DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
Location
Salisbury-Ocean City Wicomico County Airport
Wicomico County, Maryland
Introduction
This Finding of No Significant Impact sets out the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA)
consideration of the environmental and other factors for Airport Layout Plan (ALP) approval and
federal financial assistance for a runway extension (from 6400 feet to 7800 hundred feet) and other
airport infrastructure. This FONSI is based on the Final Environmental Assessment for Runway
Extension and Associated Infrastructure (SBY 2021 Final EA) prepared for Salisbury-Ocean city
Wicomico County Regional Airport (SBY) dated April, 2021, which is hereby incorporated by
reference.
SBY is owned and operated by Wicomico County (County). The Airport is located within
Wicomico County, Maryland, in the center of the Delmarva Peninsula, five miles southeast of the
City of Salisbury. Airport property encompasses approximately 1,024 acres, with two runways
with published instrument approaches and a taxiway system. The Airport’s primary runway,
Runway 14-32, is currently 6,400 feet long and 100 feet wide.
SBY is classified in the 2019-2023 National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) as a
Non-Hub Primary Commercial Service airport. The 2008 Maryland Aviation System Plan
classifies SBY as an Air Carrier Service airport.
Background
The information contained in this section can be found in SBY 2021 Final EA and more
specifically in Appendix A of the SBY 2021 Final EA.
The 2020 Airport Master Plan (MP), accepted by FAA in July 2020, documented the need for a
longer runway to accommodate the EMB-145LR, which is the most demanding aircraft currently
operating regularly at SBY.
As stated in the 2020 MP, Piedmont Airlines operates up to six flights a day from SBY to
Philadelphia (PHL) and Charlotte (CLT) using the EMB-145LR aircraft. Since 2016, Piedmont
Airlines has submitted several letters of support for an extension of Runway 14-32, citing the
requirement to operate at reduced takeoff weights due to the inadequate runway length. The letters
note that this restriction affects the overall profitability of the airline’s operations out of SBY.
Between 2016 and 2018, the airline initiated a transition in its aircraft fleet, from an all Dash-8
fleet to an all ERJ-140/145 fleet; during this time, the airline reported weight restrictions during
the hottest months of the year. The fleet change was finalized in July 2018. The runway
calculations provided by Piedmont Airlines for an all ERJ-140/145 fleet report weight restrictions
year-round.
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During preparation of the 2020 MP, a runway length analysis was conducted using FAAprescribed guidance from FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5325-4B and the EMB-145 Airport
Planning Manual (APM). Based on the airport elevation (52.5 mean sea level [MSL]) and the mean
daily maximum temperature for the hottest month of the year (87.9°F), the analysis identified a
need for approximately 7,600 feet of runway length for takeoff.
Additionally, during preparation of the MP, Piedmont Airlines submitted an independentlyprepared runway length analysis using inputs specific to its own Standard Operating Procedures,
which concluded that an extension to 7,800 feet and the removal of obstacles would be sufficient
to serve its aircraft fleet at its target takeoff weight.
The 2020 MP ultimately recommended an extension to 7,800 feet, which includes the 7,600 foot
length found to be justified by the FAA and the additional 200 feet desired by the County to
accommodate Piedmont’s stated needs. During the master planning effort, the FAA concurred with
the analysis recommending that the runway be extended to 7,600 feet, which is the result of the
runway length analysis using FAA guidance, and noted that it would permit the County to depict
an additional 200 feet of runway length on its ALP to provide a higher level of service to Piedmont
Airlines.
Proposed Action
The following is a list of project components as discussed and depicted on Figures 1-3 through
1-6 within Section 1.4 of the SBY 2021 Final EA
1. Shift Runway 32 to the southeast by approximately 100 feet to mitigate Runway Object
Free Area (ROFA) obstructions and meet FAA design standards. Includes marking, runway
light spacing adjustment, relocation of threshold lights, relocation of Runway End
Identifier Lights (REILs), the relocation of the existing connector taxiway to the Runway
14 end, and changes to the published instrument approach procedures associated with the
runway shift and extension.
2. Termination of Walston Switch Road into cul-de-sac
3. Extend Runway 32 by 1,400 feet to the southeast
a. Includes the extension of the runway pavement and associated parallel taxiway
pavement (pavement demolition, erosion and sediment controls, grading, drainage,
paving, installation of runway and taxiway lights and signage, pavement marking)
b. Relocation of the existing Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) lighting
systems, the glide slope (GS), and the Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System
with Runway Alignment Indicator Lights (MALSR)
c. Demolition of the existing taxiway connector on the Runway 32 end (pavement
demolition, grading, drainage, paving, taxiway lighting, signage, marking)
4. Land Acquisition (Fee Simple and Avigation Easements)
a. Acquire (fee simple) 5 ± acres of land on the Runway 14 end and 33 ± acres of land
on the Runway 32 end (within the respective Runway Protection Zones (RPZ)) to
protect existing and future airspace surfaces
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b. Acquire 15 ± acres of avigation easements on the Runway 14 end and 298 ± acres
of avigation easements on the Runway 32 end to protect existing and future airspace
surfaces.
5. Obstruction Removal
a. Remove and/or mitigate 20 ± acres of trees on the Runway 14 end and 70 ± acres
of trees on the Runway 32 end to protect existing and future airspace surfaces
6. On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
a. Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking
i. An approximately 40,000 square foot (SF) building; 14,000± square yard
apron; Up to 50± automobile parking spaces
b. Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking
i. An approximately 30,000 SF building; 4,000± SY Taxiway; 2,300± SY
apron; Up to 40± automobile parking spaces
c. Construct Future General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile
Parking/Access, and Extension of Taxiway F
i. Two hangars 10,000 SF or smaller; 8,000± SY apron; Up to 50± automobile
parking spaces; 10,500± SY of taxiway extension
d. Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars and Wash Rack
i. One row of 60’ x 60’ hangars and aircraft wash rack
e. Construct Fuel Farm (Facility F) and Fencing
i. Fuel farm for aviation fuel sized to accommodate two, 20,000 gallon aboveground tanks and one, 12,000 gallon above-ground tank with room for a
future fourth tank if demand arises
ii. 170± linear feet (LF) of fencing
f. Construct Future Corporate Hangars and Associated Apron Space
i. Three, 22,500± buildings and approximately 10,500 SY apron
g. Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars
h. Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
i. Expand Rental Car Parking Lot (adjacent to commercial, terminal facility)
j. Construct a 1,300± SF Rental Car Storage Building
Federal Action
Consistent with Part 163 of the 2018 FAA Reauthorization Act, the following project components
have been identified as having FAA Approval Authority either due to their requiring approval on
the updated Airport Layout Plan or potential future requests for Federal funding to complete (or
in some cases both). For the sake of brevity, those components that require both ALP approval
and Federal Funding are captured solely under the category of requiring ALP Approval (for
example, shifting Runway 32 to the Southeast approximately 100' has both ALP approval
Authority as well as Funding Approval Authority so it would appear on the following list under
ALP Authority only). Note also that some components have sub-components that fall into
two categories.
Project Components Requiring ALP Approval
• Shift Runway 32 to the southeast by approximately 100'
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•

Extend Runway 32 by 1,400 feet to the southeast
o Extend runway pavement 1,200' (includes associated RSA, ROFA grading)
o Extend runway pavement additional 200'
o Extend parallel taxiway 1,200', Demolish Hold Taxiway
o Extend parallel taxiway additional 200'
o Relocation of the existing navigational aids (PAPI, glideslope, MALSR)
o Obstruction Removal for 1,200 ' extension
o Obstruction Removal for additional 200'

•

Construct Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking
o Hangar (40,000 ± square feet [SF])
o Apron (14,000 ± square yards [SY])

•

Construct General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile Parking/Access, and
Extension of Taxiway F
o Two Hangars (10,000 ± SF)
o Apron (8,000 ± square yards [SY])
o Extension of Taxiway F (10,500 ± SY)

•
•

Construct Box (Executive) Hangars and Wash Rack
Construct Three Corporate Hangars and Associated Apron Space
o Corporate Hangars
o Apron Space

•

Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars
o Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars
o Expand Apron

•

Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking
o 4,000± SY Taxiway and 2,300± SY apron;

•
•
•

Land Acquisition- Fee Simple for 1,200' (25 acres)
Land Acquisition - Fee Simple for additional 200' (8 acres)
Land Acquisition to Meet Existing Design Standards
o Fee Simple - 5 acres within Runway 14 RPZ

