000 linear feet of 

streams were considered to be least suitable. 

Floodplains -- The relative suitability of each study site with respect to the presence of 

floodplain resources was based on the acreage of regulated floodplains located within the 

overall site boundary.  Sites with less than 40 acres of floodplains were considered most 

suitable; sites with 40 to 75 acres of floodplains were considered moderately suitable, and 
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sites with more than 75 acres of floodplains were considered least suitable.  The 

type/category of floodplains within each site was not considered in the evaluation. 

Water Quality -- The study sites were evaluated for water quality according to the 

presence or absence of tributaries to impaired stream reaches, as regulated under Sections 

305(b) and 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act.
4
  The presence of an impaired stream 

reach (or a tributary to an impaired reach) would potentially affect the permitting process 

and the erosion control plans for the proposed project.  Sites with no impaired stream 

reaches or tributaries of impaired reaches were considered most suitable, and sites with 

one or more impaired stream reaches or tributaries of impaired reaches were considered 

least suitable.  Cabin Creek and Potato Creek were listed on the Georgia 2008 303(d) List 

of Impaired Waters for not fully supporting their designated uses.  Tributaries of these 

stream reaches were located within the boundaries of several of the sites. 

Historic Resources -- Study sites were considered most suitable if there were no historic 

resources listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) located within either 

the overall site boundary or the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the site.  Sites with any 

NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible resources that were outside the overall site boundary but 

possibly within the APE were considered moderately suitable, and sites with any NRHP-

listed or NRHP-eligible resources within the overall site boundary were considered least 

suitable.  For the EA, additional research and a field investigation of the study area would 

be required in order to determine if any historic resources might be affected within the 

APE of a particular site. 

Archaeological Sites -- A GDOT archaeologist was contacted to determine if any known 

archaeological sites were located within or near the boundary of each study site.  Data 

was retrieved from the Natural, Archaeological, and Historical Resources Geographical 

Information Systems (NAHRGIS) website to determine the presence or absence of 

known archaeological sites within or around the boundary of each site.  Sites with no 

known archaeological resources were considered to be most suitable, and sites that were 

considered most likely to impact known archaeological sites were considered least 

suitable.  As with the historic resources, additional research and a field investigation of 

the study area would be required as part of the EA in order to determine if any 

archaeological resources might be present within a particular site. 

Minority and Low-income Populations / Environmental Justice -- Communities protected 

under Title VI of the Civil Rights Restoration Act include particular segments of society 

such as low-income communities or ethnic/racial minority groups that may sometimes 

bear a disproportionate amount of risk associated with environmental degradation and 

hazards.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines Environmental 

Justice (EJ) as the "... fair treatment for people of all races, cultures, and incomes, 

regarding the development of environmental laws, regulations, and policies."  GIS data 

and U.S. Census maps were reviewed to determine the percentages of EJ (i.e., minority 

and low-income) communities within each of the study sites.  Sites that would be least 

                                                                 
4
 Georgia Department of Natural Resources – Environmental Protection Division (2008).  2008 Integrated 

305(b)/303(d) List:  Streams - Not Supporting Designated Uses (pp.  A-130 through A-278).   

Accessed at: http://www.gaepd.org/Files_PDF/305b/Y2008_303d/Y2008_Rivers_Streams.pdf.  

http://www.gaepd.org/Files_PDF/305b/Y2008_303d/Y2008_Rivers_Streams.pdf
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likely to impact EJ communities in the county were considered most suitable, and sites 

with a potentially high impact to an EJ community were considered least suitable. 

Hazardous Waste Sites -- GIS maps were reviewed to determine whether there were any 

known landfills or hazardous spill sites located within the overall boundaries of the study 

sites.  Sites that did not contain or encroach upon a parcel with a known hazardous waste 

site, such as an underground storage tank (UST), an unresolved hazardous waste spill 

incident, or a hazardous waste generator, were considered most suitable.  Sites that did 

contain or encroach upon a parcel with one or more hazardous waste sites were 

considered least suitable.  For the EA, additional studies would be required to identify 

potential hazardous waste sites in the vicinity of the study areas. 

Farmland -- Spalding County land use maps were used to identify land designated for 

existing and future agricultural use within the overall boundaries of each study site 

location.  Sites having the smallest farmland acreages relative to the overall range of 

farmland acreages were considered most suitable; sites with the largest areas of farmland 

were considered least suitable. 

Threatened and Endangered Species -- The Georgia Department of Natural Resources – 

Wildlife Resources Division (GDNR-WRD) was contacted to gather site-specific 

information regarding known occurrences of threatened and endangered species in 

proximity to each study site location.  A state-protected species, the Altamaha shiner 

(Cyprinella xaenura), is known to occur approximately three miles from the site of 

Alternative 4, in the Towaliga River.  This species is not protected by the Endangered 

Species Act, and it is not known to occur on any of the proposed sites.  For the EA, 

additional studies would be required to identify the potential presence of federally 

protected or state-protected species and critical habitats associated with the study areas. 

Noise -- Estimated future noise contours (Year 2029) for the study sites were based on a 

conservative forecast of fleet mix and operational level similar to active business airports 

in the Atlanta metropolitan area.  The FAA suggests that noise contours representing the 

estimated 75, 70, and 65 day-night noise level (DNL) noise levels be established for 

airports such as Griffin-Spalding County, because the noise exposure threshold for 

incompatibility is 65 DNL, and noise levels higher than 75 DNL typically do not occur 

beyond of the airport property.  Study sites having the fewest numbers of persons who 

would be potentially exposed to a 65 DNL or greater noise level were considered to have 

the lowest relative potential for noise impacts, and were considered most suitable.  Sites 

with the highest relative potential for noise impacts were considered least suitable. 

2.2.5 Results of the Airport Site Selection Study 

Following additional coordination with GDOT, four of the Phase I study sites (Sites 2 

through 5) were eliminated from further analysis based on their proximity to the Butts 

County Sanitary Landfill.  Two additional potentially suitable sites (Sites 7 and 8) were 

identified based on the GIS data and mapping; these sites were evaluated for their 

suitability in accordance with the Phase I study procedures and were determined suitable 

to be carried forward for consideration in the Phase II study.  Sites 6 and 7 were 

determined to be the most suitable sites among the remaining four sites (Sites 1, 6, 7, and 

8) in the Phase II study.  These two sites, Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively, were then 
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carried forward for further environmental analysis as reasonable build alternatives in this 

EA. 

2.3 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The No-Action Alternative and the reasonable build alternatives are described below. 

Alternative 1 – No Action -- Alternative 1 would represent the taking of no action to 

replace or improve the existing Airport (Figure 2.2). 

The No-Action Alternative would not result in any social or environmental impacts 

associated with construction or operation of an improved airport.  However, adverse 

economic impacts in the form of lost opportunities would be anticipated, associated with 

the diversion of potential airport users to more accessible facilities in the region.  

Moreover, the existing Airport currently does not meet FAA or GDOT standards for 

airport safety and design, and it does not meet the need and purpose of the Proposed 

Action, as documented in Chapter 1 of this EA.  The existing Airport has a 3,701-foot x 

75-foot runway and does not meet FAA standards for a Level II airport (minimum 5,000-

foot x 100-foot runway), as is recommended in the Georgia Aviation System Plan. 

Alternative 2A – Expand Existing Airport to 5,000-foot Runway -- Expanding and 

improving the Airport in the existing location to the northwest to provide a 5,000-foot 

long, 100-foot wide runway would provide additional length to accommodate more 

demanding aircraft in a safe environment (Figure 2.3).  It is considered infeasible to 

extend the runway in the southeast direction, due to the major grade difference and to an 

existing major intersection and utilities at Hill Street and Airport Road.  Additionally, 

approximately 67 parcels and 35 acres of residential neighborhood northwest of the 

airport would be necessary for land acquisition in order to extend the runway to 5,000 

feet.  Furthermore, a Norfolk-Southern Railroad line traverses the area where a proposed 

runway safety area and object free area would be located.  If this railroad could not be 

relocated, a displaced threshold or shorter runway would be the only option.  While this 

alternative meets state criteria discussed in Chapter 1, it does not completely meet federal 

requirements and would not provide the greatest economic benefit to the community.  

The considerations for Alternative 2A are shown below in Table 2.1 (refer to page 2-12). 

Alternative 2B – Expand Existing Airport to 5,500-foot Runway -- Alternative 2B also 

would expand the Airport to the northwest from the existing location, as shown on 

Figure 2.4, providing a 5,500-foot x 100-foot runway to accommodate many existing and 

future aircraft without loading penalties.  Approximately 81 parcels and 42 acres of 

residential neighborhood northwest of the airport would be necessary for land acquisition 

in order to extend the runway to 5,500 feet.  Additionally, sections of Everee Inn Road 

and Meriwhether Street would require relocation, and a Norfolk-Southern Railroad line 

traverses the area where a proposed runway safety area and object free area would be 

located.  If this railroad could not be relocated, a displaced threshold or shorter runway 

would be the only option.  Assuming these relocations would be successful, this 

alternative would meet the federal and state criteria discussed in Chapter 1 and would 

provide an economic benefit to the community.  The considerations for Alternative 2B 

are shown below in Table 2.2 (refer to page 2-14). 
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TABLE 2.1 

ALTERNATIVE 2A CONSIDERATIONS 
Criteria Impacts 

Environmental 

Archaeological Sites None Known 

Environmental Justice Minor Potential 

Farmland No 

Floodplains Minor Potential 

Hazardous Waste Sites None Known 

Historic Properties None Known 

Noise (2029) Approximately 168 People 

Streams Minor Potential 

Threatened / Endangered Species None Known 

Wetlands Minor Potential 

Operational 

Towers / Airspace Obstructions  One Communications Tower 

Area for Future Development Constrained 

Constructability 

Hydrology Average 

Terrain Flat 

Soil Conditions Adequate 

Road Relocations Everee Inn Road and Railroad 

Infrastructure and Land Acquisition 

Surface Access  Existing 

Utilities Access Existing  

Underground Utilities None Near Site 

Land Acquisition Approximately 35 Acres / 67 Parcels and 300 Linear Feet of 

Railroad, Excluding Easements  

Source:  The LPA Group Incorporated (2009; 2010). 

 

Alternative 3 – New Site with 5,500-foot Runway – The Alternative 3 site is located just 

northeast of the City of Griffin, with High Falls Road as the southern boundary and 

Musgrove Road as the eastern boundary containing all of the RPZ easement; the northern 

and western boundaries follow individual land parcel lines (Figure 2.5).  This alternative 

would provide a single 5,500-foot long, 100-foot wide runway with a full-parallel 

taxiway on the south side of the runway.  The runway would be configured along an 

approximate 120º/300º heading (i.e., in a northwest/southeast direction), without any road 

relocations. 

The site consists of 320 acres over 51 parcels, many of which are vacant land without a 

need for residential relocations.  Based on current and future land use plans, as discussed 

in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA, the area surrounding the Alternative 3 site would be 

potentially available for future aeronautical development (e.g., expansion of airfield and 

landside facilities).  Several intermittent streams flow through the site, and floodplains 

are present in these areas; however, based on available information, there would be no 

wetland impacts associated with Alternative 3.  Three communications towers are located 

close to this site and would require relocation in order to meet FAA airspace safety 

standards prescribed in Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77, Objects Affecting 

Navigable Airspace.  Based on a review of construction conditions of this site, the terrain 

is moderately flat, with average hydrology and a large probability of rock in the soil.  

These considerations of Alternative 3 are shown in Table 2.3 below (refer to page 2-16). 
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TABLE 2.2 

ALTERNATIVE 2B CONSIDERATIONS 
Criteria Impacts 

Environmental 

Wetlands Minor Potential 

Streams Minor Potential 

Threatened / Endangered Species None Known 

Archaeological Sites None Known 

Noise (2029) Approximately 203 People 

Floodplains Minor Potential 

Historic Properties None Known 

Environmental Justice Minor Potential 

Hazardous Waste Sites None Known 

Farmland None 

Operational 

Towers / Airspace Obstructions  One Communications Tower 

Area for Future Development Constrained 

Constructability 

Hydrology Average 

Terrain Flat 

Soil Conditions Average 

Road Relocations Everee Inn Road, Meriwether Road and Railroad 

Infrastructure and Land Acquisition 

Surface Access  Existing 

Utilities Access Existing  

Underground Utilities None Near Site 

Land Acquisition Approximately 42 Acres/81 Parcels and 500 Linear Feet of Railroad, 

Excluding Easements  

Source:  The LPA Group Incorporated (2009; 2010). 

 

Alternative 4 – New Site with 5,500-foot Runway – The Alternative 4 site is located in 

northeast Spalding County, with North McDonough Road as the western boundary and 

Amelia Road as the eastern boundary; the northern and southern boundaries follow 

individual land parcel lines (Figure 2.6).  The Towaliga River is located near the 

northern boundary.  The site consists of 85 parcels on 444 acres.  This alternative would 

provide a single 5,500-foot long, 100-foot wide runway with a full-parallel taxiway on 

the north side of the runway.  The runway would be configured along an approximate 

080º/260º heading (i.e., in an approximate east/west direction).   

Based on current and future land use plans, additional developable area would be 

available for future aeronautical development along the frontage of the parallel taxiway.  

Three communications towers in the vicinity of Alternative 4 would require acquisition 

or relocation to meet FAA airspace safety standards prescribed in FAR Part 77, Objects 

Affecting Navigable Airspace.  Environmental issues on the Alternative 4 site include 

several intermittent streams, wetlands, and floodplains within the grading limits.  The 

Towaliga River to the north and the Henry County Reservoir northwest of the site contain 

potentially suitable habitat for Altamaha shiner (Cyprinella xaenura), a state-protected 

species of fish.  These considerations are presented below in Table 2.4 (refer to page 2-

17). 
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TABLE 2.3 

ALTERNATIVE 3 CONSIDERATIONS 
Criteria Impacts 

Environmental 

Wetlands Minor Potential 

Streams Major Potential 

Threatened / Endangered Species None Known 

Archaeological Sites None Known 

Noise (2029) Approximately 60 People 

Floodplains Moderate Potential 

Historic Properties None Known 

Environmental Justice Minor Potential 

Hazardous Waste Sites None Known 

Farmland Moderate Potential 

Operational 

Towers / Airspace Obstructions Three Cell Towers Within ¾ Statute Mile 

Area for Future Development Ample 

Constructability 

Hydrology Average 

Terrain Moderate 

Soil Conditions Probability of Rock or Unsuitable Material 

Road Relocations Banks Road Closure 

Infrastructure and Land Acquisition 

Surface Access  Existing (Banks Road); Needs Improvement and Extension 

Utilities Access Existing on Site 

Underground Utilities Pipeline Near Site 

Land Acquisition Approximately 320 Acres/51 Parcels, Excluding Easements 

Source:  The LPA Group Incorporated (2009; 2010). 

 

2.4 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS 

The No-Action Alternative and the four reasonable build alternatives underwent a 

screening to identify a preferred alternative for further analysis.  In Step 1 of the 

screening, the five alternatives were evaluated for their consistency with the need and 

purpose of the Proposed Action.  The evaluation criteria included conformance with 

federal and state operational, safety, and airport design requirements (based on their 

feasibility from a fiscal and constructability standpoint), as well as their potential for 

contributing to the economic development of Griffin and Spalding County.  Alternatives 

that met the Step 1 criteria were carried forward to Step 2 of the screening, in which they 

were evaluated for their potential to minimize social impacts. 

Alternatives that met the Step 2 criteria were carried forward to the Step 3 screening, in 

which they were evaluated for their potential to minimize overall environmental impacts.  

The reasonable build alternatives that did not meet the need and purpose were eliminated 

from further consideration in the screening process.  However, the No-Action 

Alternative, which does not meet the need and purpose, was carried forward through the 

alternatives screening to a full analysis of its potential environmental impacts, as required 

by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations.   
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TABLE 2.4 

ALTERNATIVE 4 CONSIDERATIONS 
Criteria Impacts 

Environmental 

Wetlands Major Potential 

Streams Moderate Potential 

Threatened / Endangered Species None Known 

Archaeological Sites Major Potential 

Noise (2029) Approximately 65 People 

Floodplains Major Potential 

Historic Properties None Known 

Environmental Justice Moderate Potential 

Hazardous Waste Sites None Known 

Farmland Moderate Potential 

Operational 

Towers / Airspace Obstructions Two Cell Towers Within ¾ Statute Mile 

Area for Future Development Ample 

Constructability 

Hydrology Average 

Terrain Moderate 

Soil Conditions Probability of Rock or Unsuitable Material 

Road Relocations North Walker’s Mill Road Closure 

Infrastructure and Land Acquisition 

Surface Access  Existing via North McDonough Road; New Access Road Required 

Utilities Access Existing  

Underground Utilities Pipeline Near Site 

Land Acquisition Approximately 444 Acres/85 Parcels, Excluding Easements 

Source:  The LPA Group Incorporated (2009; 2010). 

 

The criteria used in the screening process are described in greater detail the following 

paragraphs. 

Step 1 -- Meets Need and Purpose 

Alternatives were considered to be consistent with the need and purpose of the Proposed 

Action as detailed in Chapter 1 of this EA if they would provide the most aeronautical 

benefit to the community in the following areas: 

Federal (FAA) – Provides airport improvements to meet ARC of at least B-II; a 5,500-

foot runway length, pavement strength of 60,000 pounds, adequate RPZs, full-parallel 

taxiway, standard runway/taxiway separation, and clear approaches.  The Proposed 

Action should yield an operationally safe and efficient airport.  FAA airport design 

standards and airspace requirements provide for the optimal conditions for airport 

improvement guidelines, as follows: 

 Provides lowest possible instrument approach minima, with obstruction-

free approaches to all runway ends; 

 Provides adequate runway length to accommodate most demanding 

aircraft in all weather conditions; and 

 Is compatible with land use surrounding the airport, with available land to 

accommodate future growth. 
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State (GDOT) – Meets requirements for Level II business airport with 5,000-

foot runway and full-parallel taxiway (5,500-foot runway for Level III 

business airport). 

Economic – Safely and efficiently accommodates existing aircraft, without 

loading penalties (as discussed in Chapter 1), and provides for future airport 

growth. 

Step 2 -- Minimizes Adverse Social Impacts 

The alternatives analysis considered the minimization of adverse impacts to the local 

community, including potential impacts on the health and well-being of persons 

potentially affected by the Proposed Action.  Examples of social impacts include 

residential and business relocations, community disruption by road closures, and 

disproportionate impacts to environmental justice communities. 

Step 3 -- Minimizes Adverse Environmental Impacts 

The reasonable build alternatives were carried forward to Step 3 of the screening if they:  

(1) met the purpose and need, including their conformance with federal and state 

operational, safety, and airport design requirements (based on their feasibility from a 

fiscal and constructability standpoint) and their potential for contributing to the economic 

development of Griffin and Spalding County; and (2) if they minimized adverse social 

impacts.  Step 3, the environmental screening, considered whether those alternatives 

minimized potential impacts to ecological and cultural resources, potential noise impacts, 

the potential for encountering hazardous materials sites, and potential impacts to 

environmental justice communities. 

2.5 RESULTS OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING  

The three-step evaluation of the No-Action Alternative and the reasonable build 

alternatives in relation to the screening criteria is discussed in the following paragraphs.  

The results of the alternatives screening are summarized in Table 2.5. 

TABLE 2.5 

SCREENING OF NO-ACTION AND REASONABLE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

Screening Criteria
 

No Action 

Alternative 

Reasonable Build 

Alternatives 

1 2A 2B 3 4 

Step 1 -- Meets Need and Purpose
 (1)

 N N N Y Y 

Step 2 -- Minimizes Adverse Social Impacts 
(2)

 N/A N/A N/A Y C 

Step 3 -- Minimizes Adverse Environmental Impacts 
(3)

 N/A N/A N/A Y N 
Notes: 
(1). The need and purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a facility that meets or exceeds FAA safety and operational criteria; 

meets state requirements for a Level II business airport (with 5,000-foot runway) or a Level III business airport (with a 5,500-

foot runway); and supports potential business and economic development in the city of Griffin and Spalding County by safely 
and efficiently accommodating existing and future aviation demands; assumes acquisition of sufficient right-of-way to 

accommodate all runway safety areas and transitional surface requirements 
(2) 

Examples of social impact categories include direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on the local economy, significant need for 

relocation of non-Airport related residences and commercial business parcels; disproportionate impacts on environmental 
justice communities, disruption of community cohesion from permanent road closures; and child health and safety issues.   

(3) Examples of environmental impact categories include direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on air quality, noise, cultural 

resources, threatened and endangered species, wetlands and streams, and water quality. 

Abbreviations:   
N = No; Y = Yes; C = Conditional; N/A = Not Applicable. 

Source:  The LPA Group Incorporated (2009; 2010). 
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Step 1 -- Meets Need and Purpose 

Two of the reasonable build alternatives, Alternatives 3 and 4, would provide for 

construction of a new-location general aviation airport, which could be designed to meet 

all of the applicable federal and state safety, operational, and airport design requirements.  

Additionally, each of these build alternatives would accommodate existing aircraft 

without necessitating loading penalties, and by providing a 5,500-foot runway that would 

accommodate future demand as a Level III business airport.  Therefore, Alternatives 3 

and 4 would be consistent with the need and purpose of the Proposed Action and were 

carried forward to the next step in the screening analysis. 

Alternative 1, the No-Action Alternative, was not consistent with the need and purpose of 

the Proposed Action.  Alternative 1 would not provide for any of the Airport 

improvements recommended in the 2003 Georgia Aviation System Plan, nor would it 

address the existing limitations on aircraft traffic at the Airport or meet the planning 

needs of the City of Griffin and Spalding County to attract future aviation-related 

economic development. 

Alternative 2A would provide for expansion of the Airport at its existing location, with 

extension of the runway to 5,000 feet and construction of associated airside 

improvements.  This alternative would not meet the need and purpose of the Proposed 

Action because it would not be feasible from a fiscal or constructability standpoint to 

meet the federal and state safety, operational, and airport design requirements at its 

location in the City of Griffin, and with a 5,000-foot runway it would only partially meet 

the economic development goals of the City of Griffin and Spalding County. 

Alternative 2B also would provide for expansion of the Airport at its existing location, 

with extension of the runway to 5,500 feet and construction of associated airside 

improvements.  However, as with Alternative 2A, it would not be feasible from a fiscal or 

constructability standpoint to address the federal and state safety, operational, and airport 

design requirements at the existing location.  Notwithstanding the infeasibility of 

constructing this build alternative, if implemented its cost would be expected to 

substantially outweigh any potential economic benefits associated with its capacity to 

safely and efficiently accommodate existing aircraft and to meet future demand.  

Therefore, Alternative 2B would not be consistent with the need and purpose of the 

Proposed Action. 

Alternatives 3 and 4 were determined to be consistent with the need and purpose of the 

Proposed Action, including the applicable federal and state safety, operational, and 

airport design requirements.  Therefore, these two alternatives were carried forward for 

further evaluation in the screening process. 

Step 2 -- Minimizes Adverse Social Impacts 

Alternative 3 would minimize the potential adverse social impacts relative to those 

associated with Alternative 4.  Alternative 3 would involve potential relocation impacts 

to 51 parcels, but it would require no significantly disruptive road closures.  Alternative 4 

would have the potential for relocation impacts to 85 parcels, as well as the potential for 

community disruption associated with the closure of North Walker’s Mill Road, which 

runs north-south through the site.  Because it would be feasible to mitigate for social 
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impacts, Alternative 4 was conditionally moved forward, together with Alternative 3, for 

preliminary evaluation of environmental impacts in Step 3 of the screening. 

Step 3 -- Minimizes Adverse Environmental Impacts 

Step 3 of the alternatives screening involved a preliminary investigation of the relative 

potential for adverse environmental impacts associated with implementation of 

Alternatives 3 and 4.  The environmental considerations were based on limited field 

investigations, as well as on GIS data analysis results from the airport site selection study, 

literature research, and information from regulatory databases and environmental 

resource agency representatives. 

Ecological Resources – Based on the available information, Alternative 3 would have a 

minimal potential for wetland impacts, while there would be a major potential for 

wetland impacts at the Alternative 4 site.  In contrast, Alternative 3 would have a major 

potential for stream impacts, while there would be a moderate potential for stream 

impacts at the Alternative 4 site.  Floodplains would present a moderate potential for 

impacts at the Alternative 3 site, but a major potential for impacts at the Alternative 4 

site.  There would be a moderate potential for farmland impacts at both the Alternative 3 

site and the Alternative 4 site.  There were no known federally protected threatened or 

endangered species or their habitats at either site.  Overall, the relative potential for 

impacts to ecological resources would be greater at the Alternative 4 site than at the 

Alternative 3 site. 

Cultural Resources -- There were no known archaeological sites located within the 

boundary of the Alternative 3 site.  According to data from the NAHRGIS website 

provided by GDOT’s Office of Environmental Services, several archaeological sites are 

known to occur within and around the Alternative 4 site; therefore, this alternative would 

have a major potential for impacts to archaeological resources (see Section 2.2.4, page 2-

6).  There were no known historic resources at either the Alternative 3 site or the 

Alternative 4 site.  Based on known locations of archaeological and historic resources, 

the Alternative 4 site would present a higher potential for impacts to cultural resources 

than would the Alternative 3 site. 

Noise, Hazardous Materials Sites, and Environmental Justice -- Noise impacts would 

potentially affect approximately 60 people at the Alternative 3 site and approximately 65 

people at the Alternative 4 site.  There was no known potential for impacts associated 

with hazardous waste sites at either the Alternative 3 site or the Alternative 4 site.  There 

was a minor potential for environmental justice impacts at the Alternative 3 site, and a 

moderate potential for environmental justice impacts at the Alternative 4 site.  Overall, 

there were no substantial differences between the Alternative 3 site and the Alternative 4 

site with respect to potential impacts from noise or hazardous materials sites.  However, 

based on the demographics of the populations in the vicinity of each alternative, the 

Alternative 4 site would present a higher potential for impacts to environmental justice 

communities than would the Alternative 3 site. 

Summary of Results 

Based on the results of the preliminary environmental evaluation in Step 3 of the 

alternatives screening analysis, it was determined that Alternative 3 would have a greater 

overall potential for minimizing environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
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Action than would Alternative 4.  The potential for impacts at the Alternative 4 site were 

primarily associated with wetlands, floodplains, and archaeological resources. 

Additionally, in Step 2, Alternative 4 presented a sufficiently greater potential for social 

impacts (i.e., a significant number of relocations and closure of an important road) than 

did Alternative 3, and it received only a conditional approval to be carried forward to 

Step 3 of the screening analysis.  Therefore, Alternative 4 was eliminated from further 

consideration, and Alternative 3 was recommended as the Preferred Build Alternative to 

be carried forward (together with Alternative 1, the No-Action Alternative) for a more 

detailed environmental impact analysis, as discussed in Chapter 4 of this EA. 
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CHAPTER 3.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 INTRODUCTION  

This chapter describes the existing environments associated with The No-Action 

Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative for the Proposed Action (Figures 3.1 and 

3.2).  The study areas generally encompass the airport boundaries and RPZs for the No-

Action Alternative (Alternative 1) and the Preferred Build Alternative (Alternative 3) 

based on the results of the initial site selection study and the environmental screening, as 

described in Chapter 2 of this EA.  The study areas for some environmental resources 

extend beyond these boundaries and are addressed in their respective analysis sections.  

The potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed 

Action are analyzed for The No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative in 

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. 

3.2 AIR QUALITY 

This section describes the air quality conditions in the study area for the Proposed Action, 

including the resource definition and the potentially affected environment (i.e., current 

emissions levels), based on conditions at the existing Airport. 

3.2.1 Resource Definition 

The USEPA established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect 

public health, the environment, and the quality of life from the detrimental effects of air 

pollution.  Standards exist for the following criteria air pollutants:  carbon monoxide 

(CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter (PM), ozone (O3), and sulfur 

dioxide (SO2). 

CO is a colorless, odorless, tasteless gas.  It may temporarily accumulate at harmful 

levels, especially in calm weather during winter and early spring, when fuel combustion 

reaches a peak and CO is chemically most stable due to the low temperatures.  CO can be 

generated by both natural and anthropogenic sources.  Transportation activities, indoor 

heating, and open burning are among the anthropogenic (man-made) sources of CO. 

The dominant industrial sources of Pb emissions include waste oil and solid waste 

incineration, iron and steel production, lead smelting, and battery and lead alkyl 

manufacturing.  The Pb content of motor vehicle emissions, which was the major source 

of Pb in the past, has significantly declined with use of unleaded fuels. 

Nitric oxide (NO), the nitrate radical (NO3), and NO2 are collectively called nitrogen 

oxides (NOx).  These compounds are interrelated, often changing from one form to 

another in chemical reactions.  NOx is generally emitted in the form of NO, which is then 

oxidized to NO2.  NO2 is commonly measured with ambient air monitors.  The principal 

anthropogenic source of NOx is fuel combustion in motor vehicles and power plants. 

For the purposes of the NAAQS, PM is measured as PM10 and PM2.5.  This nomenclature 

refers to PM with a diameter of 10 microns ( m) or less and 2.5 m or less, respectively.  

There are many sources of PM, both natural and anthropogenic.  Anthropogenic sources 

include fuel combustion, waste disposal, and metals processing. 
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Ground-level O3 is a secondary pollutant, formed from daytime reactions of NOx and 

volatile organic compounds (VOCs) rather than being directly emitted by natural or 

anthropogenic sources.  Although emissions of NOx and VOCs are regulated, there are no 

established NAAQS for these pollutants.  VOCs are released in industrial processes and 

from the evaporation of gasoline and solvents (the sources of NOx are described above). 

SO2 is emitted in natural processes, such as volcanic activity.  Anthropogenic sources of 

SO2 include combustion of sulfuric fuels and sulfuric acid manufacturing. 

In accordance with the Clean Air Act (CAA), all areas within the state of Georgia are 

designated as being attainment, non-attainment, or maintenance areas, or as being 

unclassifiable with respect to the NAAQS.  An area with air quality better than the 

NAAQS is designated as being an attainment area; an area with air quality worse than the 

NAAQS is designated as being a non-attainment area.  Maintenance areas are areas that 

had a history of nonattainment, but are now consistently meeting the NAAQS. An area 

may be designated as unclassifiable when there is a lack of data to form a basis of 

attainment status.  The NAAQS primary standards to protect human health and the 

environment, as well as secondary standards to protect human welfare, are shown in 

Table 3.1.  As shown, Spalding County is currently designated as being in non-

attainment for the criteria pollutants O3 and PM2.5. 

According to FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Section 2, as long as the annual 

operations at a general aviation airport are less than 494 per day (180,000 per year), there 

is no requirement to evaluate potential impacts of an airport project with respect to the 

NAAQS.  However, because the Proposed Action would occur in an NAAQS non-

attainment area, the General Conformity Rule of the CAA applies.  An assessment of 

project-related emissions with respect to the General Conformity Rule is presented in 

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.4. 

3.3 BIOTIC COMMUNITIES 

A field reconnaissance of the study areas was performed on February 16 through 18, 

2010, to identify general biotic communities and the presence of wetland and stream 

resources associated with the alternatives for the proposed project.  Prior to and during 

the field reconnaissance, aerial photographs, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

topographical quadrangle maps, and other sources of information were reviewed, and 

detailed field notes were taken to document the biota observed within each area. 