Project Components that will Potentially Request Future Federal Funding to Complete
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Obstruction Removal of Existing Airspace Obstructions (Runway 14 - 20 acres)
Termination of Walston Switch Road into a Cul-de-Sac
Replace Roof on Piedmont Airlines Command Center
Replace Roof on Piedmont Airlines Maintenance Hangar and Offices
Re-pave Automobile Parking Lot for Piedmont Buildings
Land Acquisition- Avigation Easement for 1,200' Runway Extension (298
acres)
Land Acquisition to Meet Existing Design Standard
o Avigation Easement - 15 acres on the Runway 14 end
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Project Components the FAA does not have Approval Authority Over*
• Automobile Parking (up to 50 spaces) subcomponent of the Construct Cargo Hangar,
Apron, and Automobile Parking component;
• Automobile Parking (up to 50 spaces) and Access Road subcomponents of the
Construction of General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile Parking/Access, and
Extension of Taxiway F project component;
• Construct Fuel Farm and Fencing;
• Construction of Manufacturing Facility and Automobile Parking subcomponents of the
Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking project
component;
• Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot;
• Expand Rental Car Parking Lot; and
• Construct Rental Car Storage Facility
* These projects were analyzed in the EA as they were either required enabling projects to support
the development contained within the proposed action or were a development that met the standard
for inclusion in the EA as defined in the NEPA Regulations at Title 40 CFR § 1501.9.e
Purpose and Need
The Purpose of the Proposed Action (explained more fully Section 1.5 of the SBY 2021 Final
EA) is to:
•

Provide adequate runway length to fully accommodate current and anticipated users at
SBY; and

•

Ensure that SBY’s current facilities meet or maintain FAA design standards, effectively
accommodate existing and future facility demand, and adequately serve airport
customers

As previously discussed (above, in Background), the purpose of the runway extension to 7,600
feet is to provide adequate runway length to accommodate the EMB-145 aircraft at SBY according
to FAA guidance and the EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual.
The purpose of providing an additional 200 feet of runway length to achieve a 7,800-foot runway
is to accommodate Piedmont Airlines based on its stated need, increasing the efficiency and cost
effectiveness of the airline’s operations at SBY.
The Purpose of the proposed Land Acquisition, Obstruction Removal, and On-Airport Facilities
and Airfield Infrastructure is to permit the airport facilities to meet or maintain FAA design
standards, to effectively accommodate existing and future facility demand, and to adequately serve
airport customers.
The Need for the Proposed Action is listed below, along with the project component it references:
• The inability of the current runway length, 6,400 feet, to fully accommodate current
and anticipated users at SBY (Extend Runway 14-32 to 7,800 Feet); and
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•

The inability of SBY’s current facilities to meet or maintain FAA design standards
(Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions) and effectively accommodate existing and future
facility demand, and adequately serve airport customers (Develop On-Airport Facilities
and Airfield Infrastructure)

Alternatives
Numerous alternatives were developed and evaluated (detailed in Section 2.1 of the SBY 2021
Final EA) that would potentially address the stated Purpose and Need for the propose project:
• mitigate non-standard conditions,
• extend Runway to 7,800 feet (including alternative land acquisition options (both fee
simple and avigation easements), and
• develop on-airport facilities and airfield infrastructure.
In addition to the various build alternatives, the No Action Alternative was evaluated per CEQ
regulations. The No Action Alternative would leave SBY in its current state without any
proposed improvements. The Airport would remain in its current configuration and none of the
proposed improvements would be implemented.
Alternatives considered to mitigate non-standard conditions were:
1. Request a Modification of Standards
2. Apply declared distances
3. Shift runway 14-32
4. Relocate Airport Road and cul de sac Walston Switch Road outside of the RPZ
5. Relocate Airport Road/Walston Switch Road intersection outside of the RPZ
6. Land acquisition (fee simple and avagation easements)
7. Obstruction Removal
Each of these alternatives were compared against each other and numerous identified factors
(Operational Performance, Best Planning Practices, Environmental Factors, and Fiscal Factors).
For the analysis, please see Table 2-1: Alternative Comparison to Mitigate Non-Standard
Conditions in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
The Modification of Standards Alternative does not bring the runway and Airport into compliance
with FAA design standards. While the Apply Declared Distances Alternative would bring the
Airport into compliance with FAA standards, it would decrease the usable runway length for
takeoff and landing on Runway 32. Neither alternative meets the stated Purpose and Need and
therefore, neither was considered further in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
The Preferred Alternative requires approximately three acres of land acquisition from two property
owners (one owner is the County). Additionally, the Preferred Alternative also includes the
purchase of approximately five acres within the Runway 14 RPZ, the purchase of avigation
easements over four off-airport parcels, and the associated mitigation of airspace obstructions on
those parcels. The County chose Alternative Four (above) to mitigate the RPZ issue associated
with Walston Switch Road.

6

Alternatives to Runway Extension
Two alternatives were evaluated during the Master Plan effort, extending Runway 5-23 and closing
the airport. Neither were feasible options and were eliminated from further study.
The three Alternatives that were evaluated were Extend Runway 14, Extend Runway 32, and a
hybrid of the two, Extend Runway 14 by 200 feet and Runway 32 by 1,200 feet. Each of these
alternatives were compared against each other and numerous identified factors (Operational
Performance, Best Planning Practices, Environmental Factors, and Fiscal Factors). For the
complete analysis, please see Table 2-2: Summary of Runway Development Alternatives
Considered in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
The County chose Alternative two, extend Runway 32 as the Preferred Alternative as this
alternative achieves the desired runway length to accomplish the stated Purpose and Need, while
avoiding socioeconomic impacts associated with relocating or realigning County roads and
acquiring private residences.
Alternatives to On- Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
Only the No Action and Build Alternatives were compared and carried forward as the development
options are limited by available airport space and existing infrastructure. Detailed information
about each of the build alternatives can be found in Table 2-3: Summary of On-Airport Facility
and Airfield Infrastructure Projects Considered in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
Potential Environmental Consequences
The attached SBY 2021 Final EA addresses the potential impacts the proposed action might have
on the human and natural environment. The following resources were evaluated for potential
impacts: Air Quality, Biological (Flora and Fauna); Climate, Coastal Resources; DOT Section 4
(f); Farmlands; Hazardous and Solid Waste; Historic, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources;
Land use, Natural Resources; Noise; Sociological, Environmental Justice; and Children’s Health
and Safety; Visual; Water; and Past, Ongoing, and Future Activities. The results of these
environmental studies and analysis are summarized below. Resource areas that are absent or not
impacted by the proposed project are also included below.
Air Quality.
Based on the EPA Greenbook data as of June 30, 2020, the area is in attainment for all NAAQS.
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “Operational and construction emissions associated with the
Proposed Action are below the de minimis pollutants/precursors. No long-term air quality impacts
are expected due to operational activities for the runway extension up to 1,400 feet. Short-term or
temporary air quality impacts at the Airport would be primarily generated by construction
activities. As the project is anticipated to be developed over a period of five years, it is anticipated
that any proposed construction activity will not have an adverse impact on the community and
region. A significant difference between air quality impacts associated with an extension of the
first 1,200 feet, which is the amount justified by FAA guidance, is not anticipated. Emissions
related to construction can be assumed to be lower for an extension to 1,200 feet than for an
extension to 1,400 feet. Operational impacts would be negligible.” See section 3.1 in the SBY
2021 Final EA for more detailed analysis.

7

In summary, the Preferred Alternative is not anticipated to significantly impact air quality.
Biological Resources
According to the Information for Planning and Consultation (IPAC) website from the US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), there are no known threatened or endangered species in the vicinity
of the proposed project. While IPAC identified numerous migratory birds as potentially occurring
in the area, it is likely they would vacate the area once construction started or would be encountered
as migrants passing over the area. While the proposed tree removal could impact nests or roosting
areas, there is abundant forested areas in the immediate vicinity to accommodate nesting needs. A
separate search for Bald Eagle nests indicated that any known or occupied nests are currently
located beyond the 660-foot buffer area recommended by USFWS.
The primary biological impacts from the project were determine to be from the proposed tree
removal and wetlands disturbance.
Tree Removal Impacts
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “Implementation of this alternative would result in the disturbance
and removal of vegetative communities within the project area. An estimated 90 acres of tree
removal is proposed, which includes approximately 20 acres of clearing of individual or clusters
of trees on the Runway 14 end and the clearing of approximately 70 acres of trees on the Runway
32 end. Much of the forestland to the south of the airport property is indicated as state-reported
Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) habitat (see Figure 3-2 in the SBY 2021 Final EA for a
depiction of the Proposed Action, including general areas of proposed obstruction removal); during
preparation of the EA, DNR noted that interested landowners can contact the agency for voluntary
guidelines to preserve this habitat (see Appendix F in the SBY 2021 Final EA). The proposed
removal represents a small percentage of the available FIDS habitat in the area, and there are ample
large, unbroken tracts of forest remaining in the area for forest-dwelling species.”
Wetlands Impacts
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “The Proposed Action is anticipated to impact 50.8 ± acres of
wetlands (including 33.0 ± acres of conversion of forested wetlands) and is not anticipated to
impact streams. Wetland and stream impacts are discussed further in Section 3.14 and Section
3.17.3 in the SBY 2021 Final EA.” A more complete evaluation of the potential Wetlands impacts
can be found in the Water Resources Section of this FONSI.
In summary, with compliance with any permit restrictions and mitigation measures, the
Preferred Alternative is unlikely to significantly impact biological resources.
Climate
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “GHG emissions associated with existing and future aviation
activity at SBY would not be expected to adversely impact GHG emissions in the region, although
temporary and minor increases of GHGs would occur from construction activities. The principal
emission sources currently operating at SBY include aircraft, some equipped with auxiliary power
units (APUs), a small fleet of ground support equipment, and fuel storage and transfer facilities.
These emission sources will continue to operate at SBY whether the Proposed Action is
implemented or not.” See Section 3.3 in the SBY 2021 Final EA for more detailed analysis.
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In summary, the Preferred Alternative would not significantly impact Climate Change.
Coastal Resources
A Coastal Zone Consistency Certification Report was prepared with this EA and is included along
with the consistency determination in Appendix G in the SBY 2021 Final EA. On September 9,
2020, [Maryland Federal Coastal Zone Consistency Coordinator] provided a Federal Consistency
Concurrence that the project is consistent with the Maryland Coastal Zone Program.
In summary, the Preferred Alternative would have no impact on Coastal Resources.
Department of Transportation 4 (f) Resources
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “There are no known Section 4(f) resources on airport property,
and the nearest Section 4(f) resource is the Johnson Wildlife Management Area. The development
included in the Proposed Action is unlikely to represent a physical or constructive use of any
Section 4(f) resources.
Coordination with MHT took place in July 2020 for the Proposed Action, and MHT concluded
that no historic properties would be affected. The Proposed Action would not adversely affect any
known historical or cultural sites.” For more detailed analysis regarding historic resources, please
see Section 3.8 and Appendix H in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
In summary, the Preferred Alternative would have no impact on Section 4 (f) resources.
Farmlands
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “Coordination with the USDA was initiated during the EA by
completing and submitting USDA Form AD- 1006 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating to the
USDA-NRCS Maryland Office for review as to determine the potential impacts to farmlands as a
result of the Proposed Action. The USDA-NRCS Maryland office concluded that the proposed
activities at SBY are not subject to the provisions of the FPPA as the Proposed Action does not
result in a permanent conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.” For more detailed
information please see Appendix I in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
In summary, the Preferred Alternative would not have a significant impact on Farmlands.
Hazardous Materials and Solid Wastes
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “As none of the proposed activities are in the vicinity of existing
hazardous waste sites (including the Goldman site), it is unlikely that material from those sites
would be encountered. However, if hazardous wastes are encountered during construction
activities, construction would cease in that location until the extent and type of material was
identified and handled in accordance with federal and state regulations.
The addition of new landside facilities at an airport can cause the generation of additional solid
waste. Solid waste, including construction and land clearing debris generated from these projects,
is to be properly disposed of at a permitted solid waste acceptance facility or recycled if possible.
Every effort will be made to recycle materials; however, this will ultimately be the decision of the
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contractor awarded the construction contract under competitive bid. Very little construction and
demolition (C&D) waste is anticipated because the majority of the Proposed Action involves new
construction.” For additional information please see Section 3.7 in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
In summary, the Preferred Alternative would not have a significant impact on the generation
or disposal of Hazardous Materials or Solid Wastes.
Historical, Archaeological, Architectural, and Cultural Resources
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “Based on the conclusion from MHT [Maryland Historic Trust]
and assuming the guidance in this section regarding post-review discoveries is followed,
implementation of the Proposed Action will not cause significant impact to historic or cultural
resources. FAA re-initiated coordination with the Delaware Nation, Oklahoma and Delaware Tribe
of Indians in mid-March [2021]” Should responses arrive before finalization of the document, they
will be added to the appendix before finalization. Every effort will be made to accommodate any
concerns the tribes may have. Mitigation measures to be taken in the event of a post-review
discovery are outlined in Section 3.17.2 in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
In Summary, pending responses from the two Delaware Tribes, the Preferred Alternative is
unlikely to have an impact on Historical, Archaeological, or Cultural Resources.
Land Use
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “The Proposed Action requires 38 ± acres of fee-simple land
acquisition (5 ± acres on the Runway 14 end and 33 ± acres on the Runway 32 end) and 313 ±
acres of avigation easements (15 ± acres on the Runway 14 end and 298 ± acres on the Runway
32 end). The proposed fee-simple land acquisition would provide the County with sufficient
property interest to prevent incompatible land uses within the RPZs, and the easements would
allow for the removal of existing and future obstructions to airspace surfaces. The fee simple land
acquisition on the Runway 14 end should occur regardless of whether the runway extension occurs.
On the Runway 32 end, the amount of land required to control the RPZ associated with a 1,200foot extension (which is the length justified based on FAA guidance) is 25 ± acres; construction
of the additional 200 feet of runway desired by the County would require the fee simple purchase
of an additional 8 ± acres to control the RPZ. The additional 200 feet would not require additional
easement acquisition, as the full parcels would have been acquired based on the first 1,200 feet.”
For more detailed information please see Section 3.9 in the SBY 2021 Final EA.
In summary, the Preferred Alternative would not have a significant impact on surrounding
Land Uses.
Natural Resources and Energy Supply
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “Implementation of the Proposed Action may cause minor
increases in energy consumption from the construction of the additional runway and taxiway
lighting but should not significantly affect the local area’s ability to supply energy. The additional
runway and taxiway lighting electrical service needs would be supported from the existing airfield
electrical vault.
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Electrical supply needs for the additional hangars, fuel farm, manufacturing facility, and rental car
storage building are anticipated to be provided by separate dedicated service connections.
Neither water consumption nor other resource consumption will be significantly increased due to
the proposed development. The proposed improvements are not major operational changes, and
therefore the increased energy demand is not expected to exceed resource supplies. Any adverse
impacts to natural resources and energy supply are expected to be minor, and in some cases
(construction) temporary in nature.”
In summary, the Preferred Alternative would not have a significant impact on Natural
Resources or Energy Supply.
Noise and Noise- Compatible Land Use
To determine potential impacts associated with the proposed project, day-night average sound
level (DNL) Contours were analyzed for the year 2026 (the first year the project is proposed to be
fully operational) and five years after that (2031).
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “The 2026 Proposed Action 65-75 DNL contours are depicted in
Figure 3-15. Table 3-8 [in the SBY 2021 Final EA] identifies the areas within the DNL contour
range. The total area within the DNL contour area is 168 ± acres. The 2026 Proposed Action DNL
contour area remains within the limits of the airport property boundary, and there are no noise
sensitive land uses or other noise sensitive structures within the 2026 Proposed Action 65- 75 DNL
contour.
The 2031 Proposed Action 65-75 DNL contours are depicted in Figure 3-17. Table 3-10 [in the
SBY 2021 Final EA] identifies the areas within the DNL contour range. The total area within the
DNL contour area is 169 ± acres. The 2031 Proposed Action DNL contour area remains within the
limits of the airport property boundary, and there are no noise sensitive land uses or other noise
sensitive structures within the 2031 Proposed Action 65- 75 DNL contour. No incompatible land
uses would experience a DNL 1.5 dB increase at or above DNL 65 in 2026 or 2031 as a result of
the Proposed Action.”
In summary, the Preferred Alternative would not have a significant impact on noise sensitive
land uses.
Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety
Potential Socioeconomic Impacts: From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “The Proposed Action does not
include an activity that would induce substantial economic growth that may impact either minority
or low-income persons nor does the Proposed Action include project elements that would produce
a substantial change in the community tax base.
The Proposed Action does include a project element that may disrupt the physical arrangement of