The upland and wetland biotic communities in each study area were identified based on 

topography, hydrology, and vegetative composition.
5,6,7

  Upland areas are generally dry, 

with vegetation suited to a water table of one foot or more below ground level during the 

growing season.  Wetland areas are lands that are inundated or saturated by surface water 

or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support vegetation that is 

typically adapted to such saturated soil conditions.
8
 

                                                                 
5
 Wharton, C. H. (1978).  The Natural Environments of Georgia, Bulletin 114. 

6
 Cowardin, L.M., et al. (1979).  Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States.  

FWS/OBS-79/31. 
7
 USACE (1987).  Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual.  Technical Report Y-87-1. 

8
 Ibid. 
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TABLE 3.1 

NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Pollutant 

Primary Standards Secondary Standards 

Attainment 

Status 

Threshold 

Level
(1) 

Averaging 

Time 

Threshold 

Level 

Averaging 

Time 
Carbon 

Monoxide (CO) 

9 ppm (10 

mg/m
3
) 

8-hour 
(2)

 None Attainment 

35 ppm (40 

mg/m
3
) 

1-hour 
(2)

 Attainment 

Lead (Pb) 0.15 µg/m
3 (3)

 Rolling 3-Month 

Average 
(4) 

Same as Primary Attainment 

Nitrogen 

Dioxide (NO2) 

100 ppb
 

1-hour 
(5) 

Same as Primary Attainment 

53 ppb 
(6)

 Annual None Attainment 

Ozone (O3) 0.075 ppm 

(2008 std) 
(7)

 

8-hour 
(8) 

Same as Primary Non-attainment 

(moderate) 

Particulate 

Matter (PM10) 

150 µg/m
3
 24-hour 

(9)
 Same as Primary Attainment 

Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5) 

15 µg/m
3
 Annual 

(Arithmetic 

Mean) 
(10)

 

Same as Primary Non-attainment 

35 µg/m
3
 24-hour 

(4)
 Same as Primary 

Sulfur Dioxide 

(SO2) 

75 ppb 
(11) 

1-hour 
(12) 

0.5 ppm (1300 

µg/m3) 

3-hour 
(2)

 Attainment 

Notes: 
(1) Threshold levels are expressed as parts per million (ppm); milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3); micrograms per cubic meter 

(µg/m3); and parts per billion (ppb). 
(2)

 Not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
(3)

 Final Rule signed October 15, 2008. 
(4) Not to be exceeded. 
(5)

 To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within an 

area must not exceed 100 ppb (effective January 22, 2010). 
(6)

 The official level of the NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which is shown there for the purpose of clearer comparison to 

the 1-hour standard. 
(7)

 Final Rule signed March 12, 2008. 
(8)

 The1997 ozone standard (0.08 ppm, annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration, averaged over 3 years) and related 

implementation rules remain in place.  In 1997, EPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard (0.12 ppm, not to be exceeded more than 

once per year) in all areas, although some areas have continued obligations under than standard.  The 1-hour ozone standard is 
attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is less 

than or equal to 1. 
(9) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years. 

(10)
 Annual mean, averaged over 3 years. 

(11)
 Final rule signed June 2, 2010. 

(12)
 The 1971 annual and 24-hour SO2 standards were revoked in that same rulemaking.  However, these standards remain in effect 

until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, 

where the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standard are approved. 

Source:  USEPA, October 2011. 

3.3.1 Uplands 

Upland community types identified within the relatively undisturbed portions of the study 

areas included bluff, slope, and ravine forests; oak-hickory successional forests; and pine 

successional forests (Figure 3.3).  The majority of uplands within the study areas have  
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been disturbed by residential, commercial, and/or agricultural development; these 

disturbed lands are described in Section 3.3.3 below. 

Bluff, Slope, and Ravine Forest 

The bluff, slope, and ravine forest community occupies stream valleys, slopes, and 

ravines in the Piedmont Physiographic Province.
9
  The tall, closed canopy and the 

understory are composed of a rich variety of hardwood trees at various stages of growth, 

as well as a variety of shrub species.  The canopy layer of the bluff, slope, and ravine 

forests identified within the study areas was dominated by tulip-poplar (Liriodendron 

tulipifera), red maple (Acer rubrum), sweet-gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), and white 

oak (Quercus alba), with occasional red oak (Quercus rubra) and sugar maple (Acer 

saccharum).  The understory of each site usually contained sourwood (Oxydendrum 

arboreum), flowering dogwood (Cornus florida), chalk maple (Acer leucoderme), 

hornbeam (Carpinus caroliniana), and American holly (Ilex opaca).  The shrub layer was 

usually dominated by the invasive Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense), and occasional 

blueberry (Vaccinium spp.); vines included wood-vamp (Decumaria barbara), which 

commonly grew as a ground cover on creek banks.  The herbaceous layer included 

Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides), partridgeberry (Mitchella repens), heartleaf 

(Hexastylis arifolia), and pipsissewa (Chimaphila maculata). 

Oak-Hickory Successional Forest 

Wharton describes the oak-hickory successional forest community as occurring on slopes 

between rivers and tributaries and dominated by a canopy of oaks, hickories, and other 

hardwood species in combination with pines; it is an abundant community type in the 

Piedmont.  The canopy of oak-hickory successional forests identified in the study areas 

was dominated by red oak (Quercus rubra), southern red oak (Quercus falcata), white 

oak, chestnut oak (Quercus prinus), water oak (Quercus nigra), and post oak (Quercus 

stellata), as well as pignut hickory (Carya glabra) and mockernut hickory (C. 

tomentosa).  Co-dominant tree species included loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), Virginia pine 

(Pinus virginiana), and occasional black-gum (Nyssa sylvatica).  The understory was 

comprised of sapling canopy species, plus eastern red-cedar (Juniperus virginiana), 

flowering dogwood, American holly, and black cherry (Prunus serotina).  Woody vines 

included muscadine (Vitis rotundifolia), yellow jessamine (Gelsemium sempervirens), 

poison-ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), 

trumpet-vine (Campsis radicans), and various greenbriers (Smilax rotundifolia; S. 

smallii; S. glauca).  The herbaceous layer was sparse, with partridgeberry, ebony 

spleenwort (Asplenium platyneuron), heartleaf, and pipsissewa. 

Pine Successional Forest 

The pine successional forest community has a canopy of pines and a well-developed sub-

canopy of several tall shrub and/or hardwood sapling species. This community type is 

described by Wharton as successional from the abandonment of cropland, generally 

succeeding to deciduous hardwood-dominated forests; it is rarely found in a mature or 

climax successional stage.  The canopy layer of pine successional forests identified 

within the study areas was dominated by loblolly pine, Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana), 

                                                                 
9
 Wharton, C. H. (1978).  The Natural Environments of Georgia, Bulletin 114. 
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water oak, black cherry, and sweet-gum.  The understory consisted of eastern red-cedar, 

Chinese privet, highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and devil’s walkingstick 

(Aralia spinosa).  Woody vines included briers (Smilax rotundifolia; S. bona-nox; S. 

glauca), yellow jessamine, muscadine, poison-ivy, and Japanese honeysuckle.  The 

herbaceous layer was sparse, with ebony spleenwort often the lone representative. 

3.3.2 Wetlands 

Wetlands in the study areas included bottomland hardwoods, freshwater marshes, and 

ponds.  Disturbed wetlands, including ditches and some ponds, are described in Section 

3.3.3 below. 

Bottomland Hardwood 

The bottomland hardwood community is a palustrine (freshwater) wetland that is 

frequently flooded by and associated with river systems, creeks, or other surface water 

drainages.  These floodplain wetlands are flat and are often dissected by small streams.  

Bottomland hardwood communities in the study areas were generally associated with 

large tributaries to rivers, especially where they joined a river’s more extensive 

floodplain.  The canopy of these forests was dominated by red maple, sweet-gum, and 

tulip-poplar, with occasional loblolly pine.  The shrub layer was dominated by tag alder 

(Alnus serrulata) and saplings of canopy species such as water oak and black-gum.  

Vines were typically abundant, and included yellow jessamine, muscadine, poison-ivy, 

wood-vamp, and several species of brier (Smilax laurifolia, S. glauca, and S. 

rotundifolia).  Herbaceous plants were mostly absent, with the exception of remnants of 

ferns from the previous growing season -- mostly cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea) 

and netted chain fern (O. areolata), but also royal fern (O. regalis).  Extensive stands of 

cane (Arundinaria gigantea) also were common in this community type. 

Freshwater Marsh 

The freshwater marsh community is a non-tidal wetland with a water level generally 

between a few inches to two or three feet, and with vegetation dominated by emergent 

grasses, sedges, and rushes. Marshes are frequently perpetuated along powerline transects 

and ditches as a result of maintenance mowing or brush clearing, which keeps shrubby 

vegetation at bay.  They also occur in association with natural disturbances, such as 

beaver activity.  Naturally-occurring marshes are associated with bodies of water such as 

ponds and lakes, but also with swamps, bottomlands, and Carolina bays.  Marshes 

identified within the study areas were dominated by woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus), soft 

rush (Juncus effusus), cattails (Typha latifolia), giant beard grass (Erianthus gigantea), 

and witch-grass (Panicum scoparium).  Evidence of ferns also was commonly seen, 

including remnants of cinnamon fern and netted chain fern.  Woody species, mostly tag 

alder and black willow (Salix nigra), were limited to the margins of the marshes. 

Pond 

A pond is typically defined as a relatively small (less than 20 acres) and shallow (less 

than 6 feet deep) permanent or temporary water body created by natural topographic 

features or by human or animal activities (e.g., by excavation or by alteration of surface 

drainage flow).  Ponds identified within the study areas included both man-made 

impoundments and beaver ponds.  Evidence of plant life observed in ponds during the 
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field reconnaissance was limited to remnants of emergent species from the previous year 

along the shallow edges of the ponds, including bulrush, soft rush, cattails, and giant 

beard grass.  Woody species, including alder and willow, were found along the extreme 

upper margins of the ponds.  During the growing season, these ponds likely support 

submerged and floating-leaved species such as water-lily, duckweeds (Lemna spp.; 

Spirodela spp.), alligatorweed (Alternanthera philoxeroides), parrot-feather 

(Myriophyllum aquaticum), and pennywort (Hydrocotyle sp.). 

3.3.3  Disturbed Lands 

In addition to the natural communities described above, the study areas included lands 

disturbed by agricultural activities or for timber production; built upon for residential, 

commercial, or industrial purposes; or developed as transportation infrastructure.  

Disturbed lands identified within the study areas included pastureland, pecan groves, 

fallow agricultural fields, hedgerows/fencerows, manmade ponds and ditches, abandoned 

homesites, maintained lawns, residences, roadways and parking lots, vacant lots, 

industrial yards, and commercial buildings.  Most of the acreage in the study areas 

consists of disturbed lands, especially the area within and adjacent to the existing Airport. 

Agricultural lands within the study areas were often dominated by herbaceous weedy 

species and a variety of native and alien grasses.  Abandoned homesites, hedgerows, and 

the adjacent forest edges often contained old ornamental plantings that were persisting or 

spreading, such as chinaberry (Melia azedarach), mimosa (Albizia julibrissin), Chinese 

privet (Ligustrum sinense), Chinese holly (Ilex cornuta), mahonia (Mahonia bealei), 

nandina (Nandina domestica), cherry laurel (Prunus caroliniana), multiflora rose (Rosa 

multiflora), groundsel-bush (Baccharis halimifolia), Japanese honeysuckle, kudzu 

(Pueraria lobata), and English ivy (Hedera helix).  Several dense stands of bamboo 

(Phyllostachys aurea) also were observed, which are usually indicative of a former 

homesite. 

3.4 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT AND COASTAL BARRIER 

RESOURCES ACT 

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA), as amended, requires that projects 

located within the coastal zone comply, to the maximum extent practicable, with 

approved state coastal management programs.
10

  The GDNR’s Coastal Resource Division 

administers Georgia’s Coastal Management Program (GCMP) within the coastal zone, 

which encompasses all tidally influenced waterbodies and areas economically tied to 

coastal resources.
11

  Georgia’s coastal zone extends approximately 60 miles inland and 

consists of eleven coastal counties.  Spalding County is not one of the eleven designated 

coastal counties, and the Proposed Action is therefore not subject to regulation under the 

CZMA. 

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 (CBRA) designated various undeveloped 

coastal barrier islands for inclusion in the Coastal Barrier Resources System (System).  

                                                                 
10

 16 U.S.C.§ 1456(c) 
11

 Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Resources Division, “Overview of the Coastal   

Management Program,” http://crd.dnr.state.ga.us/content/displaycontent.asp?txtDocument=54 (August 

16, 2010). 

http://crd.dnr.state.ga.us/content/displaycontent.asp?txtDocument=54
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The Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 (CBIA) included additional areas along 

the Great Lakes, Puerto Rico, the Florida Keys, and the Virgin Islands into the System, as 

well as secondary barriers within large embayments.  Additionally, it provided automatic 

inclusion of undeveloped coastal barriers that are excess Federal properties.  The CBRA 

was reauthorized by the Coastal Barrier Resources Reauthorization Act of 2005 

(CBRRA).
12

  Spalding County does not include any of the resource areas protected under 

the CBRA, the CBIA, or the CBRRA, and therefore the Proposed Action would not be 

subject to regulation under these federal laws. 

3.5 CONSTRUCTION AREA ACTIVITIES 

Construction activities can cause impacts to the environment, such as airborne dust and 

emissions from heavy equipment, runoff of sediment-laden stormwater, spillage or 

leakage of petroleum products, generation of construction debris, and noise.  Because 

construction activities are temporary in nature, any potential environmental impacts 

associated with those activities would be expected to be relatively minor in relation to the 

potential permanent impacts from a proposed action.   

Federal and state laws and regulations, as well as local ordinances, govern construction 

activities in order to improve safety and to avoid or minimize environmental impacts.  

Best Management Practices (BMPs) that can minimize potential construction impacts 

include limiting the hours that construction can occur; properly maintaining construction 

equipment, and using silt fencing and gravel to trap sediments. 

3.6 CULTURAL, HISTORICAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) mandates that districts, sites, 

buildings, structures, and objects that are significant to American history, architecture, 

archaeology, engineering, and culture be cataloged on the NRHP.
13

  Section 106 of the 

NHPA, Protection of Historic and Cultural Resources, requires federal agencies to 

consider the effects of their actions on resources listed on the NRHP, as well as on 

resources that are determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.  Historic and 

archaeological resources, such as houses, churches, monuments, and cemeteries, as well 

as prehistoric sites, are to be avoided wherever possible when constructing or performing 

improvements at airports.  Resources identified during the planning or construction of a 

project must be evaluated to determine whether they are listed on or potentially eligible 

for listing on the NRHP. 

As defined in 36 CFR 800.16(d), the Area of Potential Effects (APE) is defined as “... the 

geographical area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause 

changes in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist.”  Based 

on this definition and on the nature and scope of the Proposed Action, the APE for a 

project alternative would include the areas within the proposed right-of-way and RPZs, 

within a specified noise level contour for that alternative, and within the potential 

                                                                 
12

 USFWS, “John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Resource System,” 

http://www.fws.gov/habitatconservation/cbra4.html#cbra (August 12, 2010). 
13

 National Register Information System, accessed at:  http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/research/nris.htm. 

http://www.fws.gov/habitatconservation/cbra4.html#cbra
http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/research/nris.htm
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viewshed of the proposed project site.  A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the APE 

for the Preferred Build Alternative was conducted from February 15, 2010, to March 12, 

2010 (Appendix A - Correspondence). 

3.6.1 Historic Resources 

Georgia’s Natural, Archaeological, and Historic Resources GIS (GNAHRGIS) website 

was reviewed to determine if any NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible properties are located in 

the vicinity of the existing Airport.
14

  Background research was conducted by qualified 

historians at the GDNR-Historic Preservation Division office in Atlanta, the Georgia 

Archaeological Site File in Athens, the University of Georgia Map Library, the Georgia 

Archives, the Spalding County Tax Assessor’s Office, the Spalding County Courthouse 

Deed Room, and the Flint River Regional Library in Griffin to determine if any NRHP-

listed, NRHP-nominated, or NRHP-eligible resources are located within the APE 

associated with the Preferred Build Alternative for the Proposed Action.   

The background research revealed that there are five NRHP-listed properties in the 

vicinity of the existing Airport, and there are no previously recorded NRHP-eligible, 

nominated, or listed buildings, structures, or objects within the boundaries of Preferred 

Build Alternative project tract.
15

  However, there are three previously recorded historic 

resources located within the APE of the Preferred Build Alternative site:  Resource 1, the 

Thomas-Melin House and Farm; Resource 2, the Thomas-Bennett House; and Resource 

3, a circa-1950 storage building.  Figure 3.4 shows the locations of these resources in 

relation to the APE. 

Qualified historians also conducted a visual survey as part of the Phase I evaluation to 

determine the presence of historical structures in the APE of the Preferred Build 

Alternative site.
16

  In addition to the three previously recorded historic resources 

discovered during the background research, seven previously unrecorded architectural 

resources were identified within the APE (Resources 4 through 10).  A list of cultural 

resources identified in the APE, with brief descriptions and NRHP recommendations, is 

provided in Table 3.2.  Detailed resource descriptions in the following section focus on 

those properties recommended as eligible for the NRHP. 

3.6.1.1 Eligible / Potentially Eligible Historic Resources 

The historic resources survey revealed four resources recommended as eligible or 

potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP:  Resource 1, the Thomas-Melin House and 

Farm; Resource 2, the Thomas-Bennett House; Resource 4.1, a circa 1915 barn 

associated with Resource 4 / Hopkins House; and Resource 10, the Griffin, Monticello, 

and Madison Railroad Bed.  A fifth property, Resource 9, was initially recommended 

ineligible for listing on the NRHP but was subsequently determined eligible by the 

GDNR-HPD, as discussed below. 

  

                                                                 
14

 GNHARGIS, accessed at:  http://www.gnahrgis.org/gnahrgis/index.do. 
15

 Brockington & Associates (May 2010).  Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the Preferred Build 

Alternative Site for the Proposed  Griffin-Spalding County Airport. 
16

 Ibid. 

http://www.gnahrgis.org/gnahrgis/index.do
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TABLE 3.2 

HISTORIC RESOURCES LOCATED WITHIN THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS (APE) 

Resource Number / 

Name Resource Location Resource Description 

NRHP 

Recommendation 

Resource 1 / Thomas-

Melin House and Farm 

1674/1913 Jackson Road Circa 1855 Georgia 

Cottage 

Eligible 
(1) 

Resource 2 / Thomas-

Bennett House 

Hopkins Tract near 

Jackson Road 

Circa 1858 Modified 

Saddlebag House 

Potentially eligible 

Resource 3 1518 Jackson Road Circa 1950 Storage 

Building 

Ineligible 

Resource 4 / Hopkins 

House 

1485 Jackson Road 1955 Ranch House Ineligible 

Resource 4.1 1485 Jackson Road 1915 Barn Eligible 

Resource 5 1476 Jackson Road 1954 Ranch House Ineligible 

Resource 6 131 Kennedy Road  1959 Ranch House Ineligible 

Resource 7 145 Banks Road Circa 1910 Central Hall 

House 

Ineligible 

Resource 8 193 Sapelo Road 1885 New South Cottage Ineligible 

Resource 9 230 Sapelo Road Circa 1890 Central Hall 

House 

Eligible 

Resource 10 Hopkins House Property 

and Kennedy Road 

Circa 1871 Railroad Bed 

(Griffin, Monticello, and 

Madison Railroad) 

Eligible 

Note: 
(1) Resource 1 recommended eligible under Criterion C (design/construction) and Criterion A (event), based on the portion of the 

resource within the Preferred Build Alternative project tract; also recommended potentially eligible under Criterion D 

(information potential), based on unsurveyed areas outside the Preferred Build Alternative project tract. 

Source:  Brockington & Associates (May 2010).  Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the Preferred Build Alternative Site for the 

Proposed Griffin-Spalding County Airport, Spalding County, Georgia. 

 

Resource 1 (Thomas-Melin House and Farm): 

The Thomas-Melin House and Farm is located at the northeast end of the study area, on 

the south side of SR 155/Jackson Road.  This resource consists of a circa 1855 Georgian 

cottage and associated outbuildings; which include tenant houses, dairy barns, storage 

buildings, a water tower, and a gable ell cottage.  Also on the property are hay fields, a 

large wooded area, and a large pecan orchard.  The house was built by Charles W. 

Thomas, a planter and minister.  His Spalding County house and plantation were known 

as Saint Bridge’s, and consisted of many more acres than the property contains today.  At 

present, the property consists of 102.3 acres. 

As a whole, the Thomas-Melin House and Farm property is in good to fair condition.  

What remains of the agricultural complex retains integrity of location, design, materials, 

workmanship setting, feeling, and association.  Therefore, the Thomas-Melin House and 

Farm retains sufficient integrity to be recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP 

under Criterion C, design/construction, in the area of agriculture on a local level of 

significance; and under Criterion A, event, also in the area of agriculture on a local level 

of significance. 
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A small portion of the property was surveyed for archaeological resources in 2000 for the 

SR 155/Jackson Road improvements project, and in 2004 for a gas pipeline access road 

that was not built.  As a result of the pipeline survey, a small historic artifact scatter and 

brick foundation remnant was identified between the Thomas-Melin House and SR 

155/Jackson Road.  This archaeological site, 9SP67, was recommended as ineligible for 

listing on the NRHP.  In addition, the small portion of the Thomas-Melin property that 

extends into the Preferred Build Alternative site was surveyed as part of this EA.  No 

building, structure, objects, features, archaeological sites, or other contributing elements 

were identified in this area of the property.  This area consists of a mixed hardwood and 

pine forest that extends northeast well beyond the project tract. 

Most of the Thomas-Melin property (i.e., the portion outside of the Preferred Build 

Alternative project tract) has not been surveyed for archaeological resources.  There is a 

potential for intact antebellum and post-bellum archaeological features to be present on 

the property, such as trash pits, privies, additional outbuilding remnants, slave cabin 

remnants, and wells.  Therefore, the resource is recommended as potentially eligible for 

listing on the NRHP under Criterion D, information potential.  Due to the size of the 

pecan orchard, and the fact that contributing buildings are scattered across the property, 

the recommended NRHP boundary consists of the legal property boundary (which 

contains 102.3 acres), as well as two small outparcels along SR 155/Jackson Road that 

still contain a portion of the pecan orchard. 

Resource 2 (Thomas-Bennett House): 

The Thomas-Bennett House tract was owned by Reverend Charles W. Thomas in the 

nineteenth century and was once part of the Saint Brides Plantation.  The Thomas-

Bennett House was originally recorded as an evolutionary gable ell cottage but could 

possibly be a modified saddlebag house, as the west wing has a saddlebag plan.  Portions 

of the saddlebag wing appear to be antebellum.  Part of the wood frame appears to have 

been cut with a reciprocating saw.  In addition, the base of the brick chimney beneath the 

house consists of large fieldstones.  However, the majority of building materials in this 

portion of the house are post-bellum.  It appears that the original house at this location 

was antebellum but was greatly modified or rebuilt in the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries.  While there are numerous early cut nails present in this portion of 

the house, the bricks in the chimney are machine made, and the windows are wood frame, 

double hung, with 3/1 vertical pane configurations.  The two-story portion of the house, 

which is made of fieldstones and locally produced red clay mortar, is built with circa 

1900 building materials, and the other major additions to the house date to the early 

twentieth century.  On the front of the house are the remnants of a circa 1925 porch, 

which was supported by battered posts on brick piers.  The house was basically intact 

when it was originally surveyed and recommended as ineligible for listing on the NRHP 

under Criterion A, event, Criterion B, person, and Criterion C, design/construction.  At 

present, the house has partially collapsed. 

Associated with the house is a circa 1940 wood frame garage that also has partially 

collapsed.  There are two concrete pump houses behind the house with missing roofs, and 

to the east of the house are the ruins of a barn.  West of the house, within the proposed 

RPZ for the Preferred Build Alternative, is a stone chimney fall and artifact scatter that 

was recorded as Site 9SP191 during the archaeological survey for this EA. 
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There are no other extant buildings or structures on the 44.96-acre property of Resource 

2, and the only building ruin and site within the archaeological survey area is 9SP191.  

The property is completely abandoned and is not being used for agricultural purposes.  

Therefore, the property is recommended as ineligible for listing on the NRHP under 

Criterion A, event, in the area of agriculture.  However, due to the presence of Site 

9SP191 and the potential for intact antebellum and post-bellum archaeological features to 

be present on areas of the property outside the current archaeological survey area, the 

resource is recommended as potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion 

D, information potential. 

Resource 4.1 (circa 1915 barn associated with Resource 4 / Hopkins House): 

Resource 4, the Hopkins House, is a side gable ranch house located at 1485 Jackson 

Road.  Resource 4 is not recommended as eligible for the NRHP.  However, a circa 1915 

barn located on the 76.8 acre-property is recommended as eligible for listing on the 

NRHP under Criterion C, design/construction, as an excellent example of an early-

twentieth century gambrel barn.  The barn has a poured concrete foundation, a wood 

frame, a corrugated metal roof, vertical plank siding and a loft.  The barn is in good 

condition and retains excellent integrity. 

Resource 9 (circa 1900 Central Hall House): 

Resource 9 is a circa 1900 Central Hall House located on the west side of Sapelo Road, 

approximately 650 feet north of the southeast RPZ (see Figure 3.4).  At present, the 

house is abandoned and is located on a wooded 100-acre hunt club tract.  The house has a 

fieldstone and cut stone pier foundation, a wood frame, a side gable asphalt shingle roof, 

two exterior brick chimneys, and shed roof front and side porches.  On the front elevation 

are two large cross gable roof dormers.  The remaining windows are on the side and rear 

elevations and are wood frame, flat headed, double hung, with 6/6 and 3/1 vertical pane 

configurations.  The exterior of the house is covered with weatherboard, except the front 

elevation on the porch, which is covered with horizontal flush board. 

On the rear elevation is a circa 1910 gable roof ell addition, and attached to the ell is a 

circa 1925 shed roof addition with wood frame 3/1 windows.  There also is a circa 1980 

shed roof service porch attached to the rear of the ell.  Also on the rear elevation is a circa 

1950 shed roof addition that extends across the back of the house from the rear ell to the 

southwest corner of the house. 

Non-historic alterations to the house include a circa 1985 replacement front porch.  It has 

a concrete block pier foundation, a wood plank floor, plain wood post supports, and a V-

crimp metal shed roof.  The porch has wood steps and a wood handicap ramp with a 

railing covered with wood lattice.  The shed roof side porch has circa 1985 wood box 

supports and a circa 1985 balustrade.  Although the sidelights are still present, the front 

door has been removed.  All the windows on the front elevation have been removed, as 

well as most of the windows in the house.  In addition, the chimneys have a circa 1985 

stucco exterior treatment. 

Behind the house is a circa 1950 storage building.  It has a brick pier foundation, a wood 

frame, and a front gable corrugated metal roof.  The exterior is covered with board and 

batten siding and there is a single vertical wood plank door in the south gable end.  There 
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are also two window bays covered with vertical plank shutters.  The outbuilding is in fair 

condition and possesses excellent integrity. 

The setting of the resource consists of several oak trees and there is an overgrown field 

between the house and Sapelo Road.  The house is located approximately 1,000 feet east 

of Sapelo Road.  The front, side, and back yards are densely overgrown with bamboo, 

which in some areas is ten feet high.  The remainder of the tract consists of mature mixed 

hardwood and pine trees.  There is also a small pond at the southeast end of the tract. 

There are no known significant historical events that took place on the Resource 9 

property.  Therefore, the resource is recommended ineligible for the NRHP under 

Criterion A, event.  In addition, while the property was most likely associated with 

agricultural land, it is presently located on a wooded hunt club tract.  Except for the small 

storage building behind the house, there are no extant outbuildings on the property and 

former fields.  The pastures are now wooded or overgrown with underbrush.  As a result, 

Resource 9 would not reflect one of the agricultural developmental periods as described 

in the Tilling the Earth – Georgia’s Agricultural Heritage, a Context.  Therefore, the 

resource would not be eligible under Criterion A in the area of agriculture. 

There are no known associations with significant persons for Resource 9.  Therefore, it is 

recommended ineligible under Criterion B, person.  The property is not likely to yield 

information important in prehistory or history.  Therefore, the resource is recommended 

ineligible under Criterion D, information potential.   

Resource 9 was also evaluated under Criterion C, design/construction.  The resource is in 

fair condition and possesses only fair integrity.  The resource has not been moved; 

therefore, it retains integrity of location.  However, the resource is abandoned and the 

surrounding agricultural landscape has reverted to woods, underbrush, and thick stands of 

bamboo.  As a result, the resource has lost integrity of setting and association.  Due to 

non-historic alterations such as a stucco chimney, removed windows and doors, and the 

circa 1985 front porch, which is not in-keeping with the building materials and type/style 

of the house, the resource has lost integrity of design, materials, and, workmanship, and 

has diminished integrity of feeling.  As a result, the resource is not an excellent example 

of a Central Hall house.   

Based on the above considerations, Resource 9 was initially recommended ineligible for 

the NRHP.  However, in its review of the Phase 1 HRSR, the GDNR-HPD has 

determined that Resource 9 is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C, 

design/construction.  Because the original boundary does not appear to be intact and 

because there are no other contributing elements to the resource on the property, the 

eligible NRHP boundary is a visual boundary.  The eligible boundary consists of 

approximately 2 acres and includes the house, front and side yards, and the circa 1950 

outbuilding. 

Resource 10 (Griffin, Monticello, and Madison Railroad Bed): 

In the 1870s, efforts were made to build a railroad line from Griffin to Madison, fulfilling 

General Griffin’s original rail expectations for the city.  The Griffin, Monticello, and 

Madison Railroad was founded in 1882, and over several years, a railroad bed was graded 

from Griffin east to the Towaliga River, but no track was ever laid.  The railroad 
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company failed, and under court order it was sold at a sheriff’s auction; the railroad line 

was never completed. This resource, a late-nineteenth century railroad bed, 

approximately 1,500 feet long, is located northwest of the study area, immediately 

northwest of the proposed RPZ.  It crosses a portion of the Hopkins House property 

(Resource 4) and extends to a point approximately 600 feet northwest of Kennedy Road 

(see Figure 3.4).  While the portion of the railroad bed on the Resource 4 property is 

somewhat eroded, the section northwest of Kennedy Road is in excellent condition.  

Overall, the railroad bed retains good to excellent integrity.  As a result, Resource 10 is 

recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion A, event, in the area of 

transportation development on a local level of significance. 

3.6.1.2 NRHP-Ineligible Historic Resources 

The historic resources survey also revealed six properties recommended as ineligible for 

listing on the NRHP:  Resource 3, a circa 1950 storage building; Resource 4, the Hopkins 

House; Resource 5, a 1954 ranch house; Resource 6, a 1959 ranch house; Resource 7, a 

circa 1910 central hall house; and Resource 8, an 1885 new south cottage.  Additional 

details regarding these properties and their NRHP recommendations can be found in 

Appendix A. 