the surrounding, established community. The Wicomico County Public Works Department
conducted an analysis of potential traffic impacts from the closure of Walston Switch Road.
Coordination efforts concluded that the closure of Walston Switch Road will have a positive traffic
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impact at the intersection of Airport Road and Walston Switch Road (see Appendix C in the SBY
2021 Final EA).”
The Proposed Action would require the fee simple acquisition of 38 ± acres of land and 313 ±
acres of avigation easement. No residential acquisition is proposed.
Potential Environmental Justice Impacts: From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “No populations were
identified that could be negatively impacted by other environmental impact categories when
examined in the context of minority or low-income populations (i.e., water resource impacts that
could impact a community that subsists on fishing or game consumption or noise impacts that may
interfere with cultural traditions of Native American tribes).
The Proposed Action may generate noise during the period of construction; however, it will be
temporary, and it is anticipated to only occur during daylight hours. Construction would remain
on airport property except for off-airport tree removal, which would be temporary and not likely
to occur during nighttime hours.
Potential Impacts to Children’s Health and Safety: From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “There are no
schools or day care facilities within the immediate vicinity of the Airport. The nearest residential
neighborhood is located approximately 0.25-miles from the Runway 23 end, and there are scattered
residences located near the Runway 14 and Runway 5 ends.
The Proposed Action is not anticipated to exceed the de minimis thresholds for Air Quality.
For the most part, construction would take place on an operating, commercial-service airport where
access is controlled. On off-airport parcels proposed for tree removal, the contractor is responsible
for maintaining access controls to the site.”
In Summary, the Preferred Alternative would not significantly impact Socioeconomic or
Environmental Justice communities or Children’s Health and Safety.
Visual Effects
The main potential visual impacts are associated with the obstruction (tree) removal. From the
SBY 2021 Final EA: “Approximately 90 acres of vegetative obstructions are proposed to be
removed within the Proposed Action, this includes land both on-airport and off-airport.
There is a residence on one parcel (Parcel 75) on the Runway 14 end where airspace obstructions
are proposed to be removed; with the exception of the cleared area where the residence is situated,
the parcel is fully forested. Removal of the offending trees is not anticipated to interfere with the
forested buffer immediately surrounding the residence. This property owner participated in both
virtual briefing sessions held as part of this EA effort.
Tree removal is also proposed on a parcel east of the Runway 32 end which appears to be a family
farm. The offending trees are located close to the airport property line and are not in the vicinity
of the residence on the parcel.
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The proposed new landside facilities are anticipated to be aesthetically compatible with the
existing development located on the Airport.”
In Summary, the Preferred Alternative would not significantly impact Visual Effects.
Water Resources
Water resources fall into two main categories, groundwater/surface waters and Wetlands. Each
resource area was evaluated for potential impacts:
Ground Waters and Surface Waters
Increased runoff, water degradation (from spills and leaks), and altered drainage patterns are
potential impacts associated with the project. The analysis indicated that the primary potential
impact to surface waters is from erosion and sedimentation during construction activities. As the
project is required to meet the environmental design requirements specified in the Maryland
Stormwater Design Manual, erosion and sediment controls and Best Management Practices
(BMPs) will be considered in the design.
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “Stormwater runoff can be expected to increase in the future as a
result of additional impervious surfaces from the Proposed Action (see Appendix B in the SBY
2021 Final EA). It is anticipated that 29.17 ± acres of impervious surface will be added during the
development of the Proposed Action (including the runway shift, runway/taxiway extension and
the on-airport facilities and infrastructure).”
These potential impacts will be mitigated by closely adhering to Maryland Department of
Environment and local water quality regulations and by closely following a project specific
stormwater pollution and prevention plan (SWPPP) and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.
Wetlands
During the preliminary engineering phase of the EA, the general aviation apron and the fuel farm
were moved from where they were originally depicted on the ALP update to avoid impacts to
wetlands and streams. The remainder of the potential wetlands impacts are primarily associated
with the runway extension
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “The Proposed Action has the potential to disturb (fill or grading)
17.69 ± acres of wetlands (7.8 ± acres of Palustrine Forested (PFO) and 9.92 ± acres of Palustrine
Emergent (PEM)) and convert 33.03 ± acres of forested wetlands (see Figure 3-24, Figure 3-25,
Figure 3-26, and Figure 3-27 in the SBY 2021 FINAL EA). Of these impacts, the runway projects
(shift and extension) are estimated to disturb 12.42± acres of wetlands and convert 31.02± acres
of forested wetlands. This includes approximately 11.21 acres of fill/grade and 28.43± acres of
conversion associated with the construction of the first 1,200 feet of the runway extension and
associated parallel taxiway, including the clearing of the airspace obstructions associated with the
new runway end location; and approximately 1.21-acres of fill/grade and 2.59 acres of conversion
associated with the construction of the additional 200 feet desired by the County, including the
clearing of the airspace obstructions associated with the runway end location associated with an
additional 200 feet of runway.”
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“Proposed impacts to jurisdictional nontidal wetlands, 25-foot wetland buffers, intermittent and
perennial streams, and/or the 100-year floodplain will require authorization from MDE and the
USACE (see Section 3.17.3)… Based on the conservative estimates included in this environmental
review, total mitigation required by USACE, which would regulate the 7.2 ± acres of wetland
disturbance, is estimated to be 13.2 ± acres. Total mitigation required by MDE, which regulates
any wetland disturbance, including clearing, is estimated to be 38.3 ± acres.”
It is anticipated that the mitigation of wetland and stream impacts associated with the proposed
development would be addressed during the Design Phase of the project and accomplished through
a combination of two mitigation methods:
• Purchase of Wetland Credits at the Maple Dam Mitigation Bank, and/or
• Permittee Responsible Mitigation (PRM): PRM requires the County to select a suitable
mitigation site and create new wetlands to offset the impacts of the development.
In Summary, with mitigation measures that are associated with the wetlands permits
required by USACE and MD DEQ (some of which were identified in the EA), the Preferred
Alternative would not significantly impact Water Quality on or around the airport.
Past, On-going, and Future Activities
From the SBY 2021 Final EA: “The projects completed at SBY within the past three years
[identified in Section 3.16 of the SBY 2021 Final EA] that required NEPA review were
environmentally reviewed by FAA using a CATEX form, meaning there are no significant impacts
associated with the projects. There are no known environmental impacts associated with recent or
proposed projects that cannot be mitigated. The collective group of recent and proposed projects
is not anticipated to result in a disruption to natural habitat or the surrounding environment.”
In Summary, the Preferred Alternative would not significantly contribute to cumulative
impacts to any resource category on or near the airport.
Coordination with General Public and Agencies
The SBY 2021 Final EA states: “The Public Involvement Program for the EA involves the
following elements and can be found in Appendix L of the SBY 2021 Final EA; review agency
coordination is included in Appendix C of the SBY 2021 Final EA.
‘Scoping letters’ were submitted to relevant local, state, and federal review agencies to invite
interested and involved parties to comment on items for the applicant to consider during the
EA process (see Appendix C of the SBY 2021 Final EA). An agency scoping call was held in
March 2020 to establish a preliminary line of communication between the County/Consultant and
review agencies. The Nature Conservancy, DNR, FAA, and the County attended the agency
scoping call. In addition, virtual meetings were held with both the Nature Conservancy and DNR
in March 2021 to confirm that the agencies are amendable to negotiations for the proposed property
interest acquisition, at the appropriate time (see Appendix C of the SBY 2021 Final EA).
Two invite-only property owner webinars were held with affected property owners in April 2020
and July 2020 (see Appendix L of the SBY 2021 Final EA). The webinars were conducted in
lieu of an onsite briefing session due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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The final draft EA was made available to the public for a 30-day review and comment period in
both digital and hard copy format, from March 18, 2021 through April 16, 2021. Two public
comments were received (see Appendix L of the SBY 2021 Final EA).
Two, identical public workshops to solicit interest in the draft EA were on March 25, 2021, one at
11:30 a.m. and one at 6:00 p.m. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the public workshops were
conducted through a virtual online platform. One member of the public attended (see Appendix L
of the SBY 2021 Final EA).
A project website was prepared and was made available to the public during the 30-day public
review and comment period (March 18, 2021 through April 16, 2021). The website contained the
draft EA document, various supporting exhibits, a ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ section, and a
link to submit an electronic comment or question.”
Additionally the FAA decision document will be available for public review for 30 days in both
digital and hardcopy format.
Mitigation Requirements
As stated previously, the primary areas requiring mitigation to reduce the potential impacts below
the significance level are associated with the proposed tree removals and the impacts associated
with wetlands. Each of the proposed mitigation measures associated with the Forest Stand
Delineation/ Forest Conservation Plan and potential wetlands impacts are analyzed in Section 3.17
in the SBY 2021 Final EA. Mitigation measures associated with the tree removal and identified
in the document include potentially purchasing Forest Stand credits or reforesting areas on or off
the airport. To address the potential loss of wetlands, wetlands credits or developing a new
wetlands site, were discussed.
In addition to the two mitigation areas identified above, mitigation measures and notification
requirements associated with previously unidentified archaeological finds and/or human remains,
were also discussed.
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Introduction
This Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
in accordance with the requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 5050.4B, NEPA
Implementing Instructions for Airport Projects; and FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies
and Procedures. This EA further complies with the State of Maryland’s environmental laws and
regulations.1 The purpose of the EA is to analyze and disclose the potential environmental impacts of a
proposed runway extension, land acquisition/obstruction removal, and various on-airport facility and
airfield infrastructure projects for the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY) as included
in the approved 2020 Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (see Figure 1-1) and to compare and consider reasonable
alternatives to the Proposed Action.

1.1 Project Setting
SBY is owned and operated by Wicomico County (County). The Airport is located within Wicomico County,
Maryland, in the center of the Delmarva Peninsula, five miles southeast of the City of Salisbury (see Figure
1-2). The Delmarva Peninsula is made up of portions of Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia and is bordered
by the Atlantic Ocean and the Chesapeake Bay. United States (U.S.) Highway 13 extends north-south
through Salisbury and Wicomico County, immediately west of the Airport. U.S. Highway 50 runs east-west
through the City and County, immediately north of the Airport. Airport property encompasses
approximately 1,024 acres, with two runways with published instrument approaches and a taxiway
system. The Airport’s primary runway, Runway 14-32, is currently 6,400 feet long and 100 feet wide.

1.2

Airport Role

SBY is classified in the 2019-2023 National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) as a Non-Primary
Commercial Service airport.

1

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) recently updated its regulations regarding development of analyses under NEPA in September
2020; however, the FAA elected to complete this NEPA review under the prior regulation, as authorized by 40 FR 1506.13 as it was underway at
the time the new regulations were enacted.
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Figure 1-1: SBY Airport Layout Plan (2020)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 1-2: SBY Location Map

Source: Google Maps
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1.3 Project Background
The 2020 Airport Master Plan (MP), accepted by FAA in July 2020, documented the need for a longer
runway to accommodate the EMB-145LR, which is the most demanding aircraft currently operating
regularly at SBY. The detailed runway length analysis from the 2020 MP is included in the table in
Appendix A.
As stated in the 2020 MP, Piedmont Airlines operates up to six flights a day from SBY to Philadelphia (PHL)
and Charlotte (CLT) using the EMB-145LR aircraft. Since 2016, Piedmont Airlines has submitted several
letters of support for an extension of Runway 14-32, citing the requirement to operate at reduced takeoff
weights due to the inadequate runway length (see the table in Appendix A). The letters note that this
restriction affects the overall profitability of the airline’s operations out of SBY. Between 2016 and 2018,
the airline initiated a transition in its aircraft fleet, from an all Dash-8 fleet to an all ERJ-140/145 fleet;
during this time, the airline reported weight restrictions during the hottest months of the year. The fleet
change was finalized in July 2018. The runway calculations provided by Piedmont Airlines with an all ERJ140/145 fleet report weight restrictions year-round (see Appendix A).
Piedmont has also noted in communications with the airport sponsor, Wicomico County, that under
current conditions, departures from Runway 32 are obstacle-limited, and departures from Runway 14 are
field-limited, meaning the runway length is insufficient.
During preparation of the 2020 MP, a runway length analysis was conducted using FAA-prescribed
guidance from FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5325-4B and the EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual (APM).
The runway length discussion from the 2020 MP is included as Appendix A. Based on the airport elevation
(52.5 mean sea level [MSL]) and the mean daily maximum temperature for the hottest month of the year
(87.9°F), the analysis identified a need for approximately 7,600 feet of runway length for takeoff.
Additionally, during preparation of the MP, Piedmont Airlines submitted an independently-prepared
runway length analysis using inputs specific to its own Standard Operating Procedures, which concluded
that an extension to 7,800 feet and the removal of obstacles would be sufficient to serve its aircraft fleet
at its target takeoff weight (see Appendix A).
The 2020 MP ultimately recommended an extension to 7,800 feet, which includes the 7,600 foot length
found to be justified by the FAA and the additional 200 feet desired by the County to accommodate
Piedmont’s stated needs. During the master planning effort, the FAA concurred with the analysis
recommending that the runway be extended to 7,600 feet, which is the result of the runway length
analysis using FAA guidance, and noted that it would permit the County to depict an additional 200 feet
of runway length on its ALP to provide a higher level of service to Piedmont Airlines. The FAA noted that
the additional 200 feet desired by the County may not be eligible for federal funding under the Airport
Improvement Program (AIP).
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1.4 Proposed Action
The Proposed Action to be analyzed in this EA includes the following project components, which are
depicted in Phase I (0-5 years) on the 2020 ALP and are depicted on Figure 1-3, Figure 1-4, Figure 1-5, and
Figure 1-6:
1. Shift Runway 32 to the southeast by approximately 100 feet to mitigate Runway Object Free Area
(ROFA) obstructions and meet FAA design standards. Includes marking, runway light spacing
adjustment, relocation of threshold lights, relocation of Runway End Identifier Lights (REILs), the
relocation of the existing connector taxiway to the Runway 14 end, and changes to the published
instrument approach procedures associated with the runway shift and extension2
2. Termination of Walston Switch Road into cul-de-sac3
3. Extend Runway 32 by 1,400 feet to the southeast
a. Includes the extension of the runway pavement and associated parallel taxiway pavement
(pavement demolition, erosion and sediment controls, grading, drainage, paving,
installation of runway and taxiway lights and signage, pavement marking)
b. Relocation of the existing Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) lighting systems, the
glide slope (GS), and the Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Runway
Alignment Indicator Lights (MALSR)
c. Demolition of the existing taxiway connector on the Runway 32 end (pavement
demolition, grading, drainage, paving, taxiway lighting, signage, marking)
4. Land Acquisition (Fee Simple and Avigation Easements)4
a. Acquire (fee simple) 5 ± acres of land on the Runway 14 end and 33 ± acres of land on the
Runway 32 end (within the respective Runway Protection Zones (RPZ)) to protect existing
and future airspace surfaces
b. Acquire 15 ± acres of avigation easements on the Runway 14 end and 298 ± acres of
avigation easements on the Runway 32 end to protect existing and future airspace
surfaces
5. Obstruction Removal
a. Remove and/or mitigate 20 ± acres of trees on the Runway 14 end and 70 ± acres5 of trees
on the Runway 32 end to protect existing and future airspace surfaces
6. On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
2

Published instrument approach procedures to Runway 14-32 are ILS or LOC RWY 32; RNAV (GPS) RW 32; RNAV (GPS) RW 14

3

During the finalization of the MP, Wicomico County closed Walston Switch Road. The construction of a cul-de-sac has not yet been initiated
by Wicomico County.
4

The amount of easement to be acquired is greater than the acreage of tree obstructions to be removed (see Item 5) because the 2020 MP
recommends acquiring an easement over the full parcel in some cases, instead of only where obstructions are currently identified, to avoid the
need to acquire more easements in the future.
5

The Airport Master Plan indicated the need to remove approximately 170 acres of airspace obstructions on the Runway 32 end, which was a
conservative estimate. Revised estimates conducted during this EA, coupled with the independent June 2020 removal of approximately 60 acres
of tree obstructions by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) on its Parcel 27, have resulted in an estimated 70 acres of remaining
tree obstructions on the Runway 32 end.
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a. Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking (Facility Q on Figure 1-3)
i. An approximately 40,000 square foot (SF) building; 14,000± square yard (SY)
apron; Up to 50± automobile parking spaces
b. Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking (Facility U)
i. An approximately 30,000 SF building; 4,000± SY Taxiway; 2,300± SY apron; Up to
40± automobile parking spaces
c. Construct Future General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile Parking/Access, and
Extension of Taxiway F (Facilities O & N)
i. Two hangars 10,000 SF or smaller; 8,000± SY apron; Up to 50± automobile parking
spaces; 10,500± SY of taxiway extension
d. Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars (Facility G) and Wash Rack
i. One row of 60’ x 60’ hangars and aircraft wash rack
e. Construct Fuel Farm (Facility F) and Fencing
i. Fuel farm for aviation fuel sized to accommodate two, 20,000 gallon aboveground tanks and one, 12,000 gallon above-ground tank with room for a future
fourth tank if demand arises
ii. 170± linear feet (LF) of fencing
f. Construct Future Corporate Hangars and Associated Apron Space (Facilities C, D, & E)
i. Three, 22,500± buildings and approximately 10,500 SY apron
g. Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars (General Aviation area, south
of the terminal area)
h. Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
i. Expand Rental Car Parking Lot (adjacent to commercial, terminal facility)
j. Construct a 1,300± SF Rental Car Storage Building (Facility V)
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Figure 1-3: Proposed Action (1 of 4)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 1-4: Proposed Action (2 of 4 - Runway 14 End)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 1-5: Proposed Action (3 of 4 - Runway 32 End)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 1-6: Proposed Action (4 of 4 - Landside Facility Development)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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1.5 Purpose and Need
In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, this section describes the underlying Purpose and Need for the
federal action. The Purpose and Need discussion identifies the problem facing the proponent (e.g., the
need for action), the purpose of the action (e.g., the proposed solution to the problem), and the proposed
timeframe for implementing the action.