3.6.2 Archaeological Resources 

The Preferred Build Alternative project tract and RPZ, which covers an area of 

approximately 400 acres, was intensely surveyed for archaeological resources.  

Systematic shovel tests were conducted at 30-meter intervals along 69 transects spaced 

30 meters apart, throughout the study area.  In total, 738 shovel tests were excavated.  In 

addition, judgmental shovel testing was conducted in the residential development on 

Banks Road. 

An Oglethorpe Power transmission line corridor that crosses in a southwest-to-northeast 

direction through the central portion of the study area was surveyed for archaeological 

resources in 1988.  Surface inspection and judgment shovel testing was conducted in the 

Oglethorpe Power transmission line corridor to ensure that no late historic period sites 

were located in the corridor.  A Southern Natural Gas Company pipeline corridor that 

crosses the southern end of the study area also was surveyed for cultural resources, in 

2004.  In the 2004 survey, no archaeological sites were encountered along the pipeline 

corridor within the study area for this EA; therefore, additional shovel tests were not 

excavated in that area. 

As a result of the Phase I archaeological survey for this EA, two sites were identified:  

9SP190 and 9SP191.  Site 9SP190 consists of two historic irrigation trenches and is 

recommended as ineligible for listing on the NRHP.  Site 9SP191 is a historic house site 

(Resource 2, the Thomas-Bennett House) and is recommended as potentially eligible for 

listing on the NRHP. 

3.6.2.1 Potentially Eligible Archaeological Resources 

Site 9SP191 is located in the proposed northwest RPZ of the Preferred Build Alternative 

project tract.  This resource is a late-nineteenth century to early-twentieth century house 

site, and consists of a fieldstone chimney fall and artifact scatter (Figure 3.5).   
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This site is located on the same tract (Hopkins Tract) of land as Resource 2, the Thomas-

Bennett House, and is likely associated with Resource 2.  Site 9SP191 was identified 

through surface observation and an initial judgment shovel test located near the chimney 

fall.  It was then further defined through 10-meter interval shovel testing. 

The site consists of a field stone chimney fall and a small scatter of machine made bricks.  

Southeast of the chimney fall are three large oak trees ranging in age from 75 to 125 

years and a daffodil flower bed.  Just beyond the western site boundary is a line of mature 

juniper trees and several wood fence posts that define a property line.  To the north of the 

site is an area of sparse pines and to the east and south of the site are areas of sparse pines 

and deciduous trees. 

Most of the recovered artifacts date from the late-nineteenth to early-twentieth century 

time period.  The artifacts include three light green plate glass fragments, three light 

green window glass fragments, one amethyst table glass fragment, and one light green 

glass bottle neck fragment.  In addition, one fragment of yellowware was recovered that 

was determined to have been produced from 1820-1940.  The site also maintained a 

scatter of wire nails and unidentifiable iron fragments north of the chimney fall. 

According to the owner of Resource 2 (the Thomas-Bennett house), Dr. Tom Hopkins, 

the property was owned by Reverend Charles W. Thomas in the nineteenth century and 

was once part of Saint Bridge’s Plantation.  While the majority of the abandoned 

Thomas-Bennett house dates to the early-twentieth century, there are some antebellum 

building materials present in the house. 

Site 9SP191 is located approximately 295 feet (90 meters) southwest of the Thomas-

Bennett House.  Due to the presence of intact soils and the potential for an antebellum 

component and features, this site is recommended as potentially eligible for listing on 

the NRHP.  Phase II archaeological testing and additional research is recommended to 

determine if there is an antebellum component to the site and to evaluate its association to 

Resource 2, the Thomas-Bennett house. 

3.6.2.2 Ineligible Archaeological Resources 

Background research conducted during the Phase I cultural resources survey revealed that 

there are no previously recorded archaeological sites located within the APE of the 

Preferred Build Alternative project tract; however, there are nineteen sites located within 

one mile of that tract.   

The Phase I investigation resulted in the discovery of Site 9SP190.  This site consists of 

two historic irrigation trenches but is recommended as ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 

3.7  CUMULATIVE AND INDIRECT IMPACTS 

As defined under 40 CFR 1508.7, a cumulative impact is:  “... the impact in the 

environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when 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 for individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period 

of time.” 
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Also defined under 40 CFR 1508.8(b), indirect impacts are: “... caused by the action and 

are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.”  

Although indirect impacts are not directly attributable to the construction and operation 

of a project, impacts could occur because of induced growth from new or improved 

facilities.  Therefore, in accordance with CEQ guidelines, this EA considers the 

cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action and project alternatives, including 

consequences of subsequent related actions.  These related actions can include past 

actions, present actions, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, both federal and non-

federal, as discussed below: 

 Past actions – This evaluation requires the establishment of a geographic scope and 

time scale for the project impact area, a description of the baseline conditions, and the 

meaningful changes in the natural and human environment associated with past 

actions, including any known cause and effect relationships.  

 Present actions – This evaluation should include actions within the same geographic 

area and time frame, and affecting the same environmental resources as would be 

potentially affected by the Proposed Action. 

 Reasonably foreseeable future actions – This evaluation should include projects 

that occur on or off the area potentially affected by the Proposed Action, and should 

be developed with enough detail that it will “... provide useful information to a 

decision maker and the interested public.”
17

 

3.8 ENERGY SUPPLY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

In accordance with FAA guidelines, the potential changes in energy requirements at the 

Airport and the use of consumable natural resources is evaluated in Chapter 4.  This 

evaluation includes the potential impact on the energy supplies and natural resources that 

would be needed for both the proposed construction activities and the operation of airport 

facilities at a new location. 

Energy supply requirements typically fall into two categories:  those that relate to 

changing demand from stationary facilities (e.g., major airfield lighting and terminal 

building heating demands), which might exceed local supplies or capacities; and those 

involving the increased movement of air and ground vehicles to the extent that demand 

exceeds energy supplies.  An evaluation of potential impacts on natural resources 

includes considerations such as the local availability of construction materials, as well as 

the use of scarce or unusual consumable natural resources for construction of a proposed 

facility. 

3.9 FARMLAND 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), as a subtitle of the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture (USDA) and Food Act of 1981, was intended by Congress to “minimize the 

extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary conversion of farmland to 

nonagricultural uses.”
18

  Farmland soils are considered a non-renewable resource, and 

                                                                 
17

 FAA (2007), Environmental Desk Reference. 
18

 U.S. Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Farmland Protection Policy 

Act of 1981.  Accessed via the web at:  http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/fppa/. 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/fppa/
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conversion of farmland to an airport facility is an irreversible commitment of resources as 

long as that facility remains in place.  Six soil types classified by the USDA - Natural 

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) as prime farmland, as well as 11 soils classified 

as farmland of statewide importance, were identified within the study area of the 

Preferred Build Alternative, based on GIS data from the NRCS (Table 3.3).  In total, 

approximately 37.1 acres of prime farmland and 55.6 acres of farmland of statewide 

importance are located within the boundary of the Preferred Build Alternative site.   

 

TABLE 3.3 

FARMLAND CLASSIFICATION OF SOILS WITHIN THE STUDY AREA FOR THE 

PREFERRED BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

Map Unit 

Symbol Map Unit Name Rating 

Alm Alluvial land Statewide importance 

Alp Alluvial land, moderately wet Statewide importance 

AmB2 Appling sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Prime farmland 

AmC2 Appling sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded Statewide importance 

Csl Chewacla silt loam Statewide importance 

CuC Cecil-Urban land complex, 2 to 10 percent slopes Statewide importance 

CYB Cecil sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes Prime farmland 

CYB2 Cecil sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Prime farmland 

CYC Cecil sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes Statewide importance 

CYC2 Cecil sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded Statewide importance 

DgB2 Davidson loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Prime farmland 

HYC2 Helena sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded Statewide importance 

Lcm Local alluvial sand Statewide importance 

LdB2 Lloyd sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Prime farmland 

LdC2 Lloyd sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded Statewide importance 

MjB2 Madison fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Prime farmland 

WiB2 Wilkes sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded Statewide importance 

Source:  U.S. Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Web Soil Survey. 
Information accessed via the Web at:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. 

3.10 FLOODPLAINS 

Executive Order (E.O.) 11988, Floodplain Management, requires that efforts be made to 

avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the 

occupancy and modification of floodplains.  It also requires that efforts be made to avoid 

direct or indirect support of development in floodplains wherever there is a practicable 

alternative, and it prohibits floodplain encroachments that would cause a substantial flood 

risk, a critical interruption of an emergency transportation facility, or an adverse impact 

on the floodplain’s natural resource values. 

The 100-year floodplain is the area adjacent to any particular waterway that would be 

inundated by the base flood, which is an event that has a one percent chance of occurring 

in any given year.  Federal regulations permit development in the 100-year floodplain if it 

is demonstrated through a hydraulic analysis that the development would meet the 

requirements set forth by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  Filling 

in a floodplain is generally discouraged because it removes floodwater storage capacity. 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx
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Information concerning floodplains in the vicinity of the project area was obtained from 

FEMA’s Q3 digital floodplain database.  Based on a review of the Q3 data, 100-year 

floodplains are present within the study area of the Preferred Build Alternative (see 

Figure 3.2).  These floodplains are associated with tributaries of Cabin Creek. 

3.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITES 

Hazardous materials are those substances defined by the Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund 

Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and by the Toxic Substances Control 

Act.  In general, hazardous materials include substances that, because of their quantity, 

concentration, physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may present substantial 

danger to public health or welfare, or to the environment, when released or otherwise 

improperly managed.
19

 

A regulatory records search for the study areas associated with The No-Action 

Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative was performed to identify known or 

potential hazardous materials sites, hazardous waste generators, and hazardous materials 

users.  Environmental databases containing information about hazardous sites from 

multiple regulating federal and state agencies, including the USEPA and the GDNR - 

Environmental Protection Division (EPD), were used to identify potentially hazardous 

materials and waste sites in the project study areas.  The database searches identified 

documented hazardous materials and waste sites within a 1.25-mile radius of the study 

area, as well as hazardous materials and waste sites within the same postal zip code as the 

study area.  At the existing Griffin-Spalding Airport, 49 hazardous materials listings were 

documented within a 1.25-mile radius of the study area.  Eleven sites were identified 

within 0.5 mile of the existing Airport and are listed in Table 3.4, which provides the site 

names, their distances and directions from the project site, and the reasons for listing.  

The sites are depicted in Figure 3.6.  Four potential hazardous materials sites were 

identified within a 0.5-mile radius of the Preferred Build Alternative study area.  Table 

3.5 provides information about these listings.  One additional site of potential concern, 

located approximately 0.72 mile south of the Preferred Build Alternative, is included in 

Table 3.5 and is evaluated in Chapter 4.  These five sites are depicted in Figure 3.7. 

Not all hazardous materials and waste sites listed in the databases were identified by 

latitude and longitude or other specific location, and therefore they could only be located 

by postal zip code.  An additional 14 unmapped sites were identified within the same 

postal zip code as the existing Airport site, and 17 unmapped sites were identified within 

the same zip code as the Preferred Build Alternative.  Further research regarding these 

unmapped sites did not identify any additional sites located in the vicinity of the study 

areas for either the No-Action Alternative or the Preferred Build Alternative.  Copies of 

both of the database search reports are included in Appendix B – Hazardous Materials 

Regulatory Database Report. 

  

                                                                 
19

 RCRA Subtitle C, 40CFR Part 251. 
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Table 3.4 

POTENTIAL HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITES IN THE VICINITY OF THE EXISTING 

AIRPORT (No-Action Alternative) 

Map 

ID
(1) 

Site Name Regulatory Concern
(2) 

Distance / 

Direction (miles) 

1 Aeropaint II RCRAGN 0.38 SW 

2 Carden Brothers Wholesale UST 0.02 NW 

3 Osmose Inc./Colonial Baking Company RCRAGN, LUST, UST 0.03 NW 

4 Former Sign Company UST 0.03 NW 

5 Airport Mart/JJ Food Mart LUST, UST 0.04 SE 

6 Gunnels Body Shop RCRAGN 0.05 SE 

7 Young Petroleum Products LUST, UST 0.05 NW 

8 JR Supermarket #1407 LUST,UST 0.06 NW 

9 Rental Uniform Service, Griffin RCRAGN, STATE SPILLS, 

LUST, UST 

0.10 SW 

10 Buffalo Rock Company/Pepsi Cola UST 0.10 SW 

11 Griffin-Spalding County Airport LUST, UST 0.0 

Notes:   
(1)  Map IDs shown on Figure 3.6. 
(2)  RCRAGN – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Information System Generator; UST – Underground Storage 

Tank; LUST – Leaking UST, database of USTs with reported releases; STATE SPILLS – list of spills reported to the Emergency 

Response Team since 1990. 

Source:  FirstSearch Technology Corporation, August 18, 2010.  

 

3.12 INDUCED SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Economic impacts are measured as direct, indirect, and induced impacts.  Direct impacts 

are those expenditures directly related to the airport development (e.g., increased fuel 

sales).  Indirect impacts are those expenditures or investments that are not directly tied to 

the airport operations or development but are related to the Airport, in part.  Induced 

impacts are the expenditures that result from successive rounds of spending and re-

spending of direct and indirect investments associated with the Airport.  This induced 

impact is commonly referred to as the “ripple” or “multiplier” effect of spending. 

Similarly, an evaluation of induced socioeconomic impacts involves the ripple effect of 

airport development on the affected human environment.  The 2007 FAA Environmental 

Desk Reference states that “... socioeconomic impacts are linked to impacts in other 

resource categories.”  Induced impacts represent activities that result from direct 

expenditures by the airport and from cumulative impacts to the surrounding community.  

Induced socioeconomic impacts can include shifts in patterns of population movement 

and growth, public service demands, and secondary changes in business and economic 

activity resulting from airport development.   

An example of the cause-and-effect relationship between socioeconomic impacts and 

impacts to other resource categories would be land acquisition required for airport 

development that results in local land use changes.  Land acquisition could result in 

changes in the distribution of residents and their housing requirements, which could, in 

turn, alter the demand for public services such as fire and police protection, educational 

facilities, and utility services, as well as the demand for business enterprises and the 

availability of job opportunities, in the airport area and in other areas to which the 
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affected residents may relocate.  Extending this example to the Proposed Action, the 

induced impacts would be associated with the direct expenditures required to replace the 

existing Griffin-Spalding Airport with a new Airport at the site of the Preferred Build 

Alternative. 

 

Table 3.5 

POTENTIAL HAZARDOUS MATERIAL SITES IN THE VICINITY OF THE 

PREFRRED BUILD ALTERNATIVE SITE (Alternative 3) 
Map 

ID
(1) 

Site Name Regulatory Concern
(2) 

Distance / Direction 

(miles) 

1 Domestic Spill, Banks Road SPILLS, 2004 0.0 

2 Domestic Spill, Banks Road SPILLS, 2004 0.02 S-SE 

3 Griffin-Spalding School System NPDES, expired 2002 0.20 W-NW 

4 Copland Grocery LUST, 1998 release 0.28 S-SE 

5 Essex Specialty Products HSI 0.72 S 

Source: FirstSearch Technology Corporation, August 18, 2010.  

Notes:  
(1)   Map IDs shown on Figure 3.7. 
(2)  SPILLS – list of spills reported to the Emergency Response Team since 1990; NPDES – National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System, database of permitted facilities receiving/discharging to/from a natural source; LUST – Leaking Underground Storage 

Tank, database of USTs with reported releases; HSI – Hazardous Site Inventory, database of Georgia sites with known or 

suspected releases of regulated substances above a reportable quantity and that have yet to demonstrate compliance. 

3.13 LAND USE 

The City of Griffin and Spalding County each adopted updated comprehensive plans in 

2004.  The City of Griffin adopted the City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan in 

December 2004, and Spalding County adopted the Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive 

Plan in the same month and year.  In each of these documents specific existing and future 

land use categories were described, and maps illustrating the existing land use conditions 

and the projected future land use conditions were provided. 

3.13.1 Existing Land Use Analysis 

A statewide land use classification system for regional and local government agencies has 

been established by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs.  The system is based 

on the Standard Industrial Classification codes and consists of eight categories.
20

  The 

City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan utilized the categories displayed in Table 3.6 to 

describe current use of each parcel of land in 2003.  The classification system utilized in 

the Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan is detailed in Table 3.7. 

For the purpose of the land use analysis and for uniformity in the graphic representations, 

the land use categories in the City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan and the Spalding 

County 2024 Comprehensive Plan were combined.  Where there were differences in the 

nomenclature for the various land use categories, the County’s nomenclature was utilized 

for consistency and simplifying the comparative analysis.  Existing land use designations 

in the vicinity of The No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative site are 

shown on Figures 3.8 and 3.9, respectively.  

                                                                 
20

 Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan. 
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TABLE 3.6 

EXISTING LAND USE CATEGORIES (City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan) 

Use Overview 

Vacant / Undeveloped Land not developed for a specific use or land that has been abandoned. 

Single Family A residential dwelling unit designed for one family. 

Duplex Any residential dwelling containing two housing units. 

Multifamily Any residential unit containing three or more dwelling units. 

Commercial All property where business and trade are conducted. 

Office Property that accommodates business concerns that do not provide a product directly to 

customers on the premises, or do not, as a primary activity, involve the manufacture, 

storage, or distribution of products. 

Light Industry Property used for warehousing, distribution, trucking and manufacturing. 

Heavy Industrial Property used for manufacturing uses that convert raw materials to finished products, the 

storage of large quantities of bulk materials, natural resource extraction, and any other 

process that could produce high levels of noise, dust, smoke, odors, or other emissions. 

Public / Institutional Areas housing local government’s community facilities, general government, and 

institutional land uses.  Examples include schools, city halls, county courthouses, landfills, 

health facilities, churches, libraries, and police and fire stations. 

Transportation / 

Communications / 

Utilities 

Areas housing uses such as power generation plants, sewage and water treatment facilities, 

railroad facilities, radio towers, public transit stations, telephone switching stations, and 

airports. 

Parks/Recreation / 

Conservation 

Areas developed or proposed to be developed for park or recreation use or are designated as 

open space. 

Agriculture Land used for agricultural purposes, such as cropland, livestock production, pasture, and 

commercial timber. 

Source:  City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed via the web at:  

http://www.cityofgriffin.com/Departments/PlanningDevelopment/ComprehensivePlan.aspx. 

 

TABLE 3.7 

EXISTING LAND USE CATEGORIES (Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan) 

Use Overview 

Vacant / Undeveloped Land not developed for a specific use or land that has been abandoned. 

Agriculture All land used for agricultural purposes (e.g., cropland; livestock production). 

Forestry All land used for commercial timber production. 

Estate Residential Single-family residential areas with at least one acre, but less than five acres per dwelling 

unit. 

Low-Density 

Residential 

Single-family residential areas with at least one acre, but less than five acres per dwelling 

unit. 

Medium-Density 

Residential 

Single-family residential areas with less than one acre per dwelling unit. 

Multifamily Residential Multifamily residential areas. 

Commercial / Retail Property where business and trade are conducted. 

Industrial Property used for warehousing, distribution, trucking, and manufacturing. 

Public/Institutional Areas housing a local government’s community facilities, general government, and 

institutional land uses (e.g., schools; city halls; county courthouses; landfills; health 

facilities; churches; libraries; police and fire stations). 

Transportation / 

Communications / 

Utilities 

Areas housing uses such as power generation plants, sewage and water treatment facilities, 

railroad facilities, radio towers, public transit stations, telephone switching stations, and 

airports. 

Parks/Recreation / 

Conservation 

Areas developed or proposed to be developed for park or recreation use or are designated 

as open space. 

Source:  Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan. 

  

http://www.cityofgriffin.com/Departments/PlanningDevelopment/ComprehensivePlan.aspx
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The City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan designates transportation, 

public/institutional, and parkland/recreational land uses within the boundaries of the 

existing Airport (the site of the No-Action Alternative).  The following land uses are 

designated in the vicinity of the existing Airport: 

 West:  primarily industrial, with commercial and institutional/public, including a 

large segment of low-density residential and a small section of high-density 

residential. 

 North:  mainly parks and recreation, with some low-density residential and 

institutional/public.  There are a few segments of commercial in this area as well. 

 South:  primarily parks and recreation, with some medium- to high-density 

residential use. 

 East:  mostly institutional/public, with small pockets of high-density residential, 

parks and recreation, and commercial in the area. 

The Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan designates the following land uses in the 

vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site (Alternative 3): 

 West:  includes low- to medium-density residential, agriculture/forest use, some rural 

reserve, scattered undeveloped parcels, and one parcel designated as 

institutional/public use. 

 North:  mostly agriculture/forest use, with some low- to medium-density residential 

and a few undeveloped areas. 

 South:  mostly agricultural/forest use, with pockets of low- to medium-density 

residential, and a few scattered rural reserve and undeveloped areas.  Small pockets of 

institutional/public, commercial, and industrial are also located in this area. 

 East:  mostly low-density residential and rural reserve with some undeveloped 

parcels and agriculture/forest use areas. 

3.14 LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL EFFECTS  

In accordance with the Airport Environmental Handbook, the sponsor of an airport 

development project shall “... consider the extent to which any lighting associated with an 

airport action will create an annoyance among people in the vicinity of the installation.”  

It is also prudent to consider whether lighting associated with a proposed project might 

confuse or interfere with the vision of air traffic controllers directing aircraft in the 

vicinity of the airport, or with the vision of pilots on approach to an airport runway.  FAA 

Order 1050.1E also states that consideration should be given to impacts on Section 303 

lands of the DOT Act [DOT Section 4(f) lands]. 

Light-sensitive areas in the vicinity of an airport could include historic properties, parks, 

recreational areas, or residential communities.  This environmental category considers the 

extent to which lighting associated with the Proposed Action might create an annoyance 

among people near the airport or lighting installation. 

Existing lighting systems at the Airport include medium-intensity runway lights (MIRLs) 

and runway end identifier lights (REILs).  As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.2 (refer to 

page 1-5), the Proposed Action includes high-intensity runway lighting (HIRL), a 

precision instrument approach with REILs and/or an approach lighting system, a rotating 

beacon, and visual glide slope indicators. 
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Visual, or aesthetic, effects represent the “... extent to which airport development 

contrasts with the existing environment, architecture, historic or cultural setting, or land 

use planning.”
21

  Evaluations of visual effects involve a degree of subjectivity, and 

therefore those effects can be somewhat difficult to define. 

3.15 NOISE 

Noise is defined as “... any sound that is undesired or interferes with one’s hearing of 

something.”
22

  The FAA has a national policy that airports be constructed and operated to 

minimize current and future noise impacts on surrounding communities.
23

  The Day-

Night Average Sound Level (DNL or Ldn) noise metric is used to determine the 

cumulative aircraft noise exposure to a surrounding neighborhood.  The DNL uses a 24-

hour logarithmic average of noise levels in A-weighted decibels (dBA), as recommended 

by the FAA for evaluating aircraft noise impacts. 

Noise is measured in a logarithmic scale instead of a linear scale, since human hearing 

has a broad range of amplitude.  Noise is considered more of an annoyance at night while 

most people are sleeping, and to account for this, the DNL metric requires the addition of 

a ten decibel penalty (twice as loud) to nighttime operations taking place between the 

hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.  The DNL noise metric was developed by the USEPA and is 

used by the FAA, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, and other 

federal agencies concerned with community noise levels. 

The FAA guidelines and land use compatibility with DNL sound levels (e.g., 65; 70; 75 

DNL) are listed in 14 CFR Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning.  Most land 

uses, except for residential and outdoor amphitheaters, are compatible with airport noise 

outside the 75 DNL contour. This determination is based on the assumption that in most 

instances a degree of noise attenuation has been incorporated into the design of 

structures.  The 65 DNL contour is generally accepted as the threshold level at which 

residential land use is considered compatible.  According to the FAA, a noise analysis 

does not need to be conducted for the proposed project if the forecasted airport operations 

for the time frame assessed in the NEPA document are as follows: 

 There are fewer than 90,000 annual operations, or 247 average daily operations, 

of piston-powered aircraft (Design Groups I and II) in Approach Categories A 

through D that have a landing speed of less than 166 knots; or 

 There are fewer than 700 annual operations, or two average daily operations, of 

jet-powered aircraft that occur at the Airport.
24

 

Because these conditions apply to the Griffin-Spalding County Airport (with an estimated 

43,099 operations per year for 2029), no noise analysis was required to be conducted for 

this EA.  However, as discussed in Chapter 2, as part of the site selection process for a 

potential replacement airport, estimated future (Year 2029) noise contours were 

generated based on a conservative forecast of fleet mix and operational level similar to 

                                                                 
21

 FAA, Environmental Desk Reference. 
22

 Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, http://m-w.com/dictionary/noise (April 8, 2010). 
23

 49 U.S.C. §47101(a)(2). 
24

 FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, paragraph 14.6a. 

http://m-w.com/dictionary/noise
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those of active business airports in the Atlanta Metropolitan Statistical Area.
25

  The 

ultimate (2029) 65 DNL noise contour for the Preferred Build Alternative is depicted on 

Figure 3.2 (refer to page 3-3). 

3.16 SECTION 4(F) OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT 

Properties protected by Section 4(f) of the DOT Act include publicly owned park lands; 

recreational areas; wildlife and waterfowl refuges of national, state, or local significance; 

or land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance.  Under Section 4(f) of the 

Act, properties must not be impacted by transportation projects (such as airport 

development) unless no prudent and feasible alternative exists and efforts to minimize 

impacts to the property are included. 

There are four Section 4(f) resources in the vicinity of the existing Airport:  the City of 

Griffin Golf Course and Park, the City of Griffin Park, the Airport Road Park, and the 

Hill-Kurtz House (see Figure 3.1).  The golf course is located adjacent to the Airport 

property, just north of the existing Airport boundary.  The City of Griffin Park is located 

within the boundary of the golf course, as well as a smaller section located northwest of 

the golf course.  The Airport Road Park is located within the existing Airport boundary in 

the southwest quadrant of the property.  Finally, the Hill-Kurtz House, which is currently 

listed on the NRHP, is located northeast of the existing Airport boundary. 

In the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site, there is one Section 4(f) resource 

and four potential Section 4(f) resources (see Figure 3.2).  AMBUCS Park is located just 

south of the Preferred Build Alternative site across High Falls Road and is considered a 

Section 4(f)-protected resource.  The four potential Section 4(f) properties are the 

Thomas-Melin House, a circa 1915 barn, a circa 1900 central hall house, as well as an old 

railroad bed (see Section 3.6).  Each of these resources is recommended eligible for the 

NRHP, but none are currently listed on the register.  

3.17 SOCIAL IMPACTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1508.14, NEPA documentation must address the social 

impacts of a proposed action.  This evaluation addresses the "human” environment, or the 

relationships of people with their natural and physical environments, because people are 

typically affected by changes in these two environments.
26

  E.O. 12898, Federal Actions 

to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations, 

requires federal agencies to identify community issues of concern during the NEPA 

planning process, particularly those issues relating to decisions that may have an impact 

on low-income or minority populations.   

DOT Order 5610.1C, Procedures for Considering Environmental Justice Impacts, 

requires that the following criteria be evaluated when the potential exists to relocate 

residents as a result of implementation of a proposed action: 

 An estimate of the households to be displaced, including the family characteristics 

(e.g., minorities; income levels; tenure; the elderly; large families); 

                                                                 
25

 LPA, Airport Site Selection Study. 
26

 FAA, Environmental Desk Reference 



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 
 

December 2011 Page 3-33 

 The potential impact on the human environment of an action that could divide or 

disrupt an established community (including, where pertinent, the effect of 

displacement on types of families and individuals affected; the effect of streets cut 

off; separation of residences from community facilities; and separation of residential 

areas); 

 The potential impact on the neighborhood and housing to which individuals are likely 

to be relocated; 

 An estimate of the businesses to be displaced, and the general effect of business 

dislocation on the economy of the community; 

 A discussion of relocation housing in the area and the ability to provide adequate 

relocation housing for the types of families to be displaced; 

 Results of consultations with local officials and community groups regarding the 

impacts to the community affected; and 

 Where necessary, special relocation advisory services to be provided for the elderly, 

handicapped, and illiterate regarding interpretation of benefits, assistance in selecting 

replacement housing, and consultation with respect to acquiring, leasing, and 

occupying replacement housing. 

In accordance with E.O. 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks 

and Safety Risks, proposed projects must be evaluated to determine whether there would 

be impacts to the environmental health or safety of children.  The specific impacts would 

be associated with products or substances released into the environment from project 

construction that would be touched or ingested by children. 

3.17.1 Minority and Low-Income Populations  

Based on data from the U.S. Census (2006-2008 American Community Survey), 

Spalding County has a lower percentage of minority populations when compared to the 

state minority percentage, and it has a slightly higher percentage when compared to the 

U.S. minority percentage (Table 3.8).  According to those data, 35.3 percent of the 

Spalding County population is considered minority, versus 37.8 percent for Georgia and 

25.7 percent for the U.S.  African Americans make up the vast majority of the minority 

population, representing 32.7 percent of the overall population, while other minorities 

represent 2.6 percent of the overall county population (Table 3.9). 

The percentages of minority populations in proximity to the No-Action Alternative site 

and the Preferred Build Alternative site are shown in Figures 3.10 and 3.11, respectively.  

These data were obtained from the 2000 U.S. Census, which provides the best available 

block group data.  As shown, the communities adjacent to the existing Airport range from  

TABLE 3.8 

SUMMARY OF INCOME AND MINORITY STATUS FOR SPALDING COUNTY, GEORGIA 

Category Spalding County State of Georgia United States 

Median Household Income $41,450 $50,834 $52,029 

Persons Below Poverty Level 17.9% 14.7% 13.2% 

Percent Minority Population 
(1)

 35.3% 37.8% 25.7% 
(1)

 Calculated using the data from Table 3.9. 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, State and County Quick Facts.  Accessed on 10/20/2010 at:  http://quickfacts.census.gov. 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/
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TABLE 3.9 

YEARS 2006 - 2008 (3-Year Estimate) POPULATIONS BY RACE 

Category 
Population 

Spalding County State U.S. 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

White 40,740 64.7 5,911,318 62.2 223,965,009 74.3 

Black / African American 20,596 32.7 2,824,572 29.7 37,131,771 12.3 

Asian 57 0.1 266,911 2.8 13,164,169 4.4 

American Indian/Alaskan 

Native 

61 0.1 23,504 0.2 2,419,895 0.8 

Native Hawaiian & Other 

Pacific Islander 

0 0.0 4,614 0.0 446,164 0.1 

Some Other Race 758 1.2 353,940 3.7 17,538,990 5.8 

Two or More Races 783 1.2 124,395 1.3 6,571,705 2.2 

Totals 62,995 -- 9,509,254 -- 301,237,703 -- 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey.  Accessed on 10/20/2010 at:  http://factfinder.census.gov. 

 

0.0 to 100 percent minority populations, and those near the Preferred Build Alternative 

site range from 0.0 to 62.9 percent minority populations.   

According to information provided by the U.S. Census Bureau for the years 2006-2008, 

the median household income for citizens in Spalding County was approximately 

$41,450; which is nearly 18.5 percent lower than the corresponding median household 

income for the state of Georgia and 20.3 percent lower than the corresponding median 

household income for citizens in the U.S. (see Table 3.8). 