1.5.1 Purpose of the Proposed Action
The general Purpose of the Proposed Action is to:
▪

Provide adequate runway length to fully accommodate current and anticipated users at SBY;
and

▪

Ensure that SBY’s current facilities meet or maintain FAA design standards, effectively
accommodate existing and future facility demand, and adequately serve airport customers

The purpose of the runway extension to 7,600 feet is to provide adequate runway length to accommodate
the EMB-145 aircraft at SBY according to FAA guidance and the EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual.
The purpose of providing an additional 200 feet of runway length to achieve a 7,800-foot runway is to
accommodate Piedmont Airlines based on its stated need, increasing the efficiency and cost effectiveness
of the airline’s operations at SBY.
The Purpose of the proposed Land Acquisition, Obstruction Removal, and On-Airport Facilities and Airfield
Infrastructure is to permit the airport facilities to meet or maintain FAA design standards, to effectively
accommodate existing and future facility demand, and to adequately serve airport customers.

1.5.2 Need for the Proposed Action
As noted previously, the Proposed Action is a compilation of three project components:
▪
▪
▪

Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions
Extend Runway 14-32 to 7,800 Feet
Develop On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure

The general Need for the Proposed Action is listed below, along with the project component it references:
▪

The inability of the current runway length, 6,400 feet, to fully accommodate current and
anticipated users at SBY (Extend Runway 14-32 to 7,800 Feet); and

▪

The inability of SBY’s current facilities to meet or maintain FAA design standards (Mitigate
Non-Standard Conditions) and effectively accommodate existing and future facility demand,
and adequately serve airport customers (Develop On-Airport Facilities and Airfield
Infrastructure)
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1.5.2.1 Inability of Runway Length to Fully Accommodate Current and Anticipated
Users at SBY
As noted previously, Piedmont Airlines has submitted several letters of support since 2016 for an
extension of Runway 14-32, citing the requirement to operate at reduced takeoff weights due to the
inadequate runway length.
As noted previously, during preparation of the 2020 MP, a runway length analysis was conducted using
FAA-prescribed guidance from FAA AC 150/5325-4B and the EMB-145 APM (see Appendix A). Based on
the airport elevation (52.5 MSL) and the mean daily maximum temperature for the hottest month of the
year (87.9°F), the analysis identified a need for approximately 7,600 feet of runway length for takeoff.
Also during preparation of the MP, Piedmont Airlines submitted an independently-prepared runway
length analysis using inputs specific to its own Standard Operating Procedures, which concluded that an
extension to 7,800 feet and the removal of obstacles would be sufficient to serve its aircraft fleet at its
target takeoff weight (see Appendix A).
The analyses use different inputs to calculate runway length required. For example, the analysis
conducted by Piedmont assumes a higher average temperature (35°C/95°F) than FAA guidance allows.
The 2020 MP ultimately recommended an extension to 7,800 feet, which includes the 7,600-foot length
found to be justified by the FAA and the additional 200 feet desired by the County to accommodate
Piedmont’s stated needs. During the master planning effort, the FAA noted that it would permit the
County to depict the extension to 7,800 feet on its ALP, but that only an extension to 7,600 feet would be
justified for federal funding because that is the length justified using FAA’s guidance.
After completion of the 2020 MP and during preparation of this EA, Piedmont provided a more detailed
analysis of load restrictions than was available during the master planning effort. This analysis notes that
on average, current flights to CLT are restricted to 36 passengers (from a potential 50 passengers) on
departures from Runway 14, and to 34 passengers on departures from Runway 32 (see Appendix A).
As noted previously, Piedmont has noted airspace obstacles on both runway ends, consisting of individual
trees and utility poles on the Runway 14 end and trees on the Runway 32 end. The County’s Proposed
Action does not include removing obstacles specifically identified by the airline, as they penetrate an
airline-specific surface used only in airline flight planning. However, the tree obstacles noted by Piedmont
on the Runway 32 end would be largely removed during the runway extension project as they also
penetrate the federally protected airspace associated with the Runway 32 extension. As detailed in the
table in Appendix A, the analysis notes that extending the runway per FAA design guidance (to 7,600 feet)
and clearing the tree obstructions to airspace would enable flights departing from Runway 14 to
accommodate an average of between 47 and almost 50 passengers, depending on the outside
temperature and runway conditions (wet versus dry). Extending the runway an additional 200 feet, as
desired by the County, and clearing the tree obstructions to airspace would enable flights departing from
Runway 14 to accommodate an average of between 48 and 50 passengers.
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Figure 1-7: Takeoff Runway Needs for the EMB-145LR

Source: Embraer EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual, revised January 29, 2007; 2020 SBY Master Plan
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The Piedmont analysis notes that for flights departing from the Runway 32 end, an extension to 7,600 feet
(which is justified by FAA runway length guidance) would enable aircraft to accommodate an average of
46 passengers (see Appendix A). Extending the runway an additional 200 feet, as desired by the County,
would enable flights departing from Runway 32 to accommodate an average of 48 passengers and up to
50 passengers when the temperature is 59°F and below. The County has undertaken a separate, locallyled and funded effort to address several obstacles on the Runway 14 end (trees and electric poles)
identified by Piedmont Airlines to possibly provide additional load restriction improvements for
departures from Runway 32.
In addition to documenting the need for a longer runway at SBY, the 2020 MP also identified tree
obstructions to the existing and future, federally-protected airspace surfaces, both on and off airport
property, and proposed various on-airport facility and airfield infrastructure projects that would enable
the Airport to accommodate the existing and anticipated operational demand and adequately serve its
existing and future airport users.
The runway length analysis conducted using FAA guidance and the EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual recommended a 1,200-foot
extension of Runway 14-32 to achieve a runway length of 7,600 feet. The need for the runway extension to 7,600 feet is the
inability of the existing 6,400-foot runway to accommodate the most demanding aircraft that currently operates regularly at SBY,
the EMB-145LR, without accommodations such as payload restrictions.

In consideration of the separate runway length analysis conducted by Piedmont Airlines, Wicomico
County desires to extend the runway by an additional 200 feet to achieve a runway length of 7,800 feet.
The additional 200 feet of runway length is beyond what is recommended by FAA guidance, but would
further reduce the payload restrictions reported by Piedmont Airlines. The need for the additional 200
feet is the inability of the proposed 7,600-foot runway to accommodate the EMB-145LR based on
Piedmont Airlines’ stated needs. Piedmont Airlines has reported that the inadequate runway length at
SBY affects the overall profitability of the airline’s operations out of SBY. A runway extension to 7,800 feet
and the associated airspace clearing to the new Runway 32 end would enable aircraft departing from
Runways 14 and 32 to operate at up to 49 and 50 passengers, respectively, throughout the year, further
improving the airline’s profitability.
1.5.2.2 Inability to Meet or Maintain FAA Design Standards
FAA AC 150/5300-13A (AC-13) provides design standards for airport geometrical layout, runway and
taxiway/taxilane design, and associated elements. These standards include requirements for maintaining
the ROFA and RPZs. During the preparation of the 2020 MP, it was discovered that the existing ROFA for
Runway 14-32 is penetrated by a section of airport perimeter fence and therefore does not meet FAA
design standards. Several mitigation options for this non-standard condition were considered during the
planning effort, which ultimately recommended that Runway 14-32 be shifted toward the southeast by
approximately 100 feet to remove the fence from within the ROFA (see Figure 1-3). In addition, the County
proposes to terminate the existing Walston Switch Road into a cul-de-sac to remove the road intersection
from within the RPZ.6 The RPZ is a trapezoidal-shaped area located on the end of the runway. Airports are
required by FAA to control to the greatest extent practicable the land within an RPZ to prevent the
creation of hazards to landing and departing aircraft and to enhance protection of people and property
on the ground.
6