Spalding County also has a slightly larger percentage of its population living below the 

poverty level when compared to the state and the country.  With 17.9 percent of its 

population living below the poverty level, the percentage of Spalding County’s 

population living under the poverty level is 3.2 percent higher than that of the state and 

4.7 percent higher than that of the country as a whole (see Table 3.8). 

According to the block group data available from the U.S. 2000 Census, most of the 

existing Airport site is located in an area where approximately 23.1 percent of the 

population is below the poverty level (Figure 3.12).  Most of the Preferred Build 

Alternative site is located in an area where approximately 11.5 percent of the population 

is below the poverty level (Figure 3.13). 

3.17.2 Historical Information and Growth Trends 

The population of Spalding County is nearly 65,000, while the population of the city of 

Griffin, the county seat, is just over 23,000.  Spalding County is bordered by eight 

counties, including Clayton, Coweta, Fayette, Henry, Butts, Lamar, Pike, and Meriwether 

Counties.  Spalding County is also considered part of the Atlanta Metropolitan Statistical 

Area.
27

 

The population growth trends for Spalding County and its neighboring counties between 

2000 and 2009 are shown in Table 3.10.  For that 10-year period, each of the nine 

counties underwent some degree of population increase, ranging from 1.1 percent growth 

(Meriwether) to 60.7 percent growth (Henry).  With an approximate 10.6 percent increase  

                                                                 
27

 Spalding County, Georgia (2010).  Accessed via the web at:  http://www.spaldingcounty.com/facts.htm. 

http://factfinder.census.gov/
http://www.spaldingcounty.com/facts.htm
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MINORITY POPULATION
(ALTERNATIVE 3)

FIGURE 3.11
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TABLE 3.10 

HISTORICAL POPULATION GROWTH TRENDS, 2000 to 2009 

SPALDING COUNTY, SURROUNDING COUNTIES, GEORGIA, AND THE UNITED STATES 

County 
Population Growth 

(Percent) 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Spalding 58,486 59,001 59,868 60,369 60,744 61,278 62,232 63,056 64,089 64,708 10.6 

Clayton 238,383 247,251 252,560 257,983 262,316 264,866 268,907 272,705 276,009 275,772 15.7 

Henry 121,572 130,460 139,800 149,461 157,954 166,966 176,995 184,902 190,529 195,370 60.7 

Butts 19,737 20,364 21,232 21,816 22,026 22,453 23,101 23,644 24,388 24,392 23.6 

Lamar 15,969 16,338 16,131 16,239 16,286 16,566 16,642 16,930 17,363 17,550 9.9 

Pike 13,798 14,036 14,610 15,020 15,574 15,968 16,602 17,193 17,578 17,721 28.4 

Meriwether 22,527 22,589 22,864 22,740 22,806 22,814 22,976 22,788 22,931 22,783 1.1 

Coweta 90,148 93,765 97,424 100,684 104,496 108,841 114,324 118,964 123,416 127,111 41.0 

Fayette 92,082 94,216 95,988 98,032 99,951 102,556 104,842 105,933 106,398 106,788 16.0 

Georgia 
(1)

 8.23 8.42 8.60 8.74 8.91 9.01 9.33 9.53 9.70 9.83 19.4 

U.S. 
(1)

 282.17 285.08 287.80 290.33 293.05 295.75 298.59 301.58 304.37 307.01 8.8 
(1)

 Population in millions  

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010.  Accessed at:  http://www.census.gov/popest/estbygeo.html. 

http://www.census.gov/popest/estbygeo.html
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in population from 2000 to 2009, Spalding County’s population growth ranked sixth 

among the nine surrounding counties.  This growth trend is about 8.8 percent lower than 

the overall population growth trend for Georgia, but approximately 1.8 percent higher 

than the population growth trend of the U.S as a whole. 

3.18 SOLID WASTE 

The potential for the Proposed Action to generate solid waste was examined for the No-

Action Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative.  The areas of concern relative to 

solid waste generation include: 

 The potential for long-term generation of solid waste as a result of the operation 

of the Airport; 

 The potential for temporary generation of solid wastes due to demolition and 

construction activities; 

 The potential for runway facilities to be operated adjacent to active landfills that 

accept putrifiable wastes where a bird-strike hazard may be present; and 

 The Airport’s ability to comply with FAA Order 5200.5A, “Waste Disposal Sites 

on or near Airports.” 

According to FAA Order 5200.5A, waste disposal sites that have the potential to attract 

birds are considered incompatible if they are located within 10,000 feet of a runway that 

is being used, or is planned to be used, by turbine-powered aircraft, or that are located 

within a 5-mile radius of a runway that attracts or sustains hazardous bird movements 

into or across the runways and/or approach and departure patterns of aircraft. 

3.19 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, requires federal agencies, in 

consultation with and assisted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), to ensure 

that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or 

threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat of 

such species.  In accordance with Section 7(c) of the Act, current documentation of 

federally listed threatened and endangered species and designated critical habitats that 

could potentially occur in the vicinity of the study areas for the Proposed Action was 

obtained from the USFWS. 

The project study areas are located completely within Spalding County, Georgia, and 

none of them are located within 3 miles of a neighboring county.  Therefore, only species 

and habitats documented to occur in Spalding County were given consideration during 

the February, 2010 field reconnaissance in the study areas for the No-Action Alternative 

and the Preferred Build Alternative. 

The website of the GDNR-WRD includes a listing of Georgia Rare Species and Natural 

Community Data, which was consulted for information regarding known locations of 

special concern animals, plants, and natural communities in the vicinity of the study 

areas.  The GDNR-WRD database lists purple bankclimber (Elliptoideus sloatianus), 

shiny-rayed pocketbook mussel (Hamiota subangulata), gulf moccasinshell mussel 

(Medionidus penicillatus), and oval pigtoe mussel (Pleurobema pyriforme) as known 

federally protected species in Spalding County (Table 3.11).  The database also lists the 
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following state-protected species occurring in Spalding County:  Altamaha shiner 

(Cyprinella xaenura), southern elktoe (Alasmidonta triangulata), rayed creekshell 

(Anodontoides radiatus), delicate spike (Elliptio arctata), and inflated spike (Elliptio 

purpurella). 

 

TABLE 3.11 

FEDERALLY PROTECTED SPECIES - SPALDING COUNTY 

Species Common Name Federal Status 

Elliptoideus sloatianus Purple bankclimber Threatened 

Hamiota subangulata Shinyrayed pocketbook mussel Endangered 

Medionidus penicillatus  Gulf moccasinshell mussel  Endangered 

Pleurobema pyriforme Oval pigtoe mussel Endangered 

Source:  GDNR Website (http://www.georgiawildlife.com/node/1370), accessed August 24, 2010. 

 

The GDNR-WRD database breaks the USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle sheets into quarters 

and lists species that are documented to occur in each quarter quad.  The study areas for 

the Proposed Action are located within the Luella, Orchard Hill, and Griffin South 7.5 

minute quadrangle maps.  According to the GDNR-WRD database, the Altamaha shiner 

(Cyprinella xaenura) is known to occur within the Luella quadrangle; however, it is not 

known to occur within 3 miles of the existing Airport (the No-Action Alternative site) or 

the Preferred Build Alternative site.  No federally or state-protected species are known to 

occur within either the Griffin South or Orchard Hill quadrangles. 

A literature search was performed for the federally listed species to determine their 

habitat requirements and to find descriptions of the species that would facilitate 

identification during the field survey.  Important sources of reference information 

included natural resource agency data and published reports, various botanical and faunal 

literature, and available USFWS Recovery Plans.  The federally protected species and 

their habitat requirements are described below. 

Purple Bankclimber 

The purple bankclimber is a strongly sculptured, heavy-shelled mussel.
28

  It has a well-

developed posterior ridge that extends from the umbos to the posterior ventral margin.  

The posterior slope and disk, just anterior to the posterior ridge, are sculptured with 

several irregular ridges that vary greatly in development.  The umbos are low and extend 

just above the dorsal margin.  This species has one pseudocardinal tooth in the right valve 

and two in the left.  Its lateral teeth are thick and slightly curved.  The nacre color near 

the center is whitish and becomes deep purple towards the margin.   

This species is found in sand, fine gravel, or muddy/sandy substrates in large rivers or 

streams with moderate current in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) river 

system of Georgia, Florida, and Alabama.  USFWS-designated critical habitat for the 

purple bankclimber is present in Spalding County (Figure 3.14).  In Spalding County, 

critical habitat for the purple bankclimber occurs in the Flint River, which is located in 

the western part of the county from the Fayette County line to the Pike County line.   

                                                                 
28

 NatureServe Explorer (2009).  Accessed at:  www.natureserve.org. 

http://www.georgiawildlife.com/node/1370
http://www.natureserve.org/
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USFWS-designated critical habitat for the purple bankclimber is not present in the 

Ocmulgee watershed of Spalding County, which is located in the eastern part of the 

county where the study areas for the Proposed Action are located. 

Shinyrayed Pocketbook Mussel 

The shinyrayed pocketbook is a medium-sized freshwater mussel that reaches up to 3.3 

inches in length.
29

  This species has a shell with a smooth shiny surface and light 

yellowish-brown coloration, with bright emerald green rays that stretch the length of the 

shell.  Older specimens are a darker brown color with less obvious rays.  The shinyrayed 

pocketbook is known to inhabit streams ranging in size from rivers to medium sized 

creeks in areas of slow to moderate current.  It occurs in substrates composed of clean 

and silty sand.  The historic range of this species includes the Flint River drainage and the 

Apalachicola and Ochlocknee river systems in Georgia, Florida, and Alabama.  The 

historic range of this species did not include the Ocmulgee watershed of eastern Spalding 

County where the study areas for the Proposed Action are located. 

Gulf Moccasinshell Mussel 

The gulf moccasinshell is a small freshwater mussel that has an elongate and inflated 

shell measuring less than 2.2 inches in length.
30

The yellowish to greenish-brown outer 

shell surface is marked with fine, interrupted green rays.  The inner shell surface is dark 

purple or greenish.
31

  This mussel “occurs in a wide range of habitats, including sandy 

areas with slight current, streams and rivers where there is a moderate current and sand 

and gravel substrates, and in muddy sand substrates around tree roots in medium-sized 

streams with moderate current.  According to USFWS, this species inhabits channels of 

medium-sized creeks to large rivers with sand and gravel or silty sand substrates in slow 

to moderate currents.”  The historic range of this species includes the ACF river system 

in Georgia, Florida, and Alabama.  The historic range of this species did not include the 

Ocmulgee watershed of Spalding County where the study areas for the Proposed Action 

are located. 

Oval Pigtoe Mussel 

The oval pigtoe is a small- to medium-sized mussel that reaches up to 2.4 inches in 

length.
32

  The outer shell of this species is typically shiny and smooth with yellowish, 

chestnut, or dark brown coloration; distinct growth lines; and no rays.  The oval pigtoe is 

known to inhabit tributaries and mainstems of rivers in slow to moderate currents.  It 

occurs in substrates composed of silty sand, muddy sand, sand, and gravel.  “Historically, 

the oval pigtoe mussel was one of the most common and widely distributed mussels in 

the ACF river system of Georgia, Florida, and Alabama.  Today, it can be found within 

the Flint, Ochlocknee, and Chattahoochee Rivers in southwestern and central sections of 

                                                                 
29

 Butler, Robert S. (1993).  Results of a Status Survey for Eight Freshwater Mussels Endemic to Eastern 

Gulf Slope Drainages of the Apalachicolan Region of Southeast Alabama, Southwest Georgia, and North 

Florida. USFWS, Jacksonville, Florida. 
30

 NatureServe Explorer (2009). 
31

 University of Georgia – Museum of Natural History (2008).  Georgia Wildlife Web.  Accessed at: 

http://naturalhistory.uga.edu/~GMNH/gawildlife/index.php?page=speciespages/ai_species_page&key=

mpenicillatus. 
32

 Ibid. 

http://naturalhistory.uga.edu/~GMNH/gawildlife/index.php?page=speciespages/ai_species_page&key=mpenicillatus
http://naturalhistory.uga.edu/~GMNH/gawildlife/index.php?page=speciespages/ai_species_page&key=mpenicillatus
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Georgia.”
33

  The historic range of this species did not include the Ocmulgee watershed of 

eastern Spalding County where the study areas for the Proposed Action are located. 

3.20 WATER QUALITY 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permits 

The 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, now known as the 

Clean Water Act (CWA), prohibit the discharge of any pollutant to waters of the U.S. 

from a point source, unless the discharge is authorized by a National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  A NPDES permit is also required for any 

construction activities that disturb greater than one acre of land.   

The GDNR-EPD, in compliance with NPDES regulations under the CWA, holds general 

permits authorizing discharges of stormwater for the following three categories of 

construction activities: 

 Stand-alone construction activities (General Permit GAR100001) 

 Infrastructure (i.e. linear) construction site (General Permit GAR100002) 

 Common development construction (General Permit GAR100003) 

GDNR-EPD Section 305(b)/303(d) Listing 

As with many counties in Georgia, Spalding County is located within the boundaries of 

multiple river basins.  The county is divided by two major river basins, the Ocmulgee 

River Basin to the east and the Flint River Basin to the west.  The City of Griffin also is 

located along this river basin divide.  The study areas for this EA are contained entirely 

within the Ocmulgee River Basin, which is divided into three subbasins or watersheds:  

the Upper Ocmulgee (HUC 03070103); the Lower Ocmulgee (HUC 03070104); and the 

Little Ocmulgee (HUC 03070105).  The study areas for the Proposed Action are located 

within the Upper Ocmulgee Watershed. 

Section 305(b) of the CWA requires submission to the USEPA of a biennial report that 

describes water quality conditions across the state.  Section 303(d) of the CWA requires 

every state to establish requirements for pollutants in order to implement water quality 

standards, and to then identify waterbodies that exceed these requirements.  Georgia has 

adopted numeric standards for toxic limits, as required by the USEPA in a 1987 

amendment to the CWA.  The GDNR-EPD Rules and Regulations for Water Quality 

Control (2001) established Water Use Classifications that include Drinking Water, 

Recreation, Fishing, Coastal Fishing, Wild Rivers, and Scenic Rivers. 

The GDNR-EPD also has developed a priority list of waterbodies, pursuant to Section 

303(d) of the CWA and in 40 CFR 130.7.  Waterbodies that are targeted for water quality 

management action are listed on the State of Georgia Draft 2010 Integrated 305(b)/303(d) 

List.  Listed streams appear on either the support list, which identifies streams that 

support their designated use classification, or they appear on the list as not supporting 

their designated use, which indicates that they are impaired to an extent that they no 

longer support their use classification. 

                                                                 
33

 University of Georgia - Museum of Natural History (2008).  Georgia Wildlife Web at:  
http://naturalhistory.uga.edu/~GMNH/gawildlife/index.php?page=speciespages/ai_species_page&key=ppyriforme. 
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The 303(d) list identifies Georgia waterbodies that do not meet State water quality 

standards after the application of required controls for point and nonpoint source 

pollutants.  It also prioritizes waterbodies to which the GDNR-EPD can direct its 

attention when developing required controls for waterbodies that do not support their 

designated use, as follows: 

 Priority 1 waters require actions to achieve water quality standards. 

 Priority 2 waterbodies have excess concentrations of metals from nonpoint sources 

and/or dissolved oxygen concentrations that do not meet water quality standards. 

 Priority 3 waterbodies are segments where urban runoff and other general nonpoint 

sources have resulted in water quality standards being violated for metals or for fecal 

coliform bacteria. 

Cabin Creek and its associated tributaries are the main drainage system for the eastern 

portion of Griffin, including the areas encompassing the existing Airport and the 

Preferred Build Alternative site.  Cabin Creek is listed on the GDNR-EPD Draft 2010 

Integrated 305(b)/303(d) List as not supporting its designated use of Fishing, from its 

headwaters in the City of Griffin to the Towaliga River.  Therefore, all tributaries within 

one mile of and flowing into this reach of Cabin Creek are also considered impaired.  For 

Cabin Creek, three criteria were violated:  biota (fish community); toxicity; and fecal 

coliform.  Data collected for this reach of Cabin Creek resulted in a “Poor” or “Very 

Poor” ranking for the Fish Index of Biotic Integrity.  This reach also consistently tested 

positive for toxicity, and more than 10 percent of the single samples exceeded the 

USEPA’s recommended review criteria for fecal coliform of 400 per 100 milliliters.  

Potential causes for these violations are urban runoff and industrial facility discharges. 

3.21 WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS OF THE U.S. 

E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands, mandates that each federal agency take action to 

minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance 

the natural values of wetlands.  To comply with this E. O., wetlands within the study 

areas were identified (Figure 3.15).  Potential impacts, as well as potential options for 

mitigation of these impacts, are addressed in Chapter 4 of this EA.  The U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers (USACE) at 33 CFR 328.3[b] and the USEPA at 40 CFR 230.3[t] define 

wetlands as areas that are:  “... inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a 

frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 

support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.”  

Under this definition, wetlands include open waters such as lakes and ponds, as well as 

swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.   

Wetlands are specifically protected by law because of the functions and values they 

provide, including hydrology (e.g., flood control; groundwater recharge and discharge; 

dissipation of erosive forces); water quality (e.g., removal of sediments, toxins, and 

nutrients); food chain support and nutrient cycling (e.g., primary production and 

nutrient export/utilization); wildlife habitat (e.g., breeding, rearing, and feeding grounds 

for fish and wildlife species); and socioeconomics (e.g., recreational, educational, 

aesthetic, and consumptive uses). 
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Wetland Identification 

USGS quadrangle maps, county soil survey maps, USFWS National Wetlands Inventory 

(NWI) maps, and aerial photographs of the project area were reviewed prior to beginning 

the wetlands reconnaissance.  Field investigations were conducted in order to ground-

truth the information gathered during research.  Using the procedures outlined in the 

Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (USACE 1987), wetlands were 

identified in the field on the basis of soils, hydrology, and vegetation.  Resource locations 

and habitat descriptions were recorded as field notes, and that information was later 

utilized to determine the extent of resources within the boundary of each study area. 

Wetland Classification 

The USFWS developed a system to categorize wetlands and other waters of the U.S., 

such as rivers, streams, and lakes (Cowardin et al., 1979).  The Cowardin System has 

received widespread acceptance by resource and regulatory agencies for describing 

waters that fall within the jurisdiction and permitting authority of the USACE, under 

Section 404 of the CWA.  The Cowardin System categorizes waters of the U.S. based on 

a hierarchical framework with three levels of classification:  the system level; the 

subsystem level; and the class level.  Waters of the U.S. are assigned to resource types 

within these three levels, based on hydrologic, geomorphologic, chemical, and biological 

factors. 

Among the numerous resource types are palustrine systems, including freshwater 

wetlands dominated by trees and/or shrubs, or by persistent emergent plants, mosses, or 

lichens; as well as relatively small, shallow, and sparsely vegetated or unvegetated 

ponded areas.  Three palustrine systems were identified in the project study areas:  (1) 

palustrine forested wetlands (“swamps”); (2) palustrine emergent wetlands (“freshwater 

marshes”); and (3) palustrine wetlands less than 6.6 feet deep with unconsolidated bottom 

sediments and less than 30 percent vegetative cover (“ponds”).  These systems are 

described below. 

Palustrine Forested Wetlands - Many of the wetlands within the study areas were 

classified as forested wetlands, which have wetland hydrology as evidenced by soils that 

are saturated for much of the growing season.  These wetlands were generally associated 

with large tributaries to rivers, especially where they joined a river’s more extensive 

floodplain.  These forests were dominated by red maple, sweet-gum, and tulip-poplar, 

with occasional loblolly pine.  The shrub layer was dominated by tag alder and saplings 

of various canopy species such as water oak and black-gum.  Vines were typically 

abundant and included yellow jessamine, muscadine, poison-ivy, wood-vamp, and 

several species of brier.  Herbaceous plants were mostly absent, with the exception of 

remnants of ferns from the previous growing season – mostly cinnamon fern and netted 

chain fern, but also royal fern.  Extensive stands of cane also were common in this 

community type. 

Palustrine Emergent Wetlands - Palustrine emergent wetlands, commonly called 

freshwater marsh, also occurred within the study areas.  These wetlands are non-tidal 

with a water level generally between a few inches to two or three feet, and with 

vegetation dominated by emergent grasses, sedges, and rushes.  Marshes are frequently 

perpetuated along powerline transects and ditches as a result of maintenance mowing or 

brush clearing, which keeps shrubby vegetation at bay.  They also occur in association 
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with natural disturbances, such as beaver activity.  Naturally-occurring marshes are 

associated with bodies of water such as ponds and lakes, but also with swamps, 

bottomlands, and Carolina bays.  Marshes identified within the study areas were 

dominated by woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus), soft rush (Juncus effusus), cat-tails (Typha 

latifolia), giant beard grass (Erianthus giganteus), and witch-grass (Panicum scoparium).  

Evidence of ferns also was commonly seen, including remnants of cinnamon fern and 

netted chain fern.  Woody species, mostly tag alder and black willow (Salix nigra), were 

limited to the margins of the marshes. 

Palustrine Wetlands Less Than 6.6 Feet Deep With Unconsolidated Bottom Sediments 

and Less Than 30 Percent Vegetative Cover - Shallow freshwater wetlands with 

unconsolidated bottom sediments and less than 30 percent cover are typically referred to 

as ponds.  Ponds are typically defined as relatively small (less than 20 acres) and shallow 

(less than 6 feet) permanent or temporary water bodies created by natural topographic 

features or by human or animal activities (e.g., by excavation or by alteration or surface 

drainage flow).  Ponds identified in the study areas included both man-made 

impoundments and beaver ponds.  Evidence of plant life observed during the field 

reconnaissance was limited to remnants of emergent species from the previous year along 

the shallow edges of the ponds, including bulrush, soft rush, cat-tails, and giant beard 

grass.  Woody species, including alder and willow, were found along the extreme upper 

margins of the ponds.  During the growing season, these ponds likely support submerged 

and floating leaved species such as water-lily, duckweeds (Lemma spp.; Spirodela spp.), 

alligatorweed (Alternanthera philoxeroides), parrot-feather (Myriophyllum aquaticum), 

and pennywort (Hydrocotyle sp.). 

3.22 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (16 U.S.C. §§1271-1287) protects 

rivers that are listed as significant resources for their wild, scenic, or recreational values, 

along with those that are under consideration for inclusion on the list.  In addition, under 

a 1979 Presidential Directive, federal agencies are required “to take care to avoid or 

mitigate adverse effects on rivers identified in the Nationwide Inventory.”
34

  There are no 

federally protected wild, scenic, or recreational rivers, nor are there any rivers listed on 

the Nationwide River Inventory in the study area.
35

  The only river listed on the National 

Wild and Scenic River System within Georgia is the Chattooga River, located in the 

northeastern corner of the state. 

The State of Georgia also designates some state rivers for their cultural or natural 

resources value under the Georgia Scenic Rivers Act of 1969.
36

  The Georgia Scenic 

Rivers Act is administered by the GDNR-EPD.  None of the rivers comprising the 

Georgia Scenic River Systems are located within the study areas for The No-Action 

Alternative or the Preferred Build Alternative. 

                                                                 
34

 U.S. Executive Office, “Presidential Memorandum on Wild and Scenic Rivers and National Trails,” 

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/scenicrivers.html (May 15, 2009). 
35

 National Park Service National Center for Recreation & Conservation, “Nationwide Rivers Inventory,” 

http://www.nps.gov/rtca/nri/ (January 19, 2009).  
36

 American Rivers Organization, “Water Resources, Part 2, Georgia Scenic River System,” 

http://act.americanrivers.org/site/DocServer/wscodega.pdf?docID=804  (August 16, 2010).  

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/scenicrivers.html
http://www.nps.gov/rtca/nri/
http://act.americanrivers.org/site/DocServer/wscodega.pdf?docID=804
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CHAPTER 4.  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the technical guidelines set forth in FAA Orders 1050.1E and 

5050.4B and with CEQ regulations, this chapter describes the potential environmental 

impacts associated with implementing the Proposed Action.  Included in the discussion of 

impacts are any adverse social, economic, and environmental effects that would not be 

avoidable should the Proposed Action be implemented, as well as the potential beneficial 

effects associated with the Proposed Action.  The discussion also includes an assessment 

of the potential adverse and beneficial effects associated with the no-action alternative.  

The technical findings are intended to provide federal decision-makers and officials, as 

well as the public, with an understanding of the potential effects of the Proposed Action 

on the human, physical, and natural environments in the potentially affected areas. 

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this EA, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide 

improvements to the Griffin-Spalding County Airport as recommended in the Georgia 

Aviation Systems Plan, by either constructing a general aviation airport at a new location 

that would accommodate an ultimate Level III business airport facility, or by constructing 

the improvements at the existing Airport, including expanding the size of the Airport to 

accommodate an ultimate Level III facility.  The Proposed Action would meet existing 

FAA and GDOT facility requirements, and would accommodate future aeronautical and 

economic growth in Spalding County. 

Two alternatives for the Proposed Action were carried forward for a full evaluation of 

potential environmental impacts, based on the results of the screening analysis of 

reasonable alternatives and in accordance with CEQ regulations, as discussed in Chapter 

2 of this EA.  The potential adverse and beneficial environmental impacts associated with 

these two alternatives, the No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative, are 

summarized below and are described in greater detail in the following sections. 

Alternative 1 – No Action 

Alternative 1 would represent the taking of no action to construct the proposed airport 

improvements, at either the existing Airport location in the city of Griffin, or at a new 

location in Spalding County (see Chapter 2, Figure 2.2).  The existing Airport has one 

3,701-foot x 75-foot runway with a full-parallel taxiway on the north side and a partial 

parallel taxiway on the south side.  The Airport is served by a non-precision Radar 

Navigation (RNAV) instrument approach with one-mile visibility to each runway end. 

With the No-Action Alternative, there would be no project-related impacts on biotic 

communities, construction activities, cultural resources, cumulative or indirect effects, 

energy supply or natural resources, farmlands, floodplains, hazardous materials, land use 

compatibility, light emissions, solid waste, threatened and endangered species, water 

quality, or waters of the U.S.  However, the existing limitations on the Airport‟s 

operational capabilities would continue to be a constraint on existing Airport patrons, as 

well as on the future potential for aviation-related enterprises to establish a presence in 

the area. 
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Impacts associated with the No-Action Alternative would include adverse short-term and 

long-term economic effects on the local community.   If no action were to be taken, there 

would be no economic benefits to the City of Griffin or the region, and the 

recommendations of the Georgia Aviation Systems Plan would not be met.  Therefore, 

Alternative 1 would not meet the need and purpose of the Proposed Action. 

Alternative 3 - Preferred Build Alternative – New Site with 5,500-foot Runway 

Alternative 3 would involve construction of a replacement airport at a site just northeast 

of the City of Griffin, with High Falls Road as its southern boundary and Musgrove Road 

as its eastern boundary; the northern and western boundaries would follow individual 

land parcel lines (see Chapter 2, Figure 2.5).  The replacement airport would include a 

single 5,500-foot x 100-foot runway with a full parallel taxiway configured in a 

northwest/southeast direction, additional aircraft storage facilities, precision instrument 

approach with Runway End Identification Lights (REILs) and/or approach lighting 

system, High Intensity Runway Lights (HIRLs) and an above-ground fuel farm for Jet A 

and 100LL aviation gasoline, as well as a rotating beacon, Visual Glide Slope Indicators 

(VGSIs), and an automated weather reporting system.  The existing Airport would be 

demobilized. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would meet the need and purpose of 

the Proposed Action by addressing the recommendations outlined in the Georgia 

Aviation System Plan and accommodating future aeronautical and economic growth in 

Spalding County.  It would result in adverse impacts to the natural and social 

environment (e.g., impacts to biotic communities; impacts from construction activities; 

and impacts to farmlands, floodplains, solid waste, water quality, and waters of the U.S.).  

It also would have positive effects on the local economy and on land use compatibility at 

both the existing Airport site and the replacement airport site, which would benefit the 

city of Griffin and Spalding County. 

4.2 AIR QUALITY 

An air quality impact analysis was conducted for the Proposed Action with respect to 

CAA and NEPA requirements, based on the airport air emissions sources and aviation 

activity under the No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative.  The 

following sections provide a synopsis of the air quality assessment methodology, the 

results of the analysis, and any actions that would need to be taken in order to maintain 

compliance with General Conformity and Transportation Conformity requirements within 

the CAA. 

4.2.1 Airport Emissions Sources 

Emissions sources operating at the existing Airport under the No-Action Alternative 

would continue to include piston and commuter jet aircraft, a small fleet of ground 

support equipment (GSE), and fuel storage and transfer facilities. Auxiliary power unit 

(APU) usage would continue to be minimal due to the characteristics of the aircraft fleet 

currently using the Airport.  Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would 

generate construction-related emissions associated with building a new general aviation 

facility and demobilizing the existing facility, which would involve emissions from 

construction equipment, asphalt paving, and the generation of fugitive dust during land 



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 

December 2011 Page 4-3 

 

clearing and demolition activities.  Additional details about these emissions sources are 

provided in Table 4.1. 

 

TABLE 4.1 

AIRPORT-RELATED SOURCES OF AIR EMISSIONS 
Sources Pollutants 

(1) 
Characteristics 

Aircraft and 

Auxiliary 

Power Units 

(APUs) 

CO; Lead; 

NOx; PM; 

SO2; VOC 

Emitted as the exhaust products of fuel combustion in aircraft engines, 

and in APUs providing on-board back-up power and comfort control. 

The quantities and types can vary based on the engine power setting and 

duration of operation. Emissions are generally assessed based on a 

typical landing/take-off cycle (i.e., taxi and delay; take-off; climb-out; 

approach and landing). 

Ground 

Support 

Equipment 

(GSE)  

CO; NOx; 

PM; SO2; 

VOC 

Emitted as the exhaust products of fuel combustion from the operation 

of service trucks and other equipment servicing the aircraft and the 

airport.  Emissions differ by engine type, fuel type, and activity level.  

Fuel Storage 

and Transfer 

VOC Emissions are evaporative, resulting from vapor displacement and loss 

during storage and during transfer. The levels of emissions depend on 

the type of storage device, the type and amount of fuel stored, transfer 

and refueling methods, efficiency of vapor recovery, and atmospheric 

conditions (i.e., temperature and relative humidity).  

Construction 

Activities  

CO; NOx; 

PM; SO2; 

VOC 

Emissions are temporary and result from construction equipment 

exhaust, VOC emissions from asphalt paving operations, and PM 

emissions due to entrainment of dust resulting from construction, 

demolition, and site clearing operations.  
Note: 
(1) 

See Chapter 3, Section 3.2 – Air Quality for definitions. 

Source:  KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2010. 
 

4.2.2 Requirements under the Clean Air Act and the National Environmental 

Policy Act 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the level of general aviation activity occurring at the 

Airport would remain at less than 180,000 operations per year; therefore, no operational 

emissions assessment is required under NEPA, pursuant to FAA Order 5050.4B.  Future 

activity at the Airport would not be expected to increase over current levels, because the 

existing facility is capacity-constrained; therefore, the same level of operations assumed 

for the Year 2009 condition has been assumed for the Year 2029 emissions inventory.  

Nevertheless, because the Airport is currently situated within a USEPA air quality non-

attainment area, an operational emissions inventory of the No-Action Alternative is 

required by the General Conformity requirements of the CAA for comparison against the 

projected emissions inventory of the Preferred Build Alternative. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would remove capacity constraints on 

future (Year 2029) aviation operations at the Airport.  As a result, aircraft emissions 

would be expected to increase relative to those for the No-Action Alternative, based on 

an anticipated growth in overall aircraft operations and on the increased aircraft taxi-

distances that would result from a lengthening of the runway and taxiway.  Although the 

future-year aircraft fleet would not be expected to change over that of the existing 

condition, APU emissions would be expected to increase slightly due to an anticipated 

increase in aircraft operations.  The GSE fleet and overall usage also would be assumed 
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to increase slightly with implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative.  A Year 2029 

emissions inventory has been prepared to evaluate the projected emissions increases from 

these sources relative to those of the No-Action Alternative, to satisfy the CAA General 

Conformity requirements.  In addition, because the General Conformity Rule requires 

that all direct and indirect project emissions be assessed for proposed actions occurring in 

non-attainment areas, construction emissions resulting from the implementation of the 

Preferred Build Alternative have been quantified in emissions inventories for a 

construction period from 2012 to 2018.  Because implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative would require the closure of Banks Road, the potential applicability of the 

Transportation Conformity Rule is also addressed in this analysis. 

4.2.3 Emissions Inventory Methodology 

The assessment of air quality impacts presented in this section has been prepared 

pursuant to the requirements of the General Conformity Rule of the CAA (40 CFR 93) 

and in accordance with the following guidance: 

 FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1 – Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures 

 FAA Order 5050.4B – National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing 

Instructions for Airport Actions 

 FAA Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions 

A Year 2009 operational emissions inventory was prepared for the No-Action Alternative 

(to represent both the Year 2009 condition and the Year 2029 condition).  Operational 

emissions were calculated for the Year 2029 “build-out” year only for the Preferred Build 

Alternative.  Each inventory was prepared using the latest version of the Emissions and 

Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) version 5.1.2, which is the USEPA-approved and 

FAA-required computer model for assessing airport air quality impacts.  The NONROAD 

Mobile Emissions Model and MOBILE 6.2 were also used to create an emissions 

inventory to be used in the air quality analysis.  The following sections describe the 

methodology and data applied for each airport emissions source under each of the two 

considered alternatives:  APUs; GSE; fuel storage tanks, and construction emissions. 

Aircraft and Auxiliary Power Units 

For the purposes of this analysis, the aircraft fleet mix (percentages of aircraft by aircraft 

type) was assumed to remain static both between alternatives and throughout time.  That 

is, the same combinations of airframes and engines were assumed to use the airport 

facility with both the No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative and 

between Year 2009 and Year 2029.  In addition, because the existing Airport is capacity 

constrained, no increase in aircraft operations between Year 2009 and Year 2029 was 

assumed to occur under the No-Action Alternative.  However, because the Airport would 

no longer be constrained in Year 2029 with implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative, the overall level of airport activity was assumed to increase from 32,000 

annual operations in 2009 to 43,099 annual operations in 2029. 

It was assumed that because the runway and taxiway lengths would increase by 

approximately 1,800 feet with full implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative, 

aircraft using the proposed Airport facility in Year 2029 would taxi an additional 1,800 

feet to reach the runway end.  The Preferred Build Alternative emissions inventory 
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projected for Year 2029 accounts for the additional distance and taxiing time.  

Measurements of taxiing distance were made using project plans and aerial photographs 

of the existing facility.  Taxiing times were developed following the assumption that 

aircraft would traverse the required taxiway distance at a speed of 17 miles per hour, and 

that the same distance would be traveled for both aircraft arrivals and aircraft departures.   

The aircraft fleet mix, operational levels, and taxi times entered into EDMS for each year 

and each considered alternative are detailed in Table 4.2.  Because the Airport services 

mainly piston engine aircraft, APU usage was only considered for commuter jet 

operations, for which the EDMS default equipment assignments and running times per 

operation were assumed. 

Ground Support Equipment 

The existing fleet of GSE at the Airport is a small collection of gasoline-powered fuel 

and service trucks.  Because the Airport would remain capacity constrained under the No-

Action Alternative, the same fleet and level of operations were assumed to occur in the 

Year 2029 condition as in the Year 2009 condition.  With the Preferred Build Alternative, 

it was assumed that the Year 2029 fleet would grow to include baggage tractor activity 

and that the total hours of GSE fleet operation would increase commensurately with the 

increase in aircraft operations.  Furthermore, the GSE fleet was assumed to operate for 

five minutes per applicable aircraft operation.  The GSE fleet was modeled in the EDMS 

as a population, using overall hours of operation as the metric to determine emissions.  

The GSE data and assumptions applied to the EDMS are presented in Table 4.3. 

Fuel Storage Tanks 

The Airport currently operates two 100 LL aviation gasoline storage tanks and one Jet A 

storage tank.  For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that annual throughput in 

Year 2009 under the No-Action Alternative would total 60,000 gallons of aviation 

gasoline and 70,000 gallons of Jet A fuel.  The same levels of usage were assumed for 

Year 2029 because there would be no increase in aircraft operations with respect to the 

No-Action Alternative.  The Preferred Build Alternative fuel throughput in Year 2029 

was scaled up according to the forecasted increase in aircraft operations.  The EDMS 

input parameters for the fuel storage tanks are summarized by year and alternative in 

Table 4.4. 

Construction Emissions 

For this assessment, construction-related emissions are primarily associated with the 

exhaust from heavy equipment (i.e., backhoes, bulldozers, graders, etc.), delivery trucks 

and construction worker vehicles getting to and from the site; dust from site preparation, 

land clearing, material handling, equipment movement on unpaved areas, and demolition 

activities; and, fugitive emissions from the storage/transfer of raw materials.  These 

emissions would be temporary in nature and generally confined to the construction site 

and the access/egress roadways. 

Emissions from construction activities were estimated based on the projected 

construction activity schedule, the number of vehicles/pieces of equipment, the types of  



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 

December 2011 Page 4-6 

 

TABLE 4.2 

AIRCRAFT FLEET MIX AND OPERATIONAL LEVELS 

Airframe Engine 

No-Action Alternative Preferred Build Alternative 

2009 / 2029 2029 

Arrivals Departures 

Touch-

and-Go 

Taxi Time 

(minutes)
1 

Arrivals Departures 

Touch-

and-

Go 

Taxi Time 

(minutes)
1 

Bombardier Learjet 25 CJ610-6 630 630 0 1.24 848 848 0 1.84 

Cessna 206 IO-360-B 3,776 3,776 3,236 1.24 5,082 5,082 4,359 1.84 

Cessna 441 Conquest II TPE331-8 1,258 1,258 0 1.24 1,696 1,696 0 1.84 

Dassault Falcon 20-E CF700-2D 630 630 0 1.24 848 848 0 1.84 

Piper PA-28 Cherokee 

Series 
O-320 4,404 4,404 3,774 1.24 5,932 5,932 5,084 1.84 

Raytheon Beech Baron 58 
TIO-540-

J2B2 
1,258 1,258 1,078 1.24 1,696 1,696 1,452 1.84 

Totals  11,956 11,956 8,088 -- 16,102 16,102 10,895 -- 

Note: 
1 Reported taxi times are on a per operation basis. 
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. and The LPA Group Incorporated, 2010. 

 

 

 

TABLE 4.3 

GROUND SERVICE EQUIPMENT FLEET MIX AND OPERATIONAL LEVELS 

GSE Type Fuel 

No-Action Alternative Preferred Build Alternative 

2009/2029 2029 

Operating Hours Quantity Operating Hours Quantity 

Baggage Tractor Gasoline 0 0 2,389 1 

Fuel Truck Gasoline 1,773 3 2,389 3 

Service Truck Gasoline 1,773 1 2,389 1 

Source:  KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. and The LPA Group Incorporated, 2010. 
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TABLE 4.4 

FUEL TANK PARAMETERS 

Tank Type 

Capacity 

(gallons) Fuel 

No-Action 

Alternative 

Preferred Build 

Alternative 

2009/2029 

Throughput 

(kiloliters) 

2029 Throughput 

(kiloliters) 

Horizontal (7.3 x 1.6 meters) 4,000 Aviation Gasoline 56.78 76.48 

Horizontal (8.1 x 2.4 meters) 10,000 Aviation Gasoline 170.34 229.43 

Horizontal (9.7 x 3.0 meters) 12,000 Jet A 264.98 356.89 

Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. and The LPA Group Incorporated, 2010. 

 

equipment and the types of fuel used, the vehicle and equipment utilization rates, and the 

year construction occurs.  Data regarding the numbers of pieces and types of construction 

equipment to be used on the project, the deployment schedule of equipment (monthly and 

annually), and the approximate daily operating times (including power levels or usage 

factors) were estimated for each individual construction project, based on a schedule of 

construction activity.  The construction equipment and assumptions used in the analysis 

are listed in Table 4.5. 

The emission inventories for off-road (non-highway) equipment were calculated using 

emissions factors obtained from the USEPA‟s NONROAD Emissions Model (Version 

2008a), and/or the USEPA‟s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42), for 

a construction period of 2012- 2018.  Emissions factors for on-road (highway) pickups, 

employee vehicles, and other on- road regulated vehicles were obtained from the 

MOBILE 6.2 motor vehicle emission model for the same construction period.  Emissions 

model input parameters were developed to be as consistent with the applicable Georgia 

State Implementation Plan (SIP) and other regional air quality analyses as possible.  

Emissions model default parameters were assumed where these data were unavailable.  

To remain conservative, the highest seasonal emissions rate (i.e., summer versus winter) 

was selected and applied to the emissions calculations. 

Emissions factors for each equipment type were applied to the anticipated equipment 

work output (horsepower-hours of expected equipment use).  Operating times for the 

equipment were based on a five-day workweek and an eight-hour workday during which 

the equipment may be operating, unless indicated otherwise in the construction schedule.  

A usage factor (accounting for the percentage of daily operation) and a load factor 

(accounting for the average throttle setting relative to capacity) were used; that is, a usage 

factor of 0.75 equates to six hours of operation, and a load factor of 0.62 equates to 62 

percent of capacity during operation.   

For the off-road equipment, sulfur dioxide and particulate matter emissions factors, the 

diesel sulfur content was consistent with the assumptions data used in the Georgia SIP 

modeling and other regional air quality analyses.  For on-road vehicles, the anticipated 

vehicle miles traveled (VMTs) were estimated to determine annual emissions. 
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TABLE 4.5 

CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Off-Road Equipment Horsepower 
Hours per 

Day 

Load 

Factor 

Usage 

Factor 

Articulated Truck 350 8 0.59 0.79 

Asphalt Paver (CAT AP-1000B) 174 8 0.59 0.39 

Asphalt Spreader (Barber-Green 270B) 187 8 0.59 0.29 

Soil Compacter (CAT 815) 232 8 0.59 0.29 

Backhoe (CAT 420D) 89 10 0.21 0.55 

Bulldozer (CAT D-10) 580 8 0.59 0.45 

Bulldozer (CAT D-8) 310 8 0.59 0.45 

Bulldozer (CAT D-9) 410 8 0.59 0.45 

Bulldozer (CAT D-6) 150 8 0.59 0.45 

Concrete Paving Operation 500 8 0.59 0.39 

Concrete Pump 200 8 0.43 0.19 

Concrete Pump Drill Rig (auger cast piles) 300 8 0.43 0.22 

Crane 400 8 0.43 0.48 

Excavator (CAT 320) 148 8 0.59 0.53 

Excavator (CAT 325) 188 8 0.59 0.53 

Excavator (CAT 350) 380 8 0.59 0.53 

Forest Machine (CAT 325C) 188 8 0.59 0.61 

Harvesters (CAT D6 - RAKE) 150 8 0.59 0.61 

Motorgrader (CAT14H) 220 10 0.59 0.46 

Peterson Grinder (5710 or 6710) 1050 8 0.59 0.29 

Pneumatic Roller (Ingersoll Rand) 100 10 0.59 0.37 

Rubber Tire Roller (CAT PS-300) 77 8 0.59 0.37 

Smooth Drum Roller (CAT563C) 150 8 0.59 0.37 

Vibratory Roller (CAT CB634) 145 8 0.59 0.37 

Rubber Tire Loader (CAT 950) 196 8 0.59 0.37 

Rubber Tire Loader (CAT 966) 260 8 0.59 0.37 

Scraper (CAT 615) 265 10 0.59 0.44 

Skidder (CAT 525B) 160 8 0.59 0.29 

Soil Stabilizer (CAT BM-350) 430 8 0.59 0.29 

Fork Lift 60 2 0.59 0.82 

Concrete Trucks -- 5.71 -- -- 

Dual Tandem Trucks -- 5.71 -- -- 

Employee Vehicles -- 0.44 -- -- 

Logging Trucks -- 5.71 -- -- 

Pickup Trucks -- 0.44 -- -- 

Water Trucks -- 0.44 -- -- 

Source:  KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. and The LPA Group Incorporated, 2010. 
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The following equations were used to obtain annual emissions rates for off-road 

equipment and on-road vehicles: 

Emission Rate (tons/year) = Emission Factor (g/hp-hr) * size (hp) * 8 hours per day * 

Usage Factor * days/year * Load Factor * (453.59/2000 tons/g) 

Emission Rate (tons/year) = Emission Factor (g/mile) * speed (miles/hour) * hours per 

day * days/year * (453.59/2000 tons/g) 

To estimate emissions associated with on-road motor vehicles, including vehicles utilized 

for the purposes of security, escorting and project management, and personal employee 

vehicles, the following assumptions were applied.  Security, escorting, project 

management, and employee vehicles were assumed to travel 20 miles per workday at a 

travel speed of 45 mph.  In contrast, materials transfer vehicles such as haul trucks, 

concrete trucks, and logging vehicles were assumed to travel 200 miles per workday at a 

designated speed of 35 mph.  Where applicable, durations of eight hours per day of work 

were applied to the calculations (as shown above). 

Additionally, the construction emissions inventories for fugitive dust sources were 

calculated using emission factors within USEPA‟s AP-42 and other publications.  

Fugitive dust emissions can result from the following activities:  grading, moving soil, 

and digging, loading/unloading of trucks, movement of trucks on unpaved surfaces, and 

wind erosion of stockpiles.  A fugitive dust emissions factor of 10 pounds per day per 

acre disturbed was used.  PM2.5 was assumed to be 10 percent of PM10 based on AP-42.  

Erosion control measures and watering programs are typically implemented to minimize 

these fugitive dust and particulate emissions.  A dust control efficiency of 75 percent due 

to daily watering and other control measures was estimated based on USEPA‟s AP-42. 

Evaporative VOC emissions associated with the application of hot mix asphalt on areas 

requiring paving were estimated using the raw materials quantities listed in the projected 

construction schedule, as well as an emission factor of 0.053 tons of VOC per acre of 

asphalt material laid, following the methodology outlined by the National Association of 

Clean Air Agencies (NACAA, formerly STAPPA-ALAPCO). 

4.2.4 Emissions Inventory Results 

The results of the Year 2029 operational emissions inventories for both the No-Action 

Alternative and the Preferred Build Alternative are presented in Table 4.6.  As shown, 

facility emissions under the No-Action Alternative would amount to 394.93 tons of CO, 

5.43 tons of VOC, 1.30 tons of NOx, 0.80 tons of SOx, and 0.04 tons of PM10/PM2.5.  

Facility emissions that would occur with implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative would total 538.43 tons of CO, 7.80 tons of VOC, 1.87 tons of NOx, 1.12 tons 

of SOx, 0.07 tons of PM10, and 0.06 tons of PM2.5. 

The projected emissions increases from the Preferred Build Alternative relative to those 

with the No-Action Alternative are attributed to three main factors.  First, because the 

Airport would not be capacity constrained with implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative, the levels of aircraft operations (and hence the levels of APU, GSE and fuel 

tank usage) would be higher than the levels projected for the No-Action Alternative.  

Second, the Airport runway and taxiways would be extended with implementation of the 

Preferred Build Alternative, and therefore aircraft would incur additional taxiing time to   
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TABLE 4.6 

YEAR 2029 EMISSIONS INVENTORIES 

Source Category 
2029 Emissions (tons) – No-Action Alternative 

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Aircraft 

     Taxi-Out 3.96 0.36 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 

     Take-Off 49.08 0.41 0.60 0.18 0.00 0.00 

     Climb-Out 148.04 1.22 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.00 

     Approach 184.15 1.92 0.24 0.29 0.00 0.00 

     Taxi-In 6.57 0.40 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 

Ground Support 

Equipment 

3.01 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.03 0.02 

Auxiliary Power Units 0.13 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Fuel Storage 0.00 1.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Totals 
(1) 

394.93 5.43 1.30 0.80 0.04 0.04 

 
Source Category 

2029 Emissions (tons) – Preferred Build Alternative 

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Aircraft 

     Taxi-Out 7.91 0.72 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.00 

     Take-Off 66.09 0.55 0.81 0.25 0.00 0.00 

     Climb-Out 199.39 1.65 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.00 

     Approach 247.93 2.58 0.32 0.39 0.00 0.00 

     Taxi-In 11.42 0.77 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.00 

Ground Support 

Equipment 

5.51 0.12 0.24 0.10 0.04 0.04 

Auxiliary Power Units 0.18 0.02 0.13 0.03 0.03 0.03 

Fuel Storage 0.00 1.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Totals
(1) 

538.43 7.80 1.87 1.12 0.07 0.06 

Increase Over No-

Action Alternative 

143.50 2.37 0.57 0.32 0.02 0.02 

De minimis Threshold
(2) -- 100 100 100 -- 100 

Notes: 
(1)  Values reflect rounding. 
(2) Under the General Conformity Rule of the CAA, de minimis thresholds (applicable to non-attainment areas) represent the 

maximum allowable levels of pollutants or pollutant precursors that can be generated by a project and still maintain compliance 

with area air quality plans. NOx and VOC are considered O3 precursors. GDNR-EPD has determined that only directly emitted 

PM2.5 and SOx are considered PM2.5 precursors in the state of Georgia (Proposed State Implementation Plan Revision for the 
Atlanta PM2.5 Nonattainment Area, Appendix F.1 - Insignificance of NH3, VOCs, and NOx to PM2.5 Attainment in Georgia 

Nonattainment Areas, July 2008). 

Source:  KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2010. 
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move to and from the runway ends.  Last, because the Airport would be expected to 

service more aircraft operations with implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative, 

the GSE fleet would be slightly larger than that associated with the No-Action 

Alternative.  These differences are detailed in the air quality assessment methodology 

presented in Section 4.2.2 of this chapter. 

The results of the construction emissions inventories for the period from 2012 through 

2018 are presented in Table 4.7.  According to these results, Year 2013 would represent 

the worst-case air quality construction year for all pollutants except VOC, with emissions 

totaling 26.37 tons of CO, 42.29 tons of NOx, 0.08 tons of SO2, 35.33 tons of PM10, and 

6.03 tons of PM2.5.  The projected worst-case emissions in 2013 are attributed to the fact 

that construction equipment activity would reach its peak during that timeframe. 

The projected VOC emissions would peak in 2016 at 5.71 tons, due to the amount of 

asphalt paving that would occur during that year.  However, the possibility exists that 

concrete could be used instead of asphalt, depending upon the cost of one versus the other 

while construction materials are being purchased.  Using concrete instead of asphalt 

would reduce the amount of VOC emissions; however, asphalt paving estimates were 

utilized during this analysis because it has the higher emissions rate.  A detailed 

discussion of these results with respect to the General Conformity requirements of the 

CAA is provided below in Section 4.2.5. 

4.2.5 General Conformity Applicability Test 

In NAAQS non-attainment areas, the General Conformity Rule of the CAA requires an 

Applicability Test comparing annual project-related emissions against de minimis 

thresholds established for USEPA‟s criteria pollutants.  If annual project-related 

emissions exceed these thresholds, the project is considered to delay timely attainment of 

the NAAQS as proposed in the area‟s SIP; if project-related emissions are within the de 

minimis thresholds, the project is considered a de minimis action with respect to the SIP.  

The Proposed Action would occur in O3 and PM2.5 non-attainment areas, and the 

applicable de minimis thresholds are 100 tons per year of VOC, NOx, SOx and PM2.5.
37

 

If project-related emissions exceed the de minimis thresholds, then a Conformity 

Determination must be prepared.  Available options to demonstrate that project emissions 

conform to the purpose of a SIP include showing that emissions are accommodated in a 

SIP emissions budget, petitioning the state air quality agency to append their emissions 

budgets to accommodate excess emissions, or employing mitigation measures to reduce 

the overall amounts of emissions. 

In terms of operational emissions, the General Conformity Applicability Test is 

conducted using the net increase in emissions of the Preferred Build Alternative relative 

to those of the No-Action Alternative.  As shown above in Table 4.6, this net increase 

would constitute 2.37 tons of VOC, 0.57 tons of NOx, 0.32 tons of SOx, and 0.02 tons of  

                                                                 
37

 NOx and VOC react in the presence of sunlight at ground-level to form O3, and are thus considered O3 

precursor compounds.  Additionally, in consultation with the USEPA, the GDNR-EPD has determined 

that the only PM2.5 compounds applicable to conformity determinations in Georgia PM2.5 non-attainment 

areas are directly emitted PM2.5 and its precursor SO2 (Proposed State Implementation Plan Revision for 

the Atlanta PM2.5 Nonattainment Area, Appendix F. - Insignificance of NH3, VOCs, and NOx to PM2.5 

Attainment in Georgia Nonattainment Areas, July 2008). 
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TABLE 4.7 

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD EMISSIONS INVENTORIES 

Source Category 
VOC Emissions (tons)  SO2 Emissions (tons) 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018  2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Off-road Equipment 1.18 3.14 2.64 0.49 0.52 0.42 0.57  0.02 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

On-road Equipment 0.16 0.04 0.07 0.40 0.53 0.05 0.10  0.02 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.01 

Employee Vehicles 0.20 0.37 0.31 0.19 0.27 0.09 0.12  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 

Asphalt Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.88 4.38 1.17 1.74  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Fugitive Dust -- -- -- -- -- -- --  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Total Emissions(1) 1.54 3.56 3.01 3.96 5.71 1.74 2.53  0.04 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.03 

De minimis Thresholds(2) 

       

 

       Ozone 100 100 100 100 100 100 100  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PM2.5 -- -- -- -- -- -- --  100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
Source Category 

CO Emissions (tons)  PM10 Emissions (tons) 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018  2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Off-road Equipment 6.40 16.44 12.53 2.20 2.17 1.37 1.58  1.09 2.85 2.18 0.39 0.40 0.24 0.27 

On-road Equipment 0.98 0.73 0.73 1.68 2.93 0.59 0.56  0.07 0.00 0.02 0.14 0.17 0.01 0.03 

Employee Vehicles 4.60 9.19 8.07 5.46 8.13 2.83 3.74  0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 

Asphalt Paving -- -- -- -- -- -- --  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Fugitive Dust -- -- -- -- -- -- --  29.75 32.45 32.45 29.75 29.75 18.93 18.93 

Total Emissions1 11.97 26.37 21.33 9.34 13.23 4.79 5.89  30.91 35.33 34.67 30.29 30.34 19.19 19.23 

De minimis Thresholds(2) 

       

 

       Ozone -- -- -- -- -- -- --  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PM2.5 -- -- -- -- -- -- --  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

 
Source Category 

NOx Emissions (tons)  PM2.5 Emissions (tons) 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018  2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Off-road Equipment 15.78 41.97 31.84 5.71 5.71 3.64 4.17 
 

1.05 2.77 2.12 0.38 0.39 0.23 0.26 

On-road Equipment 1.87 0.06 0.46 3.84 4.37 0.26 0.62  0.05 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.11 0.01 0.02 

Employee Vehicles 0.14 0.26 0.21 0.13 0.17 0.05 0.07  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 

Asphalt Paving -- -- -- -- -- -- --  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Fugitive Dust -- -- -- -- -- -- --  2.97 3.25 3.25 2.97 2.97 1.89 1.89 

Total Emissions1 17.79 42.29 32.51 9.68 10.26 3.96 4.85  4.09 6.03 5.38 3.45 3.48 2.13 2.17 

De minimis Thresholds(2) 

       

 

       Ozone 100 100 100 100 100 100 100  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

PM2.5 -- -- -- -- -- -- --  100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Notes: 
(1) Values reflect rounding. 
(2) Under the General Conformity Rule of the CAA, de minimis thresholds (applicable to non-attainment areas) represent the maximum allowable levels of pollutants or pollutant precursors 

that can be generated by a project and still maintain compliance with area air quality plans.  NOx and VOC are considered O3 precursors. GDNR-EPD has determined that only directly 
emitted PM2.5 and SOx are considered PM2.5 precursors in the state of Georgia (Proposed State Implementation Plan Revision for the Atlanta PM2.5 Nonattainment Area, Appendix F. - 

Insignificance of NH3, VOCs, and NOx to PM2.5 Attainment in Georgia Nonattainment Areas, July 2008). 

Source:  KB Environmental Sciences, Inc., 2010 
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PM10 and PM2.5.  Because the net increases in operational emissions are well below the 

respective General Conformity de minimis thresholds, implementation of the Preferred 

Build Alternative would be considered a de minimis action with respect to the area SIP, 

and therefore a Conformity Determination is not necessary. 

Because construction activities associated with the implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative also would be considered project-related emissions sources with respect to 

the General Conformity Rule, the construction period emissions inventories summarized 

above in Table 4.7 are also compared to the de minimis thresholds.  As stated, the 

projected worst-case construction emissions would comprise 5.71 tons of VOC, 26.37 

tons of CO, 42.29 tons of NOx, 0.08 tons of SO2, 35.33 tons of PM10, and 6.03 tons of 

PM2.5.  Again, because these project-related emissions do not exceed any applicable de 

minimis threshold, implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would be 

considered a de minimis action with respect to the area SIP, and therefore a Conformity 

Determination is not necessary. 

4.2.6 Emissions Reduction Measures 

Although it has been shown that implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would 

comply with the General Conformity Regulations of the CAA, several emissions 

reduction measures exist that would improve air quality in the project area by minimizing 

the project‟s construction air “footprint”.  These measures are listed below: 

 Reduce equipment idling times; 

 Use cleaner burning or low emissions fuels in equipment; 

 Encourage employee carpooling; 

 Limit construction activities when atmospheric conditions are conducive to O3 

formation (i.e., “high ozone days”); 

 Limit construction activities during high wind events to prevent dust generation; 

 Utilize warm-mix asphalt during paving operations; 

 Water or apply dust suppressants to unpaved areas regularly, 

 Cover materials stockpiles; 

 Install pads to deter track-out as vehicles enter and leave the work site; and 

 Reduce vehicle speeds on unpaved roads. 

4.2.7 Transportation Conformity 

As mentioned in Section 4.2.2, implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would 

involve the closure of nearby Banks Road.  Because the Proposed Action would occur in 

a non-attainment area, the road closure could be subject to the CAA‟s Transportation 

Conformity Rule, which states that Transportation Conformity is only applicable to an 

individual project when the FHWA or the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) considers the 

impacted roadway to be “regionally significant” with respect to regional transportation 

air quality analyses.  Although coordination with the local Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO) would be necessary to make a ruling with respect to the 

Transportation Conformity Rule, it is not expected that Banks Road would constitute a 

“regionally significant” roadway.  Banks Road is a small two-lane road in poor condition 

that dead-ends within a nearby neighborhood that would be subject to relocation with 

implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative. 
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4.3 BIOTIC COMMUNITIES 

Implementation of the No-Action Alternative would result in no impacts to biotic 

communities.  It is anticipated that implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative 

would have an impact on biotic communities.  These impacts would be associated with 

deforestation of wooded areas within the Preferred Build Alternative project tract, 

including the RPZs and the Object Free Areas (OFAs).  Approximately 260 acres of the 

320-acre site for the Preferred Build Alternative is forested land, and most of the trees 

within the boundary would need to be removed or topped in order to meet FAA 

requirements for the OFAs on the Airport property (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.3).  Impacts 

to biotic communities would also be associated with the conversion of stream and 

wetland areas to transportation use.  However, no rare or unique natural communities 

were observed during the field reconnaissance of the study area for the Preferred Build 

Alternative. 

For the Preferred Build Alternative, vegetation would be removed within the limits of 

grading.  Additional vegetation also could potentially need to be removed to allow 

vehicle access during the construction phase, resulting in temporary impacts.  The areas 

cleared for temporary access would be restored to conditions suitable for their future use, 

and any unpaved portions of the OFA would be seeded with grasses or other low growing 

vegetation to prevent erosion and to minimize the risk of obstructions to aircraft. 

Species that are adapted to open conditions, such as small mammals, birds, and reptiles, 

would be expected to utilize the open maintained areas.  However, in order to help 

prevent unwanted predatory birds from utilizing the grassed areas as a foraging location, 

grass seed that is less attractive to small mammals and seed-eating birds would be used.  

In addition, grass would be maintained at a height that is less attractive to small mammals 

and grass-dwelling bird species. 

4.4 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT AND COASTAL BARRIER 

RESOURCES ACT 

The Georgia Coastal Management Program (GCMP) oversees activities that occur within 

the eleven designated coastal counties of eastern Georgia.  The GCMP does not apply to 

Spalding County; therefore, a Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) Consistency 

Determination is not required.  Likewise, the Coastal Barriers Resources Act (CBRA) is 

not applicable in Spalding County. 

4.5 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Construction activities can cause impacts resulting solely from construction, and are 

limited to the construction period.  They are distinct in that they are temporary in nature, 

and their degree of severity generally diminishes as work concludes.  Best Management 

Practices (BMPs) and other proven procedures for protecting the environment would be 

utilized during construction in order to minimize temporary impacts, while also 

maintaining compliance with all local, state, and federal ordinances and regulations. 

There would be no construction impacts associated with the No-Action Alternative.  The 

Preferred Build Alternative was evaluated to determine the potential for adverse impacts 

to biotic communities, air quality, ambient noise levels, and water quality during 

construction, as described in the following paragraphs.  Construction activities at the 320-
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acre site would include the clearing of approximately 260 acres of forested land, grading 

activities, and construction of a new airport facility.  Other impacts to biotic communities 

resulting from construction activities would include the conversion of wetland and stream 

resources to transportation use.  These activities would be required to conform to FAA 

AC 150/5370-10E, entitled “Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports,” and 

specifically Item P-156, “Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion, and Siltation 

Control,” as discussed in Sections 4.20 and 4.21. 

Air quality impacts would be temporary in nature and would primarily be in the form of 

emissions from diesel-powered construction equipment and dust.  Air pollution 

associated with the creation of airborne particles would be effectively controlled through 

the use of watering trucks and/or the application of calcium chloride, in accordance with 

BMPs that would be established as part of the permitting process for the project.  

Operation of construction equipment would not be expected to produce appreciable 

impacts on air quality, because those activities would be of short-term duration.  

Contractors are required to maintain their equipment in satisfactory condition to 

minimize air pollution from exhaust emissions.  State and local laws regarding open 

burning regulations and restrictions would be followed.  Any merchantable trees, either 

pulpwood or saw timber, would be salvaged prior to the beginning of construction. 