During the finalization of the MP, Wicomico County closed Walston Switch Road. The construction of a cul-de-sac has not yet been initiated
by Wicomico County.
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Another non-standard condition noted during preparation of the 2020 MP is that the County does not
fully control the land within the existing RPZ to Runway 14 or the future RPZ associated with the extended
Runway 32 end. The acquisition of approximately five acres within the Runway 14 RPZ and approximately
33 acres within the future Runway 32 RPZ is included in the Proposed Action to meet FAA design standards
(see Figure 1-3).
The guidance provided by AC-13 is complemented by 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe,
Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace (14 CFR Part 77). Approximately 20 acres of trees
that penetrate the existing airspace on the Runway 14 end and 70 ± acres of trees that will penetrate the
airspace on the Runway 32 end once the runway is extended are proposed to be removed, and the
appropriate avigation easements are proposed to be acquired to mitigate this non-standard condition.
The acquisition of 15 ± acres of avigation easements on the Runway 14 end and 298 ± acres of avigation
easements on the Runway 32 end is included as part of the Proposed Action. (The amount of easement
to be acquired is greater than the acreage of tree obstructions to be removed because the 2020 MP
recommends acquiring an easement over the full parcel in some cases, instead of only where obstructions
are currently identified, to avoid the need to acquire more easements in the future.) Proposed land
acquisition and tree removal is depicted in Figure 1-3.
1.5.2.3 Inability to Accommodate Existing and Future Demand
Although the demand forecast included in the 2020 MP anticipates 12 additional based aircraft at SBY
over the planning period, the County reports that there is currently no available, additional storage space
for corporate aircraft owners who wish to base at SBY. To meet the existing and anticipated need for
aircraft storage and operating space depicted in Figure 1-6, the County has proposed the development of
additional hangar facilities, including two hangars intended for small, general aviation aircraft (Facilities
O and N) and associated apron, taxiway extension to the apron, and automobile parking and access; one
row of Box (“Executive”) Hangars (Facility G) with associated aircraft wash rack; and three corporate
hangars with associated apron space (Facilities C, D, and E). The demolition or relocation of the existing
hangars in the general aviation area so that they are aligned with Airport Road, and an approximately
6,200 SY apron expansion in that area, is also proposed.
A cargo hangar with associated apron space and automobile parking to support cargo operations and
cargo maintenance purposes are also included in the Proposed Action. During preparation of the 2020
MP, Airport Management reported that the current cargo operator, FedEx, has outgrown its current space
and could be a potential tenant for the new cargo facility. FedEx advised Airport Management in 2018
that SBY is planned to begin receiving service from the company’s ATR72-600F turboprop freighters (see
Appendix C). While the detailed schedules and frequencies of operations of the ATR72 are not yet known,
the proposed cargo apron depicted conceptually on the ALP and Figure 1-6 has been sized to
accommodate three parking positions suitable for the ATR72.
In addition, the County has prioritized development within the adjacent Airport Business Park to
accommodate businesses that wish to locate there. An approximately 30,000 SF Manufacturing Facility
(Facility U) and the associated taxiway/apron and automobile parking is proposed to be constructed
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during Phase I (in the next five years). The 2020 MP notes that the intended tenant is a manufacturer of
unmanned aerial systems (UAS).7
1.5.2.4 Inability of Current Facilities to Adequately Serve Airport Customers
General aviation airport users require various services, including aviation fuel. The existing fuel farm at
SBY is 33 years old; in addition, the fuel is stored underground, which makes maintenance and monitoring
difficult. A new fuel farm (Facility F on Figure 1-6) is proposed to be developed in Phase I in the general
aviation (southwest) quadrant of the airfield, adjacent to the existing T-hangars. The fuel farm is proposed
to be a double-walled, above-ground facility, sized to accommodate two, 20,000-gallon tanks of Jet-A fuel
and one 12,000-gallon tank of AvGas fuel, with room for a fourth tank if demand arises.
An expansion of the automobile parking lot serving the commercial terminal facility is included in the
Proposed Action. Airport Management reported during preparation of the 2020 MP that there is an
immediate demand for additional parking spaces beyond the 452 spaces it currently offers. The parking
expansion is based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually and conservatively on the ALP
(see Figure 1-1).
Facilities to better accommodate rental cars are also included as part of the Proposed Action, including
the expansion of the rental car parking lot and the construction of a storage facility for rental car
companies. The rental car lot is located northwest of the terminal building and contains 117 spaces.
Airport Management has noted that due to inadequate parking space in the rental car lot, rental cars
sometimes park in the passenger lot. The parking expansion is based on Airport-reported need and is
depicted conceptually and conservatively on the ALP (Figure 1-1) and in Figure 1-6. An equipment storage
facility for rental car companies is also proposed, based on expressed demand by the companies serving
SBY, as reported by Airport Management. The storage facility would hold such items as cleaning supplies,
vacuums, and various other equipment.

1.5.3 Proposed Timeframe for Implementing the Proposed Action
Wicomico County has stated its intent to construct the proposed runway extension upon receipt of the
necessary federal, state, and local approvals, including a favorable environmental finding to the EA by FAA
and the applicable federal, state, and local permits. To expedite the Runway Extension Program, the
County has locally funded the EA, Land Acquisition services, and Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) efforts, which
are being conducted concurrently during 2020; however, initiating the Land Acquisition and BCA efforts
before the EA is completed is not intended to presuppose the outcome of the EA. The County has
proposed separating the runway extension construction program into three phases: extending the runway
in Phase I, extending the parallel Taxiway A in Phase II, and, finally, relocating the existing navigational
aids (GS and MALSR) in Phase III (see the bulleted list below). For funding reasons, Phase I is broken into
two years.

7

The ALP depicts a 60,000 SF building which is proposed to be constructed in phases (likely two, 30,000 SF structures) based on future tenant
need and funding availability, with the first 30,000 SF being constructed in Phase I (within five years). In March 2020, in response to a Section
163 review request by the County, the FAA confirmed that the proposed automobile parking and access connector (and the second 30,000 SF
structure proposed for construction in Phase II) are non-aeronautical uses not subject to FAA regulation (including NEPA review); however, the
proposed parking and access proposed in Phase I are included on the Proposed Action exhibit so that the full, proposed facility is depicted.
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According to the County’s Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP) submitted to the FAA and Maryland
Aviation Administration (MAA) in spring 2020, the County’s anticipated timeframe for implementation of
the Runway Extension Program is:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

2020: Environmental Assessment / Design / Land Services
2021: Land Acquisition (Purchase)
2022: Wetland Mitigation / Runway Construction, Phase I, Year 1 (Extend Runway 32)
2023: Runway Construction, Phase I, Year 2 (Extend Runway 32)
2024: Runway Construction, Phase II (Extend Taxiway A)
2025: Runway Construction, Phase III (Relocate GS and MALSR)

This proposed construction schedule is subject to federal, state, and local approvals and the availability of
federal, state, and local funding and was prepared before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and its
related economic impacts.
Facility development, such as hangar buildings and manufacturing facilities, tends to be demand-driven,
as airport sponsors typically rely on private funding to initiate these types of projects. The timeline for
implementation of the on-airport facility and airfield infrastructure projects, as included in the County
ACIP submitted to the FAA/MAA in spring 2020, is listed below. Actual implementation is dependent on
the availability of federal, state, and local approvals and funding.
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

2021: Obstruction Removal, Runway 14 End (existing obstructions)
2022: Equipment Storage Facility for rental car providers
2022: Shift Runway 32 by 100 ± feet (occurs during the Runway Extension Program)
2022: Obstruction Removal, Runway 32 End (occurs during the Runway Extension Program)
2022: Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking (Facility Q) - DESIGN
2022: Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot - DESIGN
2023: Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot - CONSTRUCTION
2024: Manufacturing Facility/Taxiway Apron, and Automobile Parking (Facility U)
2024: Future GA Apron/Hangars, Auto Parking/Access, Extension of Taxiway F (Facilities O
and N)
2024: Box (“Executive”) Hangars (Facility G)
2025: Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking (Facility Q) - CONSTRUCTION
2025: Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated Apron Space (Facilities C, D, and E)

Items not captured in the County’s ACIP include the expansion of the rental car parking lot, the proposed
fuel farm, and the apron expansion and hangar relocation proposed in the general aviation area;
therefore, specific, proposed dates of implementation are not provided for those projects. However, by
depicting them in Phase I on its ALP, the County has documented its expectation that these projects would
occur during the first five years from ALP approval (from 2020 through 2025).
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Development Alternatives
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Implementing Instructions for Airport Projects, and FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies
and Procedures, states that EAs must compare the expected environmental effects of the No Action, the
Proposed Action, and reasonable alternative actions (if any).
The Preferred Development Alternative recommended in the 2020 Airport Master Plan (MP) and depicted
on the approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP) for Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY) (see
Figure 1-1) is a compilation of the results of three, separate planning analyses conducted in the MP. These
analyses include:
▪
▪
▪

Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions
Extend Runway 14-32 to 7,800 Feet
Develop On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure

This chapter identifies the Build Alternatives considered for the project components that make up the
Proposed Action (see Figure 1-3). First, this chapter reviews alternatives considered during the 2020 MP
to mitigate two non-standard conditions: the presence of the existing airport perimeter fence within the
Runway Object-Free Area (ROFA) and the presence of roads within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ)
associated with Runway 14. Second, this chapter reviews three development alternatives to achieve a
runway extension of 7,800 feet. Finally, this chapter reviews the Build Alternative for the proposed, onairport facility and airfield infrastructure projects.
For the purposes of the EA analysis, a No Action Alternative is presented for each of the project
components in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and FAA guidance to serve
as a baseline against which to measure impacts.
A screening analysis is conducted on the development alternatives to assist in selection of the County’s
preferred alternative. For the development alternatives considered but eliminated from further study, the
EA will briefly explain why they were eliminated. The No Action Alternative will be advanced through the
EA analysis as a basis of comparison against which the development alternatives can be evaluated. The
chapter concludes with the selection of a Preferred Alternative for the Proposed Action. The Preferred
Alternative is the result of the alternative screenings and is consistent with the stated Purpose and Need.