Construction-phase noise impacts would be associated with an increase in ambient 

acoustic levels from the construction equipment.  Vegetation removal and grading 

operations are the noisiest types of construction activities, with the equipment generating 

noise levels as high as 70 to 95 dBA within 50 feet of their operation.  Residents of some 

homes located within close proximity to the Preferred Build Alternative site could be 

expected to incur short-term noise impacts during grading and vegetation removal 

operations.  However, no long-term or significant short-term impacts to residents in these 

areas would be anticipated. 

There would be a potential for temporary impacts on surface water quality during 

construction.  Temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation in drainage ditches and 

streams could result from erosion of disturbed areas prior to paving or the re-

establishment of permanent vegetation.  Erosion control devices, such as straw/hay bale 

barriers and silt fences, would be used to protect those surface waters from turbidity and 

sedimentation during those periods.  In addition, efforts would be made to schedule 

construction operations to minimize the areas of disturbance and the duration of exposure 

of disturbed areas to the elements. 

In summary, construction impacts associated with the Preferred Build Alternative would 

be temporary and localized.  BMPs would be implemented in order to minimize impacts 

from erosion and siltation/sedimentation in surface waters during construction, as well as 

to reduce potential adverse impacts to local air quality resulting from emissions from 

construction equipment and fugitive dust.  Therefore, although the potential does exist for 

minor and short-term construction impacts, no long term or significant impacts to the 

human environment or natural resources would be anticipated from those construction 

activities. 
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4.6  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Between February 12 and March 15, 2010, cultural resources surveys were conducted 

within the APE of the Preferred Build Alternative site by professional historians and 

archaeologists.  Results of the survey included the identification of three previously 

recorded and seven previously unrecorded historic resources, as well as two previously 

unrecorded archaeological sites, within the APE of the Preferred Build Alternative site 

(see Appendix A - Correspondence). 

4.6.1 Historic Resources 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would result in no impacts to historic resources 

because there would be no changes in the current conditions at the existing Airport.  As 

discussed in Section 3.6.1, four historic properties and one historic structure identified in 

the APE of the Preferred Build Alternative site during the Phase 1 survey have been 

determined eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP.  Resource 1 (the 

Thomas-Melin House and Farm), Resource 4.1 (a circa 1915 barn associated with 

Resource 4, the Hopkins House), and Resource 10 (the Griffin, Monticello, and Madison 

Railroad Bed) were recommended eligible; Resource 2 (the Thomas-Bennett House) was 

recommended potentially eligible.  A fifth property, Resource 9, was initially 

recommended ineligible for listing on the NRHP but was subsequently determined 

eligible by the GDNR-HPD, as discussed below.  The potential impacts to these five 

historic resources are discussed in the following paragraphs: 

Resource 1 

Resource 1, the 102.3-acre Thomas-Melin House and Farm, is a circa 1855 Georgian 

cottage located northeast of the western RPZ for the Preferred Build Alternative.  A 0.43-

acre portion of this property is located within the boundary of the Preferred Build 

Alternative site.  However, no buildings, structures, objects, features, archaeological 

sites, or other contributing elements were identified in this area of the property.  This area 

consists of mixed pine-hardwood forest that extends northeast well beyond the boundary 

of the Preferred Build Alternative site. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would require clearing of vegetation, 

grading, and planting of grass in the 0.43-acre portion of Resource 1 located within the 

Preferred Build Alternative site.  The area near Resource 1 would not contain runway or 

taxiway areas, support buildings, or hangars.  The Thomas-Melin House is located 

approximately 1,217 feet northeast of the Preferred Build Alternative site boundary and 

approximately 1,595 feet northeast of the runway location.  The tenant houses on the 

property are located approximately 518 feet northeast of the proposed site boundary for 

the Preferred Build Alternative, and they are approximately 853 feet northeast of the 

proposed runway location.  The area between the tenant houses and the proposed site 

boundary for the Preferred Build Alternative is a 5.8-acre densely wooded area consisting 

of mature, mixed deciduous and pine trees, which would shield the contributing elements 

of the Resource 1 property, including extant buildings, the pecan orchard, and 

agricultural fields, from an airport facility.  In addition, the 0.43 acre portion of the 

Resource 1 property that lies within the proposed site boundary for the Preferred Build 

Alternative represents only a small fraction of the 102.3-acre property, and that area 

contains no contributing elements to the historic resource (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.4). 



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 

December 2011 Page 4-17

  

Approximately 6.2 acres within the Resource 1 property boundary lies within the 

estimated 65 DNL noise contour for the Preferred Build Alternative site.  However, there 

are no extant buildings or structures in this area of the property.  As a result of these 

findings, implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would have No Adverse 

Effect on Resource 1, the Thomas-Melin House and Farm. 

Resource 2 

Resource 2, the Thomas-Bennett House, is potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP 

under Criterion D (information potential) based on the presence of archaeological site 

9SP191 within the property boundaries of that resource (see Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1.1).  

The house itself has partially collapsed, and east of the house are the ruins of a barn; the 

property is completely abandoned and is no longer used for agricultural purposes.  The 

potentially eligible portion of Resource 2 property (i.e., outside of Site 9SP191) is located 

outside of the proposed site boundary and RPZ for the Preferred Build Alternative (see 

Chapter 3, Figure 3.4).  As a result, implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative 

would have No Adverse Effect on Resource 2, the Thomas-Bennet House. 

 

Resource 4.1 

Resource 4.1, a circa 1915 barn, is located outside of both the RPZ location and the 

estimated 65 DNL noise contour for the Preferred Build Alternative, and it is partially 

located within the viewshed of that alternative.  Implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative would require a minimal amount of tree clearing in the area of the RPZ that 

would be within the viewshed of Resource 4.1.  Only trees that exceed the maximum 

allowable height for vegetation within the RPZ would need to be removed from within 

the viewshed of Resource 4.1, and much of the vegetation in this area consists of grass 

and low underbrush.  Also, the area within the portion of the Preferred Build Alternative 

site that is adjacent to Resource 4.1 consists of grass fields, low underbrush, and several 

stands of mixed hardwoods and pine trees.  While some vegetation would need to be 

removed with implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative, the viewshed of 

Resource 4.1 would not change appreciably.  Based on these findings, implementation of 

the Preferred Build Alternative would have No Adverse Effect on Resource 4.1, a circa 

1915 barn. 

Resource 9 

Resource 9, a circa 1890 Central Hall house, is located approximately 1,129 feet 

northeast of the site boundary for the Preferred Build Alternative; it is outside the 

estimated 65 DNL noise contour, 2,126 feet northeast of the proposed runway location, 

and 650 feet north of the proposed RPZ location (see Figure 3.4).  At present, there is a 

6.4-acre wooded area between the historic resource and the proposed RPZ location, 

which consists of mature deciduous and pine trees; dense stands of bamboo up to 20 feet 

tall are also present along the northern edge of that wooded area.  Additionally, between 

the house and the overgrown field are several large oak trees and dense stands of 

bamboo.  The portion of the Preferred Build Alternative site nearest to Resource 9 

consists of open grassy fields and two houses.  This area would remain an open grassy 

area if the Preferred Build Alternative were to be implemented. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would require the clearing of trees that 

exceed the maximum allowable height requirement for an RPZ.  However, the 6.4-acre 
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wooded area located south of Resource 9 would shield the historic resource from the 

proposed RPZ location.  This wooded area would extend along the RPZ boundary to 

Sapelo Road and would partially shield the historic resource from the overall Preferred 

Build Alternative site.  The overgrown vegetation in the former field and the stands of 

bamboo near the house also would shield the historic resource from Sapelo Road and the 

overall Preferred Build Alternative site.  The distance between Resource 9 and the 

Preferred Build Alternative site (including the proposed runway location) also would 

reduce the potential visual effects to the historic resource.  As a result of these findings, 

implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would have No Adverse Effect on 

Resource 9, a circa 1890 Central Hall house. 

Resource 10 

Resource 10, the Griffin, Monticello, and Madison Railroad bed, is located 

approximately 66 feet to 229 feet north of the proposed RPZ location for the Preferred 

Build Alternative.  Mature deciduous trees are growing within the boundary of this 

NRHP-eligible resource.  North of Resource 10 and west of Kennedy Road is the 

maintained lawn of a residential property, and to the south is a graded lot.  North of 

Resource 10 and east of Kennedy Road is a grassy field, and to the south are Resources 4 

and 4.1. 

The portion of Resource 10 immediately northwest of Kennedy Road is closest to the 

proposed RPZ location for the Preferred Build Alternative.  However, Resource 10 

defines the boundary for a tract of land that would be located outside the RPZ.  As a 

result, no vegetation clearing or ground disturbing activity would need to take place 

either within the boundary of the NRHP-eligible Resource 10, or within 66 feet of that 

boundary.  Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would have No 

Adverse Effect on Resource 10, the Griffin, Monticello, and Madison Railroad bed. 

4.6.2 Archaeological Resources 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would result in no impacts to archaeological 

resources because there would be no changes in the current condition of the existing 

Airport.  With the Preferred Build Alternative, the proposed RPZ and the estimated 65 

DNL noise contour (but not the project tract boundary) would encroach on the boundary 

of a potentially eligible NRHP archaeological resource.   

Site 9SP191 

Site 9SP191, a potentially eligible NRHP archaeological resource, is a historic house site 

that is located within the property boundary of Resource 2, the Thomas-Bennett House 

(see Chapter 3, Figure 3.4).  As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1.1, Resource 2 is 

potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP based on the presence of archaeological site 

9SP191 within its property boundary. 

As shown in Chapter 3, Figure 3.5, Site 9SP191 includes areas of sparse pines and 

deciduous trees; however, no tree removal or other ground-disturbing activity would be 

required within the boundary of Site 9SP191or within a 25-foot buffer area around that 

site.  At the start of construction activities, a fence would be erected at the outside edge of 

the 25-foot buffer area for Site 9SP191, to protect the site.  Implementation of the 

Preferred Build Alternative would have No Adverse Effect on Site 9SP191. 
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4.6.3 Results of Cultural Resources Investigations 

The Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey Report was submitted to the State Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO) on June 11, 2010.  In a letter dated July 14, 2010, the SHPO 

concurred with the findings of the Cultural Resources Survey Report, except with the 

eligibility call made for Resource 9, the Central Hall House.  This resource was 

determined by the SHPO to retain enough integrity to be considered eligible for the 

NRHP.  Additional correspondence from the SHPO indicated that additional information 

regarding this resource could be provided in the Assessment of Effects document. 

The Assessment of Effects document was submitted to the SHPO on October 8, 2010.  

The SHPO concurred with the results presented in the document and stated as such in a 

letter dated October 27, 2010 (see Appendix A - Correspondence).  The SHPO agreed 

that implementation of the Proposed Action would have No Adverse Effect on any of the 

NRHP-eligible or potentially NRHP-eligible resources within the APE of the Preferred 

Build Alternative site. 

4.7 CUMULATIVE AND INDIRECT IMPACTS 

Evaluations of cumulative and indirect impacts include consideration of past, current, and 

reasonably foreseeable actions that have had, or may lead to, environmental changes in 

the vicinity of the alternatives for the Proposed Action, such as land use, socioeconomic 

conditions, water quality, and biotic communities.  As discussed above in Section 4.1 and 

in Chapter 1 of this EA, the Proposed Action would provide improvements to the Griffin-

Spalding County Airport at its existing location or would construct a general aviation 

airport at a new location, in order to accommodate an ultimate Level III business airport 

facility. 

4.7.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

There have been no significant projects in the vicinity of the existing Airport over the 

past five years.  There also are no ongoing projects or reasonably foreseeable projects in 

the area of the existing Airport.  Therefore, no analysis of indirect and cumulative 

impacts was necessary for this area.  In the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative 

site, there have been two significant roadway projects completed within the past five 

years; there also is an ongoing mixed-use development project in that area. 

In the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site, current and past changes in land use 

have taken place, although in a relatively moderate capacity.  There have been two past 

projects in the area that have contributed to the loss of biotic communities, wetlands, and 

streams in the area, and that have had a minor impact on water quality.  The widening of 

Jackson Road from Hill Street north to McDonough Road began in 2005 and was 

completed in 2008.  The other previous roadway project in the vicinity of the Preferred 

Build Alternative site was the widening and reconstruction of State Route 16.  This 

project began at Rehoboth Road and ended at Interstate 75 in Butts County.  Construction 

of this widening project was completed in 2008.  Both of these projects have had a 

minimal impact on the human and natural environment in the vicinity of the Preferred 

Build Alternative site. 

Current land use changes and land use changes considered to be probable in the 

foreseeable future also must be evaluated when determining potential environmental 
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impacts.  For instance, a 570-acre mixed-use development is underway along SR 16 just 

south of the Preferred Build Alternative site.  The Lakes at Green Valley development 

will include 360 acres of industrial park space, a 15-acre retail market center, an 11-acre 

commercial center, a 43-acre residential town center, 30 acres of natural areas dedicated 

to walking trails and green space, 48 acres of lakes, and 63 acres of roads and 

infrastructure to connect all phases of the development.  The development is being 

planned as including one of the first “green” industrial parks in the state of Georgia. 

Although this development is not financially linked to the Airport project, its impacts are 

being evaluated because it is an ongoing project that is having impacts on the local 

environment.  This project is currently in the clearing and grading phase, and according 

to the USACE, the project did not require a CWA Section 404 Individual Permit (see 

Appendix A – Correspondence).  The development was permitted with a CWA Section 

404 Nationwide 14 permit, which indicates that this project has been determined to have 

no significant impact on streams and wetlands in the area. 

Direct impacts to farmlands would occur as a result of the Lakes at Green Valley 

development project (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.9).  Approximately 23.6 percent of the 

soils within the boundary of the project are considered farmland of statewide importance, 

while approximately 19.4 percent of the soils are considered prime farmland.  According 

to the existing land use maps in the Spalding County Comprehensive Plan, approximately 

136 acres of the 570-acre development site are currently classified as agricultural, all of 

which would be converted to non-agricultural uses.  Approximately 70 acres of 

agricultural land use would be converted with implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative (320-acre site), which when added to the 136 acres converted for the Lakes at 

Green Valley development, would result in a cumulative loss of 206 acres of agricultural 

land use. 

The total acreage needed for both projects would be approximately 890 acres (320 acres 

for the Preferred Build Alternative plus 570 acres for the Lakes at Green Valley 

development).  Approximately 23.1 percent of the total area for both projects is currently 

designated as agricultural land use, and all of it would be converted to non-agricultural 

uses if both projects were to be implemented.  Spalding County currently contains 

approximately 34,337 acres of land designated as agricultural use.  Implementation of 

these two projects would result in a loss of approximately 0.6 percent of lands designated 

for agricultural use in the county, which would not represent a significant cumulative 

impact to the total amount of farmland classified as agricultural use in Spalding County. 

Impacts potentially related to an ultimate build-out of the Airport (i.e., with a 6,500-foot 

runway) are being evaluated because it is a reasonably foreseeable action.  The potential 

impacts to the environment from such an action are analyzed and discussed in terms of its 

cumulative impacts to the environment.  Impacts resulting from an ultimate build-out of 

the Airport would include approximately 43.5 acres of floodplain impacts, 9,810 linear 

feet of stream impacts, and no wetland impacts.  Lands classified as prime farmlands or 

farmlands of statewide importance would also need to be converted as part of an ultimate 

Airport expansion.  Approximately 239 acres of this federally protected farmland would 

be required as part of an ultimate Airport expansion.  Approximately 46 acres of 

residential relocations also would be required if the Airport were to be expanded to 

accommodate a 6,500-foot runway. 
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4.7.2 Analysis of Indirect Impacts 

There would be negative indirect socioeconomic impacts associated with the No-Action 

Alternative, because no action would be taken to improve the operational capabilities of 

the existing Airport.  There would be no short-term boost to the local economy related to 

construction activities.  Long-term negative impacts to the area associated with the No-

Action Alternative would include no new potential for creating aviation-related 

employment, and the constraints on jet traffic imposed by the current runway length 

would limit future aviation-related economic development in the region. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would have a direct effect on land use, 

because construction and operation of a general aviation facility at that site would require 

the acquisition of land in fee and avigation easements.  Conversion of the existing Airport 

site to other uses also would constitute an indirect impact on land use at that location.  

Although the City of Griffin does not have any definitive plans for the existing Airport 

site at this time, the site would be considered for revitalization and redevelopment by the 

City if the Airport were to be relocated.  Possibilities for future use of the site could 

include the creation of a mixed-use residential and commercial district, a golf course 

expansion, or expansion of the adjacent park. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would not be expected to have 

significant negative impacts on air quality, cultural resources, energy supply or natural 

resources, hazardous materials sites, light emissions, noise, Section 4(f) properties, social 

or environmental justice issues, solid waste, or wild and scenic rivers.  Therefore, no 

negative indirect impacts to those resources would be anticipated in association with the 

Preferred Build Alternative.  In addition, the Preferred Build Alternative would be 

expected to have no negative induced impacts on the socioeconomic resources of the 

community; instead, positive direct, indirect, and induced effects on the community 

would be anticipated as a result of the increased economic activity that would be 

associated with the provision of improved aviation facilities at a relocated Airport. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative could potentially result in indirect 

impacts to farmlands and to floodplains, stream resources, and wetlands.  These impacts 

would be associated with the development, over time, of land that is either currently 

undeveloped or is being used for agricultural or silvicultural purposes.  The extent of 

potential indirect impacts to floodplains, stream resources, and wetlands would not be 

substantial relative to the total areas of those resources present in the Upper Ocmulgee 

River Basin. 

4.7.3 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative would not involve any construction activities; therefore, no 

short-term or long-term cumulative impacts would be associated with the No-Action 

Alternative.  An analysis of the potential cumulative impacts to floodplains, streams, and 

wetlands was conducted for the Preferred Build Alternative.  There would be 

approximately 33.5 acres of direct impacts to floodplains with the Preferred Build 

Alternative.  There is an estimated total of approximately 264 square miles (169,062 

acres) of floodplains in the Upper Ocmulgee Watershed.  The loss of 33.5 acres of 

floodplains as a result of project implementation would represent a loss of 0.02 percent of 

the total amount of floodplains in the watershed.  Therefore, cumulative impacts to 
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floodplains with implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would not be 

considered significant when compared to the no-action condition (see Chapter 2, Table 

2.2). 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would result in no direct impacts, and therefore no 

cumulative impacts, to the environment.  With the Preferred Build Alternative, and based 

on the plans for the Lakes at Green Valley development to include a “green” industrial 

park, as well as a large amount of green space, the construction of the mixed-use 

development would not have a significant adverse cumulative impact on biotic 

communities, water quality, or waters of the U.S. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would increase the amount of 

impervious surface area at that site; however, no significant long-term impacts to water 

quality would be anticipated.  The design would be required to provide for surface water 

retention and detention as needed to maintain the existing hydrological conditions.  Post-

development surface water runoff from the Preferred Build Alternative site, when added 

to the combined stormwater discharges from all of the NPDES-permitted facilities in the 

Upper Ocmulgee Watershed, would not be anticipated to create any measurable 

cumulative impacts to the water quality of the watershed. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would result in direct impacts to 

floodplains, streams, and wetlands within the Preferred Build Alternative site.  

Temporary and permanent impacts to those resources would be minimized, and 

mitigation would be provided as part of the permitting process to offset any impacts to 

waters of the U.S. and to state stream buffers.  The potential impacts to these resources 

are discussed below and in Section 4.21 of this chapter.   

Cumulative impacts to floodplains, streams, and wetlands attributable to the 

implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would be negligible relative to the 

overall areas of those resources in the watershed.  The Preferred Build Alternative site is 

located in the Upper Ocmulgee Watershed (HUC 03070103), which contains 

approximately 264 square miles of floodplains (169,062 acres) and drains a land area of 

approximately 2,977 square miles.  This watershed also contains approximately 6,649 

miles (35,106,720 linear feet) of stream resources and 189 square miles (120,634 acres) 

of wetlands. 

Floodplain impacts associated with implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative 

would total approximately 33.5 acres, which would represent a loss of approximately 

0.02 percent of the watershed‟s total acreage of floodplains.  Stream impacts would total 

approximately 7,386 linear feet, or a loss of approximately 0.02 percent of the 

watershed‟s stream resources.  There would be no wetland impacts associated with the 

Preferred Build Alternative; therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts to wetlands 

within the watershed. 

4.7.4 Summary of Cumulative and Indirect Impacts 

With implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative, land uses in the vicinity of a 

replacement Airport would continue to shift to more developed uses over time, and as 

such, some degree of cumulative and indirect impacts would potentially occur to 

environmental resources in the area, including farmland, floodplains, streams, and 



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 

December 2011 Page 4-23

  

wetlands.  Executive Order 11990 prescribes “no net loss” of wetlands, and the Section 

404 process has dramatically reduced the overall rate of wetland and stream impacts in 

the U.S.  However, despite efforts at avoidance and minimization, some future impacts to 

those resources would be anticipated, and those losses would be offset by the required 

mitigation.  The control of impacts to protected resources is regulated on a case-by-case 

basis by state and federal agencies.  The potential indirect and cumulative impacts 

discussed in this section associated with future projects would be evaluated in 

coordination with the applicable regulatory agencies. 

4.8 ENERGY SUPPLY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Energy supply requirements relate to changes in demand by stationary facilities (e.g., 

major airfield lighting and terminal building heating demands), which might exceed local 

supplies or capacities; and to those involving the increased movement of air and ground 

vehicles to the extent that demand exceeds energy supplies. 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would not change the energy supply requirements 

at the Airport.  Energy supply requirements associated with the Preferred Build 

Alternative would consider the change in location and magnitude of the energy demand, 

with construction of an expanded general aviation airport at a new location and 

demobilization of the existing general aviation facility, as well as potential 

redevelopment of the existing Airport site. 

The energy resources necessary to supply power for a new airfield and landside facilities 

at the Preferred Build Alternative site could be provided without causing a shortage to the 

area‟s energy supplies.  Fuel consumption would be expected to increase slightly due to 

increased operations at the Airport, and larger aircraft would be able to take off with 

more fuel, due to the longer runway.  The magnitude of these increases would not be 

likely to cause a fuel shortage in the local or regional areas. 

For the Preferred Build Alternative, the impacts from losses of natural resources would 

include filling of wetlands and floodplains and piping of streams for grading the airfield, 

as well as the loss of trees for construction of the Airport.  The amount of tree clearing 

would be approximately 260 acres (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.3).  It is anticipated that any 

trees to be removed would be made available for recycling by a third party for a use such 

as lumber or firewood.  Any other woody debris that would be removed during 

construction would be mulched and either recycled or disposed of at the nearest landfill. 

4.9 FARMLANDS 

Farmland soils are considered a non-renewable resource, and conversion of farmland to 

an airport facility would be an irreversible commitment of resources as long as that 

facility remains in place.  No impacts to farmland soils would occur with selection of the 

No-Action Alternative, because there would be no change from the current conditions at 

the existing Airport.   

Approximately 37.1 acres of land containing six NRCS prime farmland soils and 

approximately 55.6 acres of land containing eleven farmland soils of statewide 

importance were identified within the Preferred Build Alternative study area, as discussed 

in Chapter 3 (see Table 3.3).  Potential impacts to those soil types would include direct 

impacts by conversion of the land to a use other than agriculture (e.g., land for runways 



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 

December 2011 Page 4-24

  

and RSAs), as well as indirect impacts, where agricultural practices would be limited by 

FAA regulations that prohibit the growing of crops that attract wildlife (e.g., land for 

RPZs). 

A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (AD-1006) was submitted to the NRCS in 

order to evaluate potential impacts to farmland resulting from construction of the 

Preferred Build Alternative (Appendix A – Correspondence).  This form scores impacts 

to farmland based on several different criteria outlined within the FPPA.  Sites that score 

less than 160 points are given only minimal consideration for protection under the FPPA.  

The NRCS provided a completed AD-1006 form on July 2, 2010.  The conversion rating 

score for the Preferred Build Alternative totaled 126 points, which is below the 

established threshold for increased protection under the FPPA.  Implementation of the 

Preferred Build Alternative would not have a significant impact on lands considered 

prime farmlands or farmland of statewide importance in the immediate project area. 

4.10 FLOODPLAINS 

There would be no impacts to floodplains associated with the No-Action Alternative, 

because there would be no change in current conditions at the existing Airport.  As 

discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.10, FEMA-designated 100-year floodplains occur in the 

vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site.  The floodplains are associated with 

tributaries of Cabin Creek (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.2).  The one percent annual flood 

(100-year flood), also known as the base flood, is the flood that has a one percent chance 

of being equaled or exceeded in any given year.  The Base Flood Elevation is the water-

surface elevation of the one percent annual chance flood.  Development in a FEMA-

designated 100-year floodplain is permitted by federal regulations if hydrologic and 

hydraulic analyses demonstrate that the development would not result in an increase of 

more than one foot of the base flood elevation.  However, floodways must retain the 

ability to convey the 100-year flood by remaining unobstructed. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would result in potential impacts to 

approximately 33.5 acres of Zone A-designated floodplains.    Zone „A‟ floodplains are 

areas for which there have been no Base Flood Elevations determined.  Therefore, it is 

not known at what elevation flooding would begin in the floodplains in the vicinity of the 

Preferred Build Alternative.  Hydrologic and hydraulic analyses would be completed 

during the design phase to ensure that the construction of a new location airport would 

cause less than a one foot increase in the base flood elevation within the floodplain areas.  

If necessary, a No-impact Certificate or a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) 

would be obtained prior to project implementation. 

4.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITES 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.11, based on a regulatory list search of various 

hazardous material databases, eleven potential hazardous material sites were identified 

within 0.5 mile of the existing Airport (the study area for the No-Action Alternative).   

Four potential hazardous material sites were identified within 0.5 mile of the study area 

for Preferred Build Alternative.  Although several of the sites are located in close 

proximity to or within the existing Airport boundaries, the No-Action Alternative would 

not involve any construction, land disturbance, or land acquisition.  Therefore, no 

hazardous materials impacts would occur in association with the No-Action Alternative. 
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A review of the sites identified in the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative indicates 

that the closest sites involve two domestic call reports made in 2004.  One report 

involved a release into an unnamed tributary to Cabin Creek; the other report involved a 

release to a well.  Based on available information, neither of the two reports was 

confirmed.  Due to the unconfirmed status and the dates of these reported releases, they 

would not be anticipated to pose a threat of potential hazardous material contamination.   

Two other sites are located farther away from the study area for the Preferred Build 

Alternative, as listed in Table 3.4 (refer to Chapter 3, page 3-23).  These sites include 

Map ID 3 (a NPDES permit that was allowed to expire in 2002) and Map ID 4, which is 

listed on the Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database for a 1998 release 

with an initiated cleanup but no additional status indicated.  Neither of these two sites 

would be anticipated to result in potential hazardous material impacts with 

implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative. 

One additional site was reviewed relative to the Preferred Build Alternative, although it is 

located beyond 0.5 mile from the Preferred Build Alternative study area (see Chapter 3, 

Figure 3.7).  This site, Essex Specialty Projects (Map ID 5), is listed on the GDNR-EPD 

Hazardous Site Inventory (HSI) database for a known groundwater release of bis (2-

ethylhexyl) phthalate at levels exceeding the reportable quantity.  Available information 

indicates that no human exposure via drinking water is suspected from the release; 

however, investigations regarding the necessary corrective action are underway.  Because 

the site is located more than 0.5 mile away from the study area, it is not likely that it 

would affect implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative.  If potentially hazardous 

materials or groundwater were to be encountered during construction, any contaminated 

soil or other hazardous materials would be tested and removed and/or treated in 

accordance with USEPA and GDNR-EPD requirements. 

4.12 INDUCED SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would be anticipated to result in overall negative 

socioeconomic impacts, because the constraints on jet traffic resulting from the current 

runway length would limit future aviation-related economic development in the region.  

Furthermore, selection of the No-Action Alternative would not result in any direct, 

indirect, or induced economic benefits related to construction or development of 

improved aviation facilities that would offset the ongoing operational expenditures at the 

existing Airport. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would be expected to produce direct 

short-term benefits to the local economy in the form of construction jobs.  Purchases of 

locally and regionally supplied goods and services associated with construction also 

would be a direct benefit to the local and regional economy.  Beneficial indirect 

socioeconomic effects also would be realized through the expenditure of wages earned by 

construction workers working on the proposed project, as well as by workers at 

companies where goods and services are purchased for the proposed project.   

Development of a larger airport facility also is anticipated to increase the number of 

operations, which would result in an increase in the direct and indirect expenditures in the 

community as a result of the ripple or multiplier effect of spending.  Implementation of 

the Preferred Build Alternative also is expected to stimulate industrial and commercial 
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development in the Lakes at Green Valley development, located just south of the 

Preferred Build Alternative site.  Provision of a Level III business airport (5,500-foot 

runway) in such close proximity to the industrial park would be anticipated to help 

promote industrial and commercial development in the community.  As a result, long 

term economic gains for both Spalding County and the city of Griffin would be 

anticipated as a result of implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative. 

4.13 LAND USE 

The City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan provides information regarding the future 

land use plans for parcels adjacent to the existing Airport (Figure 4.1).  Maps contained 

in the Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan illustrate the future land use plans for 

property located in the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site (Figure 4.2).  The 

Future Land Use categories described in the City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan 

and the Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan are listed in Tables 4.8 and 4.9, 

respectively. 

No-Action Alternative 

The City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan designates the following future land uses in 

the vicinity of the existing Airport (the study area for the No-Action Alternative): 

 West:  mainly industrial, with areas of commercial, institutional/public, and medium-

density residential. 

 North:  primarily parks and recreation, with some medium- to high-density 

residential use and institutional/public use. 

 South:  parks and recreation, commercial, and institutional/public uses are located in 

this area.  A large section of medium-density residential is shown adjacent to the long 

commercial zone located along Airport Road. 

 East:  mainly institutional/public use with a large section of low-density residential 

located just east of Zebulon Road. 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would not result in any future land use changes in 

either the vicinity of the existing Airport or in the vicinity of the Preferred Build 

Alternative site. 

Preferred Build Alternative 

The following future land uses in the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site 

boundary are designated in the Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan: 

 West:  mainly medium-density residential, with a few institutional/public use areas. 

 North:  primarily low- to medium-density residential use. 

 South:  mostly commercial use with some low- to medium-density residential use. 

 East:  mainly low-density residential use. 

If the Preferred Build Alternative were to be implemented, the future land use at the 

existing Airport would be significantly altered.  The existing Airport would be closed, 

and use of the property would shift from transportation use to some other use.  According 

to City of Griffin officials, the existing Airport property could be redeveloped as a 

mixed-use development that the city would like to create as part of a revitalization effort 

for that area.  The existing Airport is surrounded by a local park (Airport Road Park & 

City Park), a golf course, a small commercial district, and residential development.    
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TABLE 4.8 

FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORIES (City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan) 

Use Overview 

Single-Family 

Residential 

Single-family residences developed on separate lots, often in subdivisions, primarily 

owner occupied.  This land use is the predominant residential category in Griffin and 

includes various densities of single-family residences between 1 to 3 units per acre.  

New development in these areas would primarily be infill development, consisting of 

housing, churches, and parks.  The city should discourage encroachment into these 

areas from incompatible land uses that detract from the neighborhood environment. 

Medium-

Density 

Residential 

Single-family, renter occupied and owner occupied, churches, and parks.  Density used 

for this category is no more than 8 units per acre.  Appropriate open space, buffering, 

landscaping, pedestrian access and recreation facilities should be provided as suitable. 

High-Density 

Residential 

Apartments; condominiums, townhouses, and other attached multifamily units (renter 

occupied or owner occupied) with density greater than 8 units per acre, usually located 

near employment or commercial nodes.  It is essential that these developments include 

proper buffering between adjacent land uses; open space, landscaping, pedestrian access 

and recreation facilities also should be provided for high density residential units. 

Downtown 

Hub 

Includes 20 percent residential, 20 percent commercial, 20 percent entertainment, 20 

percent government, and 20 percent professional office.  Desirable uses would include 

restaurants, specialty retail, hotels, apartments, governmental offices, low-intensity 

offices and appropriate parking.  One of the important features of the Downtown Hub is 

transportation.  This mixed-use activity center should be complemented with walking, 

biking, and transit opportunities to provide alternative modes of transportation. 

Mixed-Use Allows a combination of residential, office, retail, and parks and open space.  Vertically 

mixed-use buildings are encouraged, such as housing or offices above ground-floor 

retail space.  Pedestrian circulation within the development should be promoted, 

including sidewalks, street trees, and pedestrian amenities. 

Regional 

Commercial 

Includes all retail and commercial service activities that serve a regional market such as 

shopping centers, car dealerships, entertainment facilities, hotels and restaurants. 

Office 

Professional 
Includes businesses that do not provide a product directly to customers on the premises, 

or do not, as a primary activity, involve the manufacture, storage, or distribution of 

products.  This category includes small single occupant structures for doctors and/or 

accountants, as well as larger offices with multiple tenants. 

Public / 

Institutional 
Areas housing local government‟s community facilities, general government, and 

institutional land uses.  Examples include schools, city halls, county courthouses, 

landfills, health facilities, churches, libraries and police and fire stations. 
Industrial Areas where industry and warehouse use can be located.  Primary uses in this category 

include manufacturing, warehousing, wholesale/distribution and assembly. Uses in this 

category may cause land use conflicts with neighboring uses due to noise, fumes, 

vibration, and other forms of pollution. 

Source:  City of Griffin 2024 Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would allow the City to change the use 

of the existing Airport parcel from its current transportation use to a mixed-use 

residential/commercial designation that is more compatible with the surrounding land 

uses.   

The land use of approximately 51 parcels spanning approximately 320 acres within the 

boundary of the Preferred Build Alternative site would be changed from their current use 

to transportation use.  Land use south of the Preferred Build Alternative site is already 

moving from agricultural/forest use to industrial use as a result of the Lakes at Green  
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TABLE 4.9 

FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORIES (Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan) 
Use Overview 

Estate Residential Single-family residential areas with at least 5 acres per unit. 

Low-Density Residential Single-family residential areas with at least 1 acre per dwelling unit, but 

less than 5 acres per dwelling unit. 

Medium-Density Residential Single-family residential areas with less than 1 acre per dwelling unit. 

Crossroads Commercial Commercial establishments offering a limited range of retail and service 

activities devoted to the everyday needs of local residents.  Limitations 

should apply to both size and character of individual establishments. 

Village Node Includes commercial, limited residential and public/institutional land 

uses typically found in a small-town business district.  Specifically, the 

types of uses that are desirable in this area would be restaurants, specialty 

retail, low-intensity offices, and appropriate parking.  Village nodes 

should be friendly to pedestrians, bicycles, and golf carts. 

Commercial Property where business and trade are conducted. 

Regional Commercial Center Commercial district emphasizing regional retail and office uses.  Large 

shopping malls and office parks are permitted. 

Public / Institutional Areas housing local government‟s community facilities, general 

government, and institutional land uses. 

Industrial Property used for warehousing, distribution, trucking, and 

manufacturing. 

Transportation / 

Communications / Utilities 

Areas housing infrastructure (e.g., power plants; water treatment 

facilities; railroad facilities; radio towers; public transit stations; airports). 

Agriculture Land used for agricultural purposes (e.g., cropland; livestock production. 

Forestry Land used for the production of commercial timber. 

Open Space Network Permanently protected open space along streams; wetlands; floodplains; 

also proposed greenways along abandoned railroad corridors. 

Parks / Recreation / 

Conservation 

Areas developed or proposed to be developed for park or recreation use 

and areas designated as open space. 

Source:  Spalding County 2024 Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Valley development.  Moving the Airport closer to the industrial portion of this 

development would result in combining compatible land uses (transportation use with 

industrial use).  Land uses of other parcels adjacent to the Preferred Build Alternative site 

also would be expected to begin moving toward more transportation-compatible uses 

over time.  Although there is a school in the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative 

site, it is not located along arrival or departure flight paths, and it also is located outside 

the 65 DNL noise contour.   There would be no compatibility issue between the school 

and a new location airport constructed at the Preferred Build Alternative site. 

Approximately 54.7 acres of open space network / wildlife corridor would be directly 

impacted with implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative.  In addition, 

approximately 34.9 acres of this land use type would be indirectly impacted by the 

Preferred Build Alternative.  The indirect impacts would be the result of fragmentation of 

an existing corridor that does not currently have a man-made feature dividing it into 

segments. 

4.14 LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL EFFECTS 

Airports use low-, medium-, or high-intensity lights to illuminate their runways, 

taxiways, and gate areas, as well as to supply the visual approach navigational aids that 
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are critical to the safe operation of the airport.  This section assesses the impact of 

airport-related light emissions and the potential visual effects the various airport lighting 

systems may have on historic properties, recreation areas, residential communities, or 

other visually sensitive areas. 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would not involve the installation of any 

additional runway or taxiway edge light systems or any terminal/apron lighting systems.  

Therefore, it would not result in any additional light emissions or visual impacts to the 

surrounding environment.   

Potential light emission and visual effects for the Preferred Build Alternative were 

evaluated to determine whether there is a potential for annoyance or disturbance of 

nearby visually sensitive areas.  The two main lighting systems that would be installed at 

the new location airport are discussed below.  Although these lighting systems do not 

typically create light emissions impacts, they can produce visual effects to parcels in the 

vicinity of the Airport or to parcels in the line of aircraft arrival or departure tracks. 

4.14.1 Runway and Taxiway Edge Light Systems 

Runway and taxiway edge lights are used to outline the edges of runways and taxiways 

during times of reduced visibility or darkness.  These lights provide a clear marking of 

the pavement edge and type to a pilot, thereby increasing the overall safety at an airport.  

The runway edge lights are white, while the taxiway edge lights are blue.  Runway and 

taxiway edge lights are located close to the pavement edges (usually within 10 feet) and 

are placed approximately 6 to 9 inches above the ground.  There are also lights at the 

ends of each runway, which emit red light toward the runway to departing aircraft and 

emit green light away from the runway toward landing aircraft.  These lights are 

classified according to the intensity or brightness they are capable of producing.  Three 

intensity light categories exist:  high, medium, and low.  The Preferred Build Alternative 

would require the installation of high-intensity runway and taxiway edge lighting 

systems, on property not previously dedicated to airport uses. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would result in the installation of 

HIRLs, a precision instrument approach with REILs and/or approach lighting system, 

rotating beacon, and visual glide slope indicators.  The HIRLs would be placed along the 

edge of the runway and are designed to assist pilots in identifying the edge of the surface 

prepared for landings and takeoffs.  The design of these lighting systems does not 

typically result in light emission impacts to parcels off Airport property. 

The REILs would be located at or near the runway threshold and would be directed at an 

upward angle, which would project the light patterns above any residences located 

northwest and southeast of the proposed Airport facility.  Therefore, no significant off-

airport light emission impacts are anticipated as a result of the Preferred Build 

Alternative. 

4.14.2 Terminal and Apron Lighting Systems 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would involve the installation of 

terminal/apron lighting systems at a new site.  State Route 16 is located south of the 

terminal and apron areas of the Preferred Build Alternative site.  The Lakes at Green 

Valley mixed-use development is located south of State Route 16.  This development is 
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compatible with airport activities, and it would not be adversely affected by light 

emissions, nor would it sustain negative visual impacts.  In addition, lighting around the 

terminal and apron would be shielded or directed to prevent interference with the vision 

of pilots in the airfield.  Therefore, there would be no significant off-airport light 

emission impacts or visual effects to light sensitive areas due to the location of the 

terminal area and apron anticipated from implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative. 

4.15 NOISE 

According to FAA Order 1050.1E, “... no noise analysis is needed for proposals 

involving Design Group I and II airplanes in Approach Categories A – D operating at 

airports whose forecast operations in the period covered by the EA do not exceed 90,000 

annual propeller operations (247 average daily operations) or 700 jet operations (two 

average daily operations).”  Because these conditions would apply to the Proposed 

Action, no noise analysis was required to be conducted for this EA. 

4.16 SECTION 4(f) OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT 

With the No-Action Alternative, the Airport would remain at its present state, and no 

Section 4(f) properties would be affected.  Implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative would not result in adverse impacts to any properties considered eligible or 

potentially eligible for the NRHP.  AMBUCS Park, a locally owned and operated park, 

would not be impacted by the Preferred Build Alternative.  There are no additional 

publicly owned park lands, recreational areas, or wildlife/waterfowl refuges of national, 

state, or local significance in the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site.  

Therefore, no impacts to Section 4(f) properties would be anticipated as a result of 

implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative. 

4.17 SOCIAL IMPACTS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILD 

HEALTH AND SAFETY 

4.17.1 Social Impacts 

Social impacts associated with the Proposed Action were analyzed based on the potential 

to result in: 

 Residential relocations; 

 Business relocations; 

 Alteration of transportation patterns; 

 Disruption of planned/established communities or developments; and 

 Changes in employment. 

The No-Action Alternative would not involve any residential or business relocations, 

changes in transportation patterns, disruption to planned/established communities or 

developments, or changes in employment (Table 4.10).  Acquisition of land in fee and 

avigation easements would be required with implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative; however, the design concept would be developed with the intent to avoid or 

minimize impacts to any residential or commercial properties, keep changes in traffic 

patterns to a minimum, and reduce disruptions to planned/established communities or 

developments. 
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TABLE 4.10 
SUMMARY OF SOCIAL IMPACTS, GRIFFIN-SPALDING COUNTY AIRPORT 

Potential Impact 
No-Action 

Alternative 

Preferred Build 

Alternative  

Residential Relocations 0 41 

Business Relocations 0 0 

Alteration of Transportation Patterns No Yes 

Disruption of Planned / Established Communities No No 

Changes in Employment No Yes (Positive) 

Source:  The LPA Group Incorporated, 2010. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would be expected to lead to an 

increase in employment opportunities for local citizens.  With the establishment of a 

larger Airport that would support increased aviation activity, additional workers would be 

necessary to operate and maintain the facility.  Future planning and design development 

for the Preferred Build Alternative would be implemented in accordance with the 

requirements of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5610.C, Procedures for 

Considering Environmental Impacts.  DOT Order 5610.C requires that the following 

criteria be evaluated when the potential exists to relocate residents as a result of 

implementation of a proposed action: 

 An estimate of the households to be displaced, including the family characteristics 

(e.g. minorities, income levels, tenure, the elderly, large families); 

 Potential impacts on the human environment of an action that could divide or disrupt 

an established community, including, where pertinent, the effect of displacement on 

types of families and individuals affected, effect on street closures, separation of 

residences from community facilities, and separation of residential areas; 

 Potential impacts on the neighborhood and housing to which relocation is likely to 

take place; 

 An estimate of the businesses to be displaced and the general effect of business 

relocation on the economy of the community; 

 A discussion of relocation housing in the area and the ability to provide adequate 

relocation housing for the types of families to be displaced; 

 Results of consultations with local officials and community groups regarding the 

impacts to the community affected; and 

 Where necessary, special relocation advisory services to be provided for the elderly, 

disabled, and illiterate regarding interpretation of benefits, assistance in selecting 

replacement housing, and consultation with respect to acquiring leasing, and 

occupying replacement housing. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would result in approximately 41 

residential relocations and no business relocations.  The majority of the relocations for 

the Preferred Build Alternative would include a population where only 11.5 percent of 

the residents are living below the poverty level, and only 5.7 percent of the population is 

considered minority.  Nearly the entire community along Banks Road would require 

relocation as that roadway would be shut down as a result of implementation of the 

Preferred Build Alternative.   
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A majority of the population within the Preferred Build Alternative site boundary own 

their homes (85 percent to 90 percent), while a small portion of the site extends into a 

portion of the population where approximately 73 percent of the population rent their 

place of residence (Figure 4.3).  Based on a review of the aerial photography, it appears 

that the portion of the Preferred Build Alternative site within the 27 percent homeowner 

block group would not impact any structures potentially housing tenants or homeowners.  

It is anticipated that the proposed project would result in minor impacts on tenants in 

Spalding County.   

The population of elderly within the Preferred Build Alternative site range from 8 to 17 

percent.  Avigation easements and the 2029 DNL noise contour extend into a block group 

where approximately 22 percent of the population is 65 or older (Figure 4.4).  It is 

anticipated that implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would not result in 

disproportionate impacts to elderly residents of Spalding County. 

The boundary of the Preferred Build Alternative also is within a block group that contains 

zero percent non-English speaking residents (Figure 4.5).  Avigation easements and the 

estimated 65 DNL noise contour for 2029 extend into block groups where approximately 

4 percent of the population is non-English speaking.  It is anticipated that implementation 

of the Preferred Build Alternative would not result in disproportionate impacts to non-

English speaking residents of Spalding County. 

There are similar neighborhoods inside the city of Griffin as well as outside the city 

limits available for families to relocate into.  There are also several apartment complexes 

with vacancy available to families.  All relocations would be completed in compliance 

with the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, 49 CFR Part 24, 

and FAA Order 5100.37.  If needed, special assistance would be granted for the elderly, 

disabled, or illiterate so that they are sure to take full advantage of all of their benefits 

during the relocation process and so they are sure to select appropriate replacement 

housing. 

4.17.2 Environmental Justice 

Impacts to environmental justice communities were evaluated to determine whether there 

would be a disproportionate adverse impact to minority or low-income populations or 

households associated with a selection of the No-Action Alternative or the Preferred 

Build Alternative.  Potential impacts to environmental justice communities could involve 

a disproportionate number of relocations to one particular group, the separation of closely 

knit communities, an increase in health and safety risks to one particular group, or 

potential annoyance factors such as noise impacts. 

Impacts to Minority Populations 

According to the block group data available from the 2000 U.S. Census, there is a wide 

variety of populations in the vicinity of the existing Airport.  Communities in the area 

vary in their makeup in terms of the percentage of the population considered to be 

minority.  The populations in these communities range anywhere from 0.0 percent 

minority to 100 percent minority (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.10). 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would not result in any direct impacts to 

communities in the area of any demographic category, as there would be no construction 
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or land acquisition, and thus no relocations would be required.  However, selection of this 

alternative would potentially have negative indirect effects on the communities in the 

area of the existing Airport site (see Section 4.7.2; refer to page 4-21).  If no action were 

to be taken, the city of Griffin would not be able to move forward with a possible 

revitalization/redevelopment program that could potentially benefit all of the 

communities in the area.  For example, the City would not be able to expand the adjacent 

park onto the existing Airport property, nor would it be able to use the space for 

development of a mixed-use commercial/residential district. 

The communities in the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site are less diverse 

than those in the area of the existing Airport.  Communities in this part of Spalding 

County range from 0.0 percent minority to 62.9 percent minority.  However, the majority 

of the right-of-way required for construction of a new-location Airport would be 

contained on property that is occupied by a community that is less than 8.3 percent 

minority (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.11).  In addition, only a very small portion (4.95 acres) 

of the community containing 62.9 percent minority would be located within the 

conservative 65 DNL noise contour estimated for this alternative. 

Impacts to Populations Below Poverty Level 

According to data provided by the 2000 U.S. Census, the existing Airport site is 

surrounded by differing populations in terms of the percentage of families living below 

the poverty level.  The population in the Block Group that is located north, northeast, and 

southwest of the No-Action Alternative site is one in which approximately 23.1 percent 

of the households are living below the poverty level (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.12).  In 

contrast, the population to the east contains approximately 3.3 percent of households 

living under the poverty level, and the population to the south contains approximately 3.8 

percent of households living under the poverty level.  Selection of the No-Action 

Alternative would not result in direct impacts to these populations, as there would be no 

relocations, no alterations of transportation patterns, no disruption of planned/established 

communities, and no changes in employment.  However, potential beneficial indirect 

effects to these communities would not be possible with selection of this alternative, as 

redevelopment of the existing Airport site would not take place. 

Populations in the vicinity of the Preferred Build Alternative site range from 7.8 percent 

of households living below the poverty level to 30.9 percent of families living below the 

poverty level (see Chapter 3, Figure 3.13).  All right-of-way acquisition would be 

required from the population with approximately 11.5 percent of the population living 

below the poverty level.  Property within the population with the largest percentage of 

households living under the poverty level, 30.9 percent, would only be needed for 

avigation easements required for the RPZ that extends across SR 155.  Homeowners in 

this area and in the area southeast of the Preferred Build Alternative site (24.3 percent 

below poverty level) may also experience some impacts related to noise.  Appropriate 

noise abatement mitigation or another form of compensation would be offered to families 

that could potentially be subject to significant noise impacts. 

4.17.3 Child Health and Safety 

Pursuant to Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health 

Risks and Safety Risks, Federal agencies are directed, as appropriate and consistent with 
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the agency‟s mission, to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental 

health risks and safety risks disproportionately affecting children.  Agencies are 

encouraged to participate in implementation of the Order by ensuring their policies, 

programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children resulting 

from environmental health risks or safety risks.  Selection of the No-Action Alternative 

would not result in an increase of risk to the health and safety of children in the vicinity 

of the existing Airport, as there would be no change to the current configuration and 

condition of the facility. 

The nearest school or daycare center relative to the Preferred Build Alternative site is the 

Jackson Road Elementary School, located at 1233 Jackson Road (approximately 0.6 mile 

west of the runway end, and not along the estimated flight arrival and departure tracks).  

The Kennedy Road Middle School is also located nearby, at 280 Kennedy Road 

(approximately 0.8 mile northeast of the runway end; also not in line of the estimated 

arrival or departure flight patterns for the Preferred Build Alternative).  Therefore, no 

direct or indirect effects on the health and safety of children would be anticipated from 

implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative. 

4.18 SOLID WASTE IMPACTS 

There would be no development associated with the No-Action Alternative; no 

construction activities would occur, and therefore no demolition debris would be 

generated.  Selection of the No-Action Alternative also would not result in an 

encroachment within 10,000 feet of the Butts County Landfill as regulated by FAA Order 

5200.5A. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would result in the generation of solid 

waste in the short term.  All earthwork materials (soil) would be expected to remain on 

site.  Any trees removed would be made available for recycling by a third party for a use 

such as lumber or firewood, and other vegetation that would be removed during 

construction would be mulched and recycled or disposed of at the nearest landfill.  The 

Butts County Landfill is located approximately 14 miles east of the Preferred Build 

Alternative site and has adequate storage capacity to accept any solid waste materials that 

may be generated during construction activities.  Implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative would not result in encroachment within 10,000 feet of the Butts County 

Landfill as regulated by FAA Order 5200.5A. 

4.19 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The No-Action Alternative would not provide for the construction of airport 

improvements; therefore, selection of the No-Action Alternative would have No Effect 

on federally or state-protected species or their habitat.  The GDNR-WRD, Georgia 

Natural Heritage Program website lists the federally threatened purple bankclimber and 

the federally endangered shinyrayed pocketbook, gulf moccasinshell mussel, and oval 

pigtoe mussel as species that are known to occur in Spalding County.  All four of these 

species are known to occur in the western portion of the county, within the Upper Flint 

River Watershed (HUC 03130005).  This watershed is primarily drained by the Flint 

River, which eventually flows into the Gulf of Mexico.  The Preferred Build Alternative 

is located completely within the Upper Ocmulgee Watershed (03070103), which is 

primarily drained by the Ocmulgee and Little Ocmulgee Rivers.  These two rivers join to 



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 

December 2011 Page 4-40

  

form the Altamaha River, which eventually flows into the Atlantic Ocean.  Field 

investigations did not reveal the presence of suitable habitat for any of the federally list 

species.   

Based on a review of the GDNR-WRD database, the results of literature research, and the 

February 2010 field reconnaissance, there are no known occurrences or habitats of 

federally protected animal species, plant species, or special concern natural communities 

within the study area for the Preferred Build Alternative.  Coordination with the GDNR-

WRD confirmed that there are no known occurrences of federally or state-protected 

species within the limits of the Preferred Build Alternative site (see Appendix A - 

Correspondence).  Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would 

have No Effect on threatened and endangered species or their habitat. 

USFWS-designated critical habitat for the purple bankclimber also is present in Spalding 

County.  The entire reach of the Flint River within Spalding County is USFWS-

designated critical habitat and is located approximately 12 miles west of the Preferred 

Build Alternative site.  Therefore, implementation of Preferred Build Alternative would 

have No Effect on critical habitat for the purple bankclimber. 

4.20 WATER QUALITY 

Development activities involving stormwater, wastewater, and water supply are regulated 

in accordance with applicable Spalding County ordinances and with state and federal 

regulations, some of which are administered by Spalding County.  State laws pertaining 

to soils and water resources include the Georgia Water Quality Control Act, as revised in 

2010; the Georgia Planning Act of 1989; and the Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation 

Control Act of 1975, as amended. 

Selection of the No-Action Alternative would have no impacts on water quality, because 

no construction activities would take place.  Implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative would potentially impact water quality because it would disturb 

approximately 320 acres of uplands (260 acres forested) and up to 7,386 linear feet of 

stream resources (see Section 4.21, below).  Based on the field surveys, no wetland 

resources would be disturbed within the Preferred Build Alternative site.  As part of the 

design development, hydrologic studies would be conducted to determine the size and 

location of stormwater retention and/or detention basins that would be needed to control 

the additional runoff from cleared and paved areas at the Preferred Build Alternative site. 

There would be a potential for temporary impacts on water quality during clearing and 

grading activities at the Preferred Build Alternative site.  To minimize turbidity and 

sedimentation impacts, as well as potential pollution impacts from the use of construction 

equipment, the contractor would be required to implement BMPs, as described further 

below. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would be classified as an infrastructure 

project under Georgia‟s NPDES General Permit (GAR 100002); therefore, a Notice of 

Intent (NOI) to disturb greater than one acre of land would be submitted to the GDNR-

EPD prior to beginning land clearing/grading activities.  Also in accordance with NPDES 

regulations, an Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan would be prepared 

and submitted in conjunction with the NOI.  This plan would outline the BMPs to be 



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 

December 2011 Page 4-41

  

implemented during construction to control erosion, sedimentation, and other potential 

pollutants from entering surface waters.  Components of this plan would include the 

following: 

 Several temporary sedimentation basins would be constructed in upland areas around 

the construction site, designed to trap suspended sediment and provide a controlled 

release point for the treated stormwater from the construction site to onsite streams. 

 Silt fencing would be installed around the construction limits. 

 Clearing and grading activities would be staged such that the entire site would not be 

disturbed at the same time.  This would allow for seeding and stabilization of 

disturbed areas prior to carrying out additional clearing/grading actions. 

Minimization of impacts would be achieved by implementation of the various temporary 

and permanent erosion and sediment control devices in accordance with FAA Advisory 

Circular 150/5370-10E, entitled Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports. 

Cabin Creek and its associated tributaries comprise the main drainage system for the 

Preferred Build Alternative site, which is located within the Ocmulgee River Basin.
38

  

Cabin Creek is listed on the GDNR-EPD Draft 2010 Integrated 305(b)/303(d) List as not 

supporting its designated use of Fishing, from its headwaters in the city of Griffin to the 

Towaliga River.  Therefore, all tributaries within one mile and flowing into this reach of 

Cabin Creek are also considered impaired.  Consequently, during construction a 

replacement Airport at the Preferred Build Alternative site, the contractor would be 

responsible for implementing an additional four of a possible twenty listed BMPs to help 

reduce erosion, sedimentation, and the introduction of other pollutants into any water 

located in the vicinity of the impaired streams. 

Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative also would require a CWA Section 

401 Water Quality Certification from the GDNR-EPD for authorization of a discharge to 

waters of the U.S.  This certification involves a review of the proposed project and an 

evaluation of its potential impacts to water quality.  The review is performed to ensure 

that any discharge into jurisdictional waters is permitted in accordance with State water 

quality standards.  The application for a CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certificate is 

filed jointly with the CWA Section 404 permit application sent to the USACE, as 

discussed below in Section 4.21. 

4.21 WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS OF THE U.S. 

No wetlands or other waters of the U.S. would be impacted with selection of the No-

Action Alternative, because no construction activities would take place; no placement of 

fill material or dredging would be necessary within the boundary of any wetlands or other 

waters of the U.S.  The study area for the Preferred Build Alternative does not include 

any areas designated by the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory as wetlands.  However, 

several tributaries of Cabin Creek would be impacted with implementation of the 

Preferred Build Alternative.  Based on a conceptual design and on preliminary 

investigations, it is estimated that no jurisdictional wetlands would be impacted, and 

conservatively estimated that that approximately 7,386 linear feet of jurisdictional 
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streams would be impacted as a result of filling or piping during construction at the 

Preferred Build Alternative site. 

Avoidance and Minimization 

Total avoidance of impacts to stream resources would not be possible with 

implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative, for the following reasons:  (1) the 

abundance and widespread distribution of streams and associated riparian areas within 

the proposed project area; (2) the large impact area that is required for the construction of 

an airport; and (3) the linear nature of an Airport project, which tends to limit the 

flexibility of design. 

While impacts to streams would not be completely avoided, practicable measures to 

minimize impacts would be utilized during the preliminary design phase of the project.  

Every consideration would be given to developing a design that would reduce potential 

impacts to the greatest extent possible, as long as the project design would remain 

consistent with engineering standards and FAA safety requirements.  Reducing the fill 

footprint through the use of 2:1 fill slopes in areas that are adjacent to streams could 

potentially be used to reduce impacts to streams and riparian areas.  Slope modifications 

could potentially apply to the construction of the runway, taxiways, and OFAs. 

As discussed above in Section 4.20, to minimize temporary construction impacts on 

water quality in the affected streams, the contractor would be required to implement 

BMPs as outlined in FAA AC 150/5370-10E, Standards for Specifying Construction of 

Airports, specifically Item P-156, Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion, and 

Siltation Control.  Control measures, such as the installation and maintenance of hay bale 

barriers, silt fencing, and sedimentation basins, as well as the seeding of slopes in 

disturbed areas, would be required throughout the construction period until the 

establishment of a permanent vegetative cover in any unpaved areas. 

Compensation 

A CWA Section 404 permit and a CWA Section 401 water quality certification would be 

required for authorization of unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S., and for impacts 

greater than 0.1 acre or 100 linear feet of stream, compensatory mitigation would be 

required.  The approach Preferred by regulatory agencies is for the project sponsor to 

purchase mitigation credits from one or more USACE-approved mitigation banks.  Onsite 

stream mitigation would not be practicable according to FAA policy, as stated in AC 

150/5200-33A, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports, which discourages 

the creation or enhancement of wildlife attractants on airport properties, because such 

areas tend to attract waterfowl and other wildlife and can increase the potential for bird 

and other wildlife strikes with aircraft. 

Wetland and stream delineations would need to be completed for the Preferred Build 

Alternative site.  The impacts discussed in this document are a conservative (worst-case) 

estimate of the actual impacts that would potentially result from implementation of the 

Preferred Build Alternative, because the detailed design has not been completed.  During 

the design and permitting phase of the project, the USACE would need to approve the 

wetland and stream resource delineations.  Once approved, the surveyed resource 

boundaries would be used in conjunction with the engineering design to determine the 



Griffin – Spalding County Airport                                Final Environmental Assessment 

December 2011 Page 4-43

  

precise extent of the impacts associated with the proposed project, and this information 

would be utilized in the preparation of a CWA Section 404 permit application to be 

submitted to the USACE. 

Guidelines set forth in the USACE Savannah District‟s Standard Operating Procedure 

(SOP) for determining wetland and stream mitigation requirements would be followed to 

determine how many mitigation credits would be necessary to offset impacts to waters of 

the U.S. associated with implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative.  As noted 

above, compensatory mitigation is required for any project having more than 0.1 acre of 

wetland impacts or more than 100 linear feet of stream impacts.  A USACE-approved 

mitigation bank in the Upper Ocmulgee River Watershed (HUC 03070103) would be 

utilized as the primary source for mitigation credits, based on credit availability.  As part 

of the CWA Section 404 permit application process, the USACE would be provided with 

wetland and stream Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) worksheets and a mitigation 

plan.  The mitigation plan would include the names of any mitigation banks proposed to 

provide the credits.  The mitigation credit purchase would be finalized after the USACE 

has issued the CWA Section 404 permit and has given its approval of the mitigation plan, 

as described below. 

Permits 

It is anticipated that a Section 404 Individual Permit from the USACE would be required 

to authorize the stream impacts associated with the implementation of the Preferred Build 

Alternative.  The extent of impacts to waters of the U.S. for the Preferred Build 

Alternative would exceed the threshold for a Nationwide 14 Permit, which applies to 

linear transportation projects (including airports).  Applications for Individual Permits 

require a full public interest review.  A public notice is issued, and comments received 

during the public notice period are evaluated to determine whether the project is 

consistent with the public interest.  The time required for processing an Individual Permit 

is typically 9 to 12 months.  As noted above, the application to the USACE for a CWA 

Section 404 Permit constitutes a joint application to the GDNR-EPD for a CWA Section 

401 Water Quality Certificate.  The Water Quality Certificate is issued based on EPD‟s 

concurrence that the proposed project would be implemented in a manner that is 

sufficient to protect water quality in the surrounding resource areas. 

State and County Ordinances 

The Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act of 1975 requires that a 25-foot 

buffer be preserved around all waters of the state of Georgia, including perennial streams 

and intermittent streams.
39

  Implementation of the Preferred Build Alternative would 

result in unavoidable impacts to the regulated buffers of state waters; therefore, a Stream 

Buffer Variance from the GDNR-EPD would be required. 

4.22 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

There are no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers located in Spalding County. Therefore, 

no impacts to these resources would be anticipated in association with either the No-

Action Alternative or the Preferred Build Alternative.  
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4.23 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

TABLE 4.12 

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Environmental Category No-Action Alternative 
Preferred Build 

Alternative 

Air Quality No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Biotic Communities No Impacts Impacts 

Coastal Barrier Resources Act No Impacts No Impacts 

Coastal Zone Management Act No Impacts No Impacts 

Construction Impacts No Impacts Temporary Impacts 

Cultural / Historical Resources No Impacts No Impacts 

Cumulative / Indirect Impacts No Impacts Minor Impacts / Impacts 

Energy Supply / Natural Resources No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Farmland No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Floodplains No Impacts Impacts 

Hazardous Materials Sites No Impacts No Impacts 

Induced Socioeconomics Impacts (Negative) Impacts (Positive) 

Land Use No Impacts Impacts 

Light Emissions No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Noise No Impacts Minor Impacts 

DOT Act Section 4(f) / 303(c) No Impacts No Impacts 

Social Impacts & Environmental Justice No Impacts No Impacts 

Solid Waste No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Threatened & Endangered Species No Impacts No Impacts 

Water Quality No Impacts Minor Impacts 

Waters of the U.S. (Streams / Wetlands) No Impacts Impacts / No Impacts 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impacts None 
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CHAPTER 5.  AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC 

INVOLVEMENT 

5.1 AGENCY COORDINATION 

The environmental evaluation process for the proposed replacement of to the Griffin-

Spalding County Airport has been undertaken in coordination with various federal, state, 

regional, and local governmental bodies.  Documentation of the coordination efforts 

associated with the proposed project is provided in Appendix A. 

Early coordination letters were sent to each of the following agencies as notification of 

the ongoing EA and to gather resource information as it pertains to the Proposed Action: 

 Georgia Department of Natural Resources – Environmental Protection Division 

 Air Quality Branch 

 Watershed Protection Branch 

 Georgia Department of Natural Resources – Historic Preservation Division 

 Georgia Department of Natural Resources – Wildlife Resources Division 

 Georgia Forestry Commission – District 4 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Savannah District 

 U.S. Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation Service 

 U.S. Department of Homeland Security – Federal Emergency Management Agency 

 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development  

 U.S. Department of the Interior – National Park Service 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region 4 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Southeast Region 

 U.S. Geological Survey – Southeast Region 

5.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 

During the site selection study, three public information meetings were held at the Griffin 

Superior Court House located at 100 South Hill Street, Griffin, GA 30223.  The first 

meeting was held on October 16, 2007 to provide citizens and public officials with 

progress being made during Phase I of the site selection study.  The second meeting was 

held on December 8, 2008 as Phase II of the site selection study was coming to an end 

and the number of available sites for relocating the Airport had been significantly 

reduced.  At a third public information meeting held on July 16, 2009, citizens and public 

officials were presented with a final analysis of the Airport Site Selection Study and were 

notified that the project was moving forward to the environmental phase. 

5.3 NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC HEARING 

A Notice of Opportunity for Public Hearing was issued by the city of Griffin and 

Spalding County once the Draft EA was approved by GDOT (Appendix C – Public 

Involvement Advertisements).  The Notice of Opportunity was published two times in 

the legal organ of Spalding County, the Griffin Daily News.  The first notice was 

published on May 27, 2011, and the second advertisement was run on June 3, 2011.  No 
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requests for a public hearing were received by either the City of Griffin or Spalding 

County during the 30-day public review and comment period. 

5.4 NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASSESSMENT 

The City of Griffin and Spalding County have prepared this EA for the proposed 

replacement of the Griffin-Spalding County Airport in accordance with the provisions of 

NEPA, the Airports and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improvement, and Intermodal 

Transportation Act of 1992, and FAA requirements.  A Notice of Availability of the EA 

to the public as an opportunity to review and comment on the document was issued by 

the City of Griffin and Spalding County once the Draft EA was approved by GDOT.  The 

Notice of Availability was advertised in conjunction with the Notice of Opportunity for 

Public Hearing and was run in the Griffin Daily News on May 27, 2011 and June 3, 2011 

(see Appendix C).   

The Draft EA was made available to the public for review and comment for 30 days after 

the Notice of Availability and the Notice of Opportunity for Public Hearing were issued.  

Persons desiring to review the Draft EA were able to do so during normal working hours 

at the following locations: 

 

Flint River Regional Library 

800 Memorial Drive 

Griffin, GA 30223 

City of Griffin – Office of 

Planning and Zoning 

100 South Hill Street 

Griffin, GA 30223 

Spalding County Community 

Development Department 

119 E Solomon Street – Suite 203 

Griffin, GA 30224 

 

5.5 COMMENTS FROM AGENCIES, MUNICIPALITIES, AND ORGANIZATIONS 

A copy of the approved Draft EA was provided to each of the resource agencies 

mentioned above (see Section 5.1 Agency Coordination). Written comments on the 

Draft EA from agencies, municipalities, and organizations on the Draft EA were accepted 

during the agency review process (Appendix D – Agency Comments & Responses).   

The Georgia State Clearinghouse (Clearinghouse) received comments from three 

different agencies during the agency review and comment period.  In addition, four 

comments solicited by the Three Rivers Regional Commission (Commission) were also 

provided to the Clearinghouse.  Of the seven comments on the Draft EA submitted to the 

Clearinghouse, six were in favor of the Proposed Action. 

The Three Rivers Regional Commission solicited comments from 30 different local 

government entities in the vicinity of the Proposed Action.  Four comments were returned 

to the Commission, and three were in favor of the proposal.  The one comment against 

the Proposed Action was provided by the Henry County Board of Commissioners, which 

stated that the proposal should not be recommended for further development. 

The details provided by the Henry County Board of Commissioners stated that Henry 

County is in the process of purchasing the Tara Field Airport from Clayton County and 

has plans to extend the runway and improve the airside facilities at Tara Field to 

accommodate the aviation demand in the area.  Henry County stated that it believes that 

development of a new general aviation airport in Spalding County would be a duplication 
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of effort and funding, and that the current level of aviation activity would not support 

both airports. 

The USACE responded to the request for comments in a letter dated September 26, 2011, 

in which it recommended that a jurisdictional determination of all waters of the U.S. be 

performed within the various proposed project sites (see Appendix D).  “A jurisdictional 

determination would involve delineating aquatic areas, including wetlands, to assist with 

determining which project alternative would result in the avoidance and/or minimization 

of all fill activities within waters of the U.S.”
40

  The letter also mentions that the proposed 

project alternative sites do not encroach upon any known protected mitigation areas. 

The U.S. EPA concurred with the findings of the Draft EA in an email dated June 3, 2011 

(see Appendix D).  In the message, the EPA says, “…we concur with your selection of 

Alternative 3 to be carried forward.  From our evaluation, it appears that most of the 

major issues (e.g. noise, wetlands, water/air quality, and environmental justice) are 

adequately addressed.”
41

  The message also suggests that the Airport sponsor enter into 

consultation with state and federal resource agencies at this point in the environmental 

process, rather than waiting until the permitting phase of the project begins.  This would 

help to resolve any potential issues during the NEPA process and avoid potential 

problems during the permitting phase of the project.  Finally, the U.S. EPA recommended 

that the construction plans include Best Management Practices to be used during 

construction to prevent fugitive dust, noise, and extended idling of equipment, and that all 

construction activities should minimize sediment runoff, turbidity, and impacts to aquatic 

life through the use of well-designed containment methods. 

5.6 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Although no requests for a public hearing were received during the 30-day public review 

and comment period, GDOT elected to hold a public hearing due to the significance of 

the Proposed Action.  Advertisements for the public hearing were run in the Griffin Daily 

News on September 9, 2011 and September 16, 2011 (see Appendix C).  The meeting 

was held on September 20, 2011 from 4:00 to 7:00 PM at the Griffin Regional Welcome 

Center located at 143 N. Hill Street in Griffin, GA.  City and County representatives at 

the meeting included the Mayor of Griffin, Hon. Joanne Todd; Spalding County 

Commissioner Eddie Freeman; Griffin City Commissioner Chairman, Carl Pruett; Griffin 

City Commissioner Richard Morrow; Griffin City Manager Kenny Smith; Airport 

Director, Robert Mohl, and Griffin Planning and Development Director, Frederick 

Gardiner (Appendix E – Public Comments & Responses). 

A handout package was provided to each of the 53 individuals who attended the public 

hearing, and each attendee was asked to provide their contact information to add to the 

public record.  The handout package included a welcome letter from the Griffin-Spalding 

County Airport, a Need & Purpose Statement, a review of the alternatives analysis, an 

environmental statement, a location map, a comment card, and drawings displaying the 

existing airport layout and the proposed layout of the Preferred Build Alternative (see 

Appendix E).  Nineteen comments were received during the meeting.  Seventeen of the 
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 Correspondence with USACE dated September 26, 2011. 
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 Correspondence with U.S. EPA dated June 3, 2011. 
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comments taken at the meeting were in favor of the Proposed Action, one comment was 

uncommitted, and one citizen expressed opposition to the project.  Six additional 

comments were received by Airport Director, Robert Mohl, during the 10-day public 

comment period.  Four of these comments were in favor of the Proposed Action, while 

the other two individuals expressed conditional support of the proposal. 

Citizens commenting in favor of the Proposed Action were nearly unanimous in 

expressing their reasons for providing support:  economic development and employment 

opportunities for Spalding County and the City of Griffin.  In addition, many of those in 

favor of relocating the existing airport acknowledged the social and environmental 

constraints surrounding the existing facility and the need to move the airport to an area 

with less residential development and more available space for expansion. 

The citizen who commented against the project did not provide a specific reason, but 

stated that none of his questions were answered by the representatives at the meeting.  

The person citizen who was uncommitted did not identify the reason for the indecision.  

One of the two citizens who expressed conditional support stated that the Preferred Build 

Alternative location would better served being used as a water reserve reservoir for the 

City of Griffin.  The other person expressing conditional support of the project stated that 

the proposed location appears to be positioned in a wetland and that the airport should be 

constructed on higher ground.  That individual also mentioned that there is a radio 

transmission tower that is too close to the proposed location. 
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CHAPTER 6.  LIST OF DOCUMENT PREPARERS 

6.1 THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED 

(A Unit of Michael Baker Corporation) 

I. B. (Skip) Johnson Director of Environmental Planning and Principal in Charge 

Michael Reiter, P.E. Engineering Manager 

Mary Best, Ph.D. Environmental Manager 

Paul Condit, Sr. Environmental Planner II 

Laura Stevens Environmental Planner 

David Grigg GIS Coordinator 

Danielle Cupido GIS Analyst 

James Duguay Sr. Aviation Planner 

Amanda Hill Aviation Planner 

Jennifer Aulick, P.E. Aviation Engineer 

6.2 SUBCONSULTANTS 

Brockington & Associates   Cultural Resources Special Studies 

KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. Air Quality Special Studies 















































































Response to Agency Comments 

 

Henry County Board of Commissioners – On behalf of the Henry County Board of 

Commissioners, I write in response to the Proposed Replacement of or Improvements to Griffin-

Spalding County Airport.  As a county government sharing a contiguous boundary with Spalding 

County and also currently involved with potential airport/aviation development within Henry 

(Tara Field), we have a very real concern with the duplicative nature of these two potential 

improvement projects in such close proximity, where limited fiscal resources could never cover 

the cost of both projects. 

We are currently finalizing negotiations to purchase Tara Field from Clayton County.  Our plans 

are to make the runway and NAVAID improvements, which Clayton never had the economic 

incentive to follow through with since the airport was located in Henry County and any resulting 

development would benefit our tax digest and not theirs.  Runway extension and a precision 

instrument approach is planned, which could reach an expenditure of up to $12 million and is 

supported by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Georgia Department of 

Transportation (GDOT).   The planned Alternative 3 for Griffin-Spalding would clearly be a 

duplication of effort and funding, and the current level of aviation activity would not support 

both airports. 

Although we believe the continued pursuit of both projects is not feasible, we see great potential 

for a joint effort.  The proximity of Tara Field to Spalding County, the developable acreage 

surrounding the airport, the fact that it sits next to a very cooperative neighbor (Atlanta Motor 

Speedway), which is the region’s biggest economic engine, and the fact that we have expressed 

support from FAA and GDOT for projected improvements all bode well for a combined Henry-

Griffin-Spalding effort at Tara Field.  The key fundamental elements are already in existence and 

years could be saved over the development of an entirely new facility.  We are open to 

discussion with Griffin-Spalding officials at anytime to begin working on a plan of joint 

development and usage. 

The need and purpose of the proposed project is to construct an airport in Spalding County in 

accordance with the recommendations made in the 2003 Georgia Aviation System Plan, as well 

as accommodate the anticipated future growth of aviation demand at the Griffin-Spalding County 

Airport.  The existing airport currently maintains a solid nucleus of aviation-related business 

clientele, and it is imperative that the Airport provide for the current and future anticipated needs 

of their clients, while at the same time moving forward with improved facilities that may attract 

new businesses (aviation-related or not) to the City of Griffin and Spalding County.  It is the duty 

of both the city and county to do what is best for the local citizenry and that involves economic 

development and the creation of jobs locally. 

The state of Georgia is part of the FAA’s State Block Grant Program; therefore, the state 

maintains the responsibility of administering Airport Improvement Program grants at airports 

such as the Griffin-Spalding County Airport.  Since GDOT is the administrator of the block grant 

program, it is the expectation of the Griffin-Spalding County Airport to obtain funding from 

GDOT to help develop this project.  The Draft EA was reviewed and approved by GDOT, and 

the state supports Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) and as the best alternative for the Griffin-

Spalding County Airport. 

 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) – We recommend that the applicant performs a 

jurisdictional determination of all waters of the U.S. within the various proposed project sites.  A 

jurisdictional determination would involve delineating aquatic areas, including wetlands, to assist 

with determining which project alternative would result in the avoidance and/or minimization of 

all fill activities within waters of the U.S. 

It is necessary for us to determine if there are any jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the 

U.S. within the proposed limits of the project site.  The placement of dredged or fill material into 

any waterways and/or their adjacent wetlands or mechanized land clearing of those wetlands 

could require prior Department of the Army authorization pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act (33 USC 1344). 

Therefore, we recommend that you hire an environmental consulting firm to delineate the 

wetlands on your property.  Their contact information can be found in the yellow pages of your 

local phone book, underneath the section title “Environmental Consultants” or “Environmental 

and Ecological Services.” 

We have reviewed the various proposed project alternative sites in our database and have 

determined that impacts to these areas would not result in encroachments within any known 

protected mitigation areas.  However, if impacts to any waters of the U.S. would occur within 

these areas, Department of the Army permit will be required from our office. 

If the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts to waters of the U.S. which are less 

than one-half acre of wetlands and/or 300 linear feet of stream channel, the project may qualify 

for a Nationwide Permit.  Impacts to wetlands and streams that exceed one-half acre of wetlands 

and/or 300 linear feet of stream would require submittal of a Standard Individual Permit 

application. 

Permitting activities are expected to begin soon after the Final EA is approved and a FONSI is 

issued by GDOT.  All wetlands and waters of the U.S. will be delineated during the early phase 

of the permitting process and a jurisdictional determination will be requested from the USACE.  

The LPA Group Incorporated, who is GDOT-prequalified to perform Section 404 permitting 

activities, will be handling the permitting effort.  It is anticipated that due to the large scale of 

this project and the number of streams within the boundary of the Preferred Alternative a 

Standard Individual Permit application would be necessary for this undertaking. 

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) – We concur with your selection of Alternative 

3 to be carried forward.  From our evaluation, it appears that most of the major issues (e.g. noise, 

wetlands, water/air quality, and environmental justices concerns) have been addressed.  

However, as a reminder as noted in previous correspondence in regards to the Section 404 

wetland permitting process and the need for mitigation, we suggest that you enter into 

consultation with the state and federal regulatory and resource agencies (e.g. USACE and EPA 

wetlands office) now rather than when a permit application is completed.  This will allow these 

issues to be resolved during the NEPA process and should help to avoid unnecessary problems or 

delays during the permitting process. 

We also recommend that necessary construction work plans include implementable Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent fugitive dust, noise, and extended idling of 

construction equipment.  Also, necessary construction activities should minimize sediment 



runoff, turbidity, and impacts to aquatic life through the use of well-designed containment 

methods. 

The USACE was provided a copy of the Draft EA for review and comment.  The comments 

provided by the USACE suggested that a jurisdictional determination be performed prior to 

submitting a permit application.  Upon approval of the Final EA and GDOT’s issuance of a 

FONSI, consultants working on behalf of the Griffin-Spalding County Airport will begin the 

permitting phase of the project, which includes a delineation of all aquatic resources within the 

boundary of the Preferred Alternative as well as a jurisdictional determination prior to 

completing the Standard Individual. Permit application.  The permitting phase will also include 

working with the Georgia Department of Natural Resources – Environmental Protection Division 

(EPD) to obtain any Stream Buffer Variances that may be needed as a result of project 

implementation. 

All construction plans will include the BMPs to be implemented for this project.  Because Cabin 

Creek is listed on EPD’s 303(d) list as being impaired, four additional BMP measures must be 

implemented for this project. 









The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide improvements to the Griffin-Spalding County 
Airport by constructing a new location Level III business airport facility.  The proposed new 
location airport would include the following components: 

Need & Purpose Statement 

• A runway at least 5,500 feet long and 100 feet wide; 
• A full-parallel taxiway accessing both transient and based aircraft facilities; 
• Additional aircraft storage facilities to meet demand;  
• Precision instrument approach with runway end identifier lights (REILs) and/or approach 

lighting system; 
• High-intensity runway lighting (HIRL);  
• Jet A and 100LL above-ground fuel farm; and 
• Rotating beacon, visual glide slope indicators (VGSIs), and automated weather reporting 

system. 

The Proposed Action is needed to meet federal and state requirements for a general aviation 
airport, as well as to accommodate existing aviation demand and to foster future aeronautical and 
economic growth in the Spalding County area, based on the following primary factors: 

• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) modeling indicates that at least 5,500 feet of usable 
runway length is required in order to accommodate 75 percent of the general aviation fleet of 
large airplanes, including the Cessna Citation 500 Series, Learjets, Raytheon Hawkers, 
Dassault Falcon models 10/20/50, and the Bombardier Challenger 300.   

• The FAA recommends that RPZs be located on airport property, or at a minimum, on 
property that is controlled by the airport sponsor.  The existing runway configuration 
provides little potential for the RPZs to safely become larger if instrument approach minima 
are decreased to less than one statute mile. 

• The existing taxiway configuration requires aircraft landing on Runway 32 or departing on 
Runway 14 that are either based or visiting on-airport businesses on the south side of the 
airport to cross or back-taxi the active taxiway in order to access these facilities.  A full 
parallel taxiway that provides access to all airport facilities would increase operational safety 
and efficiency. 

• The separation between the runway centerline and the taxiway centerline is one of the FAA 
airport design factors that determine the lowest instrument approach minima available.  The 
existing separation is approximately 150 feet from the full parallel taxiway and 220 feet from 
the partial parallel taxiway, which are non-standard separation distances for an ARC B-II 
airport.  The ideal runway-taxiway separation would be 300 feet in order to achieve approach 
minima as low as one-half statute mile, as well as to safely accommodate larger aircraft. 

• The Proposed Action would meet state qualifications set forth in the Georgia Aviation 
Systems Plan for a Level II business airport (with a 5,000-foot runway) and for a Level III 
business airport (with a 5,500-foot runway) when considering the expected Airport Service 
Area (ASA) and forecasted fleet mix.  The Airport has already lost at least one business 
client that was forced to move to Peachtree City Airport due to the current airport limitations. 

• Spalding County and other area counties rely, in part, on a convenient and safe airport 
facility to help promote future economic development.  The existing Airport currently 



accommodates many successful aeronautical businesses with steady revenue and continuous 
tenancy.  However, businesses using larger aircraft must take loading penalties (e.g., less 
fuel; less cargo; fewer passengers) in order to safely take off and land on the existing 3,701-
foot runway.  These businesses are potentially losing clients due to the runway length 
limitations of the existing Airport facility; other general aviation airports in the south Atlanta 
region provide similar aviation services but have longer runways.  An airport with a 5,500-
foot runway and adequate landside facilities would support potential business and economic 
development in the area by accommodating 75 percent of the general aviation fleet at 60 
percent useful load. 

The no-action alternative is designated as Alternative 1 in the Environmental Assessment (EA).  
Four build alternatives also were considered:  the two options for expanding and upgrading the 
Airport at its existing location, designated as Alternative 2A (with a 5,000-foot runway) and 
Alternative 2B (with a 5,500-foot runway); and the two sites ranked in the Airport Site Selection 
Study as being most suitable for a new-location general aviation airport, designated as 
Alternative 3 and Alternative 4.  The Alternative 3 site is located just northeast of the city of 
Griffin, with High Falls Road as the southern boundary and Musgrove Road as the eastern 
boundary; the northern and western boundaries follow individual land parcel lines.  The 
Alternative 4 site is located in northeast Spalding County, with North McDonough Road as the 
western boundary and Amelia Road as the eastern boundary; the northern and southern 
boundaries also follow individual land parcel lines. 

Alternatives Analysis 

The five alternatives underwent additional screening as part of the EA to identify a preferred 
alternative to be further analyzed for potential environmental impacts.  The alternatives that were 
consistent with the need and purpose of the Proposed Action were carried forward to be 
evaluated for their potential to minimize adverse social and environmental impacts, and 
Alternative 3 was selected as the primary build alternative to be carried forward to a full analysis 
of potential environmental impacts.  Alternative 1 (the no-action alternative), which does not 
meet the need and purpose, was also carried forward to a full analysis of potential environmental 
impacts, as required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. 

Affected Environment 
Environmental Statement 

The study areas for this EA generally encompass the existing airport boundaries and RPZs for 
Alternative 1 (the no-action alternative) and the proposed airport boundaries and RPZs for 
Alternative 3 (the preferred build alternative).  The study areas also extend beyond these 
boundaries, as applicable to specific environmental analysis categories.  The general conditions 
at the Alternative 1 and Alternative 3 sites are summarized in Table 1. 

Environmental Consequences 
The potential benefits and adverse impacts associated with Alternatives 1 and 3 were evaluated 
for 22 categories of the human, physical, and natural environment, as summarized in Table 2. 

 

 
 



TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Environmental Category Alternative 1 (No Action) Alternative 3 (Preferred Build) 
Air Quality Non-attainment area for ozone and 

particulates; below threshold for 
NAAQS analysis but CAA General 
Conformity Rule applies 

Non-attainment area for ozone and 
particulates; below threshold for 
NAAQS analysis but CAA General 
Conformity Rule applies 

Biotic Communities No significant natural areas / 
habitats present 

Forested; agricultural; stream 
habitats present 

Coastal Barrier Resources Act Not applicable Not applicable 
Coastal Zone Management Act Not applicable Not applicable 
Cultural / Historical Resources Five historic resources listed on 

National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) present in vicinity 

Ten historic resources listed, 
eligible, or potentially eligible for 
NRHP; two potentially eligible 
archaeological sites 

Energy Supply / Natural Resources No resources present Forest resources present 
Farmland No farmlands present Prime farmland and farmland of 

state importance present 
Floodplains No floodplains present 100-year floodplains present 
Hazardous Materials Sites Eleven sites in 0.5 mile radius Four sites in 0.5-mile radius 
Land Use Transportation land use present on 

site (Airport excluding Runway 
Protection Zones); Commercial, 
Industrial, Institutional, Parks, 
Undeveloped, and Residential land 
uses present on adjacent parcels 

Agriculture / Forest, Low-Density 
Residential, Undeveloped / Vacant, 
and Rural Reserve land uses present 
on site and on adjacent parcels 

Light Emissions High-Density Residential and 
Institutional / Public land uses 
present onsite and in vicinity 

Low-Density and Medium Density 
Residential land uses present onsite 
and in vicinity 

Noise High-Density Residential and 
Institutional / Public land uses 
present onsite and in vicinity 

Low-Density and Medium Density 
Residential land uses present onsite 
and in vicinity 

DOT Act Section 4(f) / 303(c) Cultural resources and Parks / 
Recreation land use present on site 
and in vicinity 

Cultural resources present on site 
and in vicinity 

Social Impacts & Environmental 
Justice (EJ) 

EJ populations present in 2000 U.S. 
Census Block Groups applicable to 
site vicinity 

EJ populations potentially present 
in 2000 U.S. Census Block Group 
applicable to site and site vicinity 

Solid Waste Significant structural & pavement 
materials present 

Forest products and low-density 
residential buildings present 

Threatened & Endangered Species No individuals recorded / 
identified; no habitats present 

No individuals recorded / identified; 
no habitats present 

Water Quality Ison Branch (supporting designated 
use as fishing) 

Cabin Creek (not supporting 
designated use as fishing) 

Waters of the U.S.  No federal or state waters present Cabin Creek and tributaries present 
Wild and Scenic Rivers None present in vicinity None present in vicinity 
 
  



TABLE 2 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Environmental Category Alternative 1 (No Action) Alternative 3 (Preferred Build) 

Air Quality No Impacts Minor Impacts 
Biotic Communities No Impacts Impacts 
Coastal Barrier Resources Act No Impacts No Impacts 
Coastal Zone Management Act No Impacts No Impacts 
Construction Impacts No Impacts Temporary Impacts 
Cultural / Historical Resources No Impacts No Impacts 
Cumulative / Indirect Impacts No Impacts Minor Impacts / Impacts 
Energy Supply / Natural Resources No Impacts Minor Impacts 
Farmland No Impacts Minor Impacts 
Floodplains No Impacts Impacts 
Hazardous Materials Sites No Impacts No Impacts 
Induced Socioeconomics Impacts (Negative) Impacts (Positive) 
Land Use No Impacts Impacts 
Light Emissions No Impacts Minor Impacts 
Noise No Impacts Minor Impacts 
DOT Act Section 4(f) / 303(c) No Impacts No Impacts 
Social Impacts & Environmental 
Justice 

No Impacts No Impacts 

Solid Waste No Impacts Minor Impacts 
Threatened & Endangered Species No Impacts No Impacts 
Water Quality No Impacts Minor Impacts 
Waters of the U.S. (Streams / 
Wetlands) 

No Impacts Impacts / No Impacts 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impacts No Impacts 
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City of Griffin – Office of Planning 

and Development 
100 South Hill Street 
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Development Director 
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City of Griffin & Spalding County 
Public Hearing Open House Comment Card 

Draft Environmental Assessment 
Prepared for the Proposed Replacement of the Griffin-Spalding County Airport  

Please print responses. 

Name ________________________________________________________________________________ 

Address_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________________ 

              

Do you support the project?         For      Against     Conditional       Uncommitted 
Comments   ___________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________         
How did you hear about this meeting?  Newspaper     Word of Mouth    Other 

_________________________________________ 

Was the location of the meeting convenient for you to attend?  Yes   No 

If no, please suggest a general location that is more convenient to your community. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

Was the time of the meeting convenient for you to attend?  Yes  No  

If no, please suggest a time frame that is more convenient for you.  _______________________ 

Were your questions answered by the project representatives?  Yes  No 

Do you understand the project after attending this meeting?  Yes  No  

Please share your suggestions on improving the way we conduct our public meetings. 

  
 
 
 

Please mail your comments to one of the following locations: 





































































September 20, 2011 Public Hearing Open House 

Response to Public Comments 

 

The components listed in the need and purpose statement are what I would consider 

minimum needs.  If possible, a longer runway should be incorporated into the plans for the 

relocated airport.  The following response should also address the many comments received 

relating to the economic impact of relocating the Airport.  The 2003 Georgia Aviation System 

Plan recommended that the Griffin-Spalding County Airport be developed as a Level II business 

airport facility with a runway at least 5,000 feet long and 100 feet wide, including a full-parallel 

taxiway.  Based on the anticipated continued growth in the region, the City of Griffin and 

Spalding County have determined that, as a means to attract future aviation-related economic 

development, the Airport upgrades should include provisions for accommodating a 5,500-foot 

long runway with available space to expand, as the aviation demand in the region increases over 

the long term.  In addition to meeting the recommendations of the Georgia Aviation System Plan, 

the end result of constructing such a facility would be the completion of a Level III business 

airport.  Level III business airports are capable of accommodating businesses aviation demands 

on a regional level. 

It is anticipated that construction of a Level III business airport in Spalding County would help 

the Airport maintain its existing clientele of aviation-related businesses, as well as attract new 

businesses to the area.  In conjunction with the ongoing mixed-use development just south of the 

location of the Preferred Alternative, the Lakes at Green Valley, Spalding County and the City of 

Griffin will be in a great position in their efforts to bring in new industries and commercial 

enterprises to the region.  These efforts are expected to help boost the local economy and provide 

employment opportunities for the local community. 

Although there are unfortunate aspects of having an airport in our backyard, we support this 

effort to relocate the airport.  It is so very apparent that the positives outweigh the negatives.  

Most projects, and all projects of this magnitude, consist of some level of adverse impacts.  

Adverse impacts can take the form of residential or business relocations, loss of green space of 

wetlands, or having to pipe a segment of a stream.  The planning process and the environmental 

analysis are designed to help make a determination on which project alternative would result in 

the least amount of social and environmental impacts while also producing all the benefits 

anticipated from project implementation.  Based on the data collected during the site selection 

study and the environmental assessment, Alternative 3 (the Preferred Alternative) was the best 

possible option for providing a Level III business airport that will not only accommodate the 

recommendations made in the 2003 Georgia Aviation System Plan but also be capable of 

handling the anticipated future growth of the City of Griffin and Spalding County. 

After looking at the Alternative 3 proposal, this area appears to be in a wetland.  The Airport 

should be constructed on high ground and not a low area.  There is also a large radio tower in 

close proximity to the proposed location.  Based on background research and ground-truthing 

investigations conducted during the planning and environmental assessment phase of this project, 

no significant wetland areas were discovered within the boundary of the Preferred Alternative.  

However, there are several tributaries to Cabin Creek within the boundary that would be affected 

by the Proposed Action.  All impacts to any wetlands or other waters of the U.S. discovered 

during the permitting phase of the project would require compensatory mitigation, considering 

that those impacts result in more than 0.1 acre of wetland impacts or over 100 linear feet of 



stream impacts.  Although relocating the Griffin-Spalding County Airport to the proposed 

location would result in some adverse social and environmental impacts, those impacts are less 

significant than the impacts would be if the airport were to be constructed at another location.  In 

addition, the positive economic impacts resulting from project implementation make the decision 

to move forward with the relocated facility the right choice for the local community. 

After looking at the study completed for the Alternative 3 site, this area would be better served as 

being developed as a water reserve reservoir for the City of Griffin.  The planning process and 

environmental analysis were conducted as a method for determining the best possible option for 

providing Spalding County and the City of Griffin with an airport facility that is capable of 

promoting economic development in the region and suitable to accommodate the existing and 

future aviation demand in the area.  No other types of development options were explored as part 

of this study. 

None of my questions were answered during the meeting.  The meeting room was set up with 

three different stations each displaying a layout of the Preferred Alternative and a layout of the 

existing airport.  A variety of representatives were available during the 3-hour public meeting to 

answer questions regarding the site selection process, the environmental assessment and analysis, 

concerns with property acquisition, airport management, engineering, or any other possible 

issues the public may have with the Proposed Action.  The following is a list of the 

representatives on-hand during the meeting to answer questions from the public: 

 Mr. Robert Mohl, Griffin-Spalding County Airport Director 

 Mr. Frederick Gardiner, Director of the City of Griffin Planning and Development 

Services Department 

 Dr. Mary Best – The LPA Group Incorporated, Environmental Project Manager 

 Mr. Jacob Redwine – The LPA Group Incorporated, Aviation Engineering Project 

Manager 

 Mr. Jim Duguay – The LPA Group Incorporated, Aviation Planning 

 Mr. Paul Condit – The LPA Group Incorporated, Environmental 

 Ms. Lynn Green – THC (Right-of-Way), Director of Acquisition Services 

We are sorry that your questions and concerns were not adequately addressed during the public 

hearing. 