2.1 Alternatives to Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions
2.1.1 Background
The airport perimeter fence on the Runway 14 end of the existing airfield penetrates two corners of the
ROFA (see Figure 2-1). The airport property extends to both roads, and the presence of these roads
prevents the perimeter fence from being relocated outside of the ROFA.
In addition, Airport Road and Walston Switch Road are located within the RPZ for Runway 14. Airport
sponsors are required by FAA to control to the greatest extent possible the land within an RPZ, ideally
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through the fee simple acquisition of property. Of the 29.5 ± acres that encompass the Runway 14 RPZ, 5
± acres are not controlled by the Airport.
The 2020 MP also identified obstructions to airspace surfaces associated with both Runway 14 and
Runway 32, which must be mitigated to protect existing and future airspace surfaces.
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Figure 2-1: Non-Standard Conditions

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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2.1.2 ROFA/RPZ
This section reviews the five mitigation methods that were considered during the 2020 MP effort.
2.1.2.1 No Action
Under the No Action Alternative, the airport layout would remain as it currently exists. This means that
the airport perimeter fence would remain a penetration to the ROFA, and Airport Road and Walston
Switch Road would remain inside the RPZ. Because no development is associated with this No Action
Alternative, no environmental impacts or construction costs are associated with it (see Figure 2-2).
2.1.2.2 Alternative One: Modification of Standards (MOS)
The Airport could request that FAA approve an MOS for the presence of the fence within the ROFA. This
option is a “no cost” option, meaning it can address the issue administratively and without requiring
construction; as a result, no anticipated environmental impacts are associated with this option. However,
an MOS is not intended to be a permanent solution to mitigate Non-Standard Conditions.
2.1.2.3 Alternative Two: Apply Declared Distances
Declared distances communicate the amount of usable runway available for both takeoff and landing at
an airport. FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A (AC-13) defines the four declared distances: Takeoff
Run Available (TORA) and Takeoff Distance Available (TODA), which apply to takeoff; Accelerate Stop
Distance Available (ASDA), which applies to a rejected takeoff; and Landing Distance Available (LDA),
which applies to landing.
The ASDA and LDA for Runway 32 could be established to end 100 feet east of the Runway 14 threshold.
This would eliminate the non-standard condition by “shifting” the ROFA associated with landings 100 feet
to the east; however, it would shorten the usable runway length from 6,400 feet to 6,300 feet for takeoff
and landing on Runway 32. Additionally, declared distances can be confusing for pilots unfamiliar with
their use. This option is conservatively estimated to cost $100,000 to address the required modifications
to runway lighting; these minor modifications would take place on previously disturbed ground and are
not anticipated to have significant environmental impacts. Noise impacts associated with operations from
Runway 14 would remain the same as current conditions; noise impacts associated with operations from
Runway 32 could decrease as the aircraft would be operating 200 feet to the east of where they normally
take off.
2.1.2.4 Alternative Three: Shift Runway 14-32
The physical shift of the entire runway was considered as an alternative to address the non-standard ROFA
condition. Three different variations of this alternative were considered. Each option shifts the Runway
14 threshold to the southeast and two options (3A and 3B) would include the establishment of a displaced
threshold and publication of declared distances.8
8

These runway shift options represent minor construction limited to airport property; wetland and stream impacts were assessed as they are
the most immediate, potential environmental impacts.
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Option 3A: The runway threshold would be shifted to the southeast by 200 feet to remove the
fence from the ROFA (see Figure 2-3). (While the fence is located approximately 95 feet from the
southwestern corner of the ROFA, additional distance was considered in this conceptual design
analysis to allow room to accommodate the fence, ditches, grading, and existing runway light
spacing.) In addition to the runway, the parallel taxiway, threshold lights, taxiway lights,
navigational aids, and approach lighting system (MALSR) on the Runway 32 end must also be
shifted. The 200 feet from the existing threshold would be marked as displaced threshold. The
relocated MALSR would impact a conservatively estimated 1 ± acre of wetlands, as it shifts 200
feet to the southeast. A general, engineer’s opinion of probable cost of approximately $6 million
was developed for this option.
Option 3B: The runway would be shifted by 100 feet, the approximate minimum distance required
to ensure that the existing perimeter fence is outside of the ROFA (see Figure 2-4). The 100 feet
from the existing threshold would be marked as displaced threshold. This option would require
the demolition of the existing end taxiway located at Runway 32 because the taxiway-to-taxiway
separation with the new end taxiway would not be adequate to meet Airplane Design Group
(ADG) III standards. This option also includes the potential cost of adjusting the runway lights for
spacing consistency. The relocated MALSR would impact a conservatively estimated 0.76 ± acres
of wetlands, as it shifts 100 feet to the southeast. A general, engineer’s opinion of probable cost
of approximately $5.5 million was developed for this option.
Option 3C: The Runway 14 threshold would be relocated by approximately 100 feet to the
southeast as opposed to displaced (see Figure 2-5). This would require the construction of a new
end taxiway for both Runway 14 and Runway 32 as well as the demolition of the existing end
taxiway located at Runway 14. The relocated MALSR would impact a conservatively estimated
0.76 ± acres of wetlands, as it shifts 100 feet to the southeast. A general, engineer’s opinion of
probable cost of approximately $6.5 million was developed for this option.
2.1.2.5 Alternative Four: Relocate Airport Road and Cul-de-Sac Walston Switch Road
Outside of RPZ
Airport Road and Walston Switch Road border airport property to the northwest and prevent the fence
from being relocated outside of the ROFA. This alternative proposes that the roads be realigned or
removed to permit the fence to be relocated outside of the ROFA, while also removing the roads from the
RPZ in accordance with FAA recommendations (see Figure 2-6). This mitigates both of the non-standard
conditions at SBY.
Walston Switch Road would be terminated into a cul-de-sac after the last residence along the road. The
existing road pavement could be demolished or retained to provide a route for Wicomico County rescue
vehicles to reach the Airport. (Airport Management reports that this is their current route.) In that case,
a “crash gate” could be provided in the cul-de-sac for emergency access.
To accomplish this, 27 ± acres of private property must be acquired from two private property owners
and the County, including the relocation of one residence. As with any road termination or relocation,
coordination with Wicomico County must be conducted before impacts to County roads could occur. The
construction of a cul-de-sac on Walston Switch Road would impact 0.26 ± acres of wetlands; the
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realignment of Airport Road is estimated to impact 0.24 ± acres of wetlands and 200 linear feet (LF) of
streams (see Figure 2-6).
The construction would avoid the Goldman site, a parcel where aircraft parts were previously stored,
beginning in the 1950s, and where cadmium at the water table and arsenic in the soil were detected in
2018.
A general, engineer’s opinion of probable cost of this option, including road realignment, land acquisition,
and associated items is $5 million.
2.1.2.6 Alternative Five: Relocate Airport Road/Walston Switch Road Intersection
Outside of RPZ
This mitigation alternative proposes a gentler realignment of Airport Road to permit the fence to be
relocated outside of the ROFA and an extension of Walston Switch Road to the northeast to meet Airport
Road outside of the RPZ (see Figure 2-7). The remainder of Airport Road would rest within the RPZ to
Runway 14. This option addresses the ROFA issue by permitting the fence to be relocated and moves both
Walston Switch Road and the intersection of Walston Switch Road and Airport Road outside of the RPZ.
While a portion of Airport Road would remain inside the RPZ, the most significant area of “public
assembly,” the intersection of Walston Switch and Airport Roads, would be removed from within the RPZ,
improving public safety and in accordance with FAA design standards.
This alternative would require the acquisition of 7 ± acres of private property from two landowners (one
owner is Wicomico County), significantly less than what would be required for the previous road
realignment alternative. Extensive coordination would be required with the County before impacts to the
roads could occur. In addition, the County has advised that its local emergency services crew accesses the
Airport via Walston Switch Road. Relocating Walston Switch Road to the north would increase the
emergency response time to the Airport.
There are 1.29 ± acres of wetland impacts and no stream impacts associated with the relocation of Airport
Road and Walston Switch Road (see Figure 2-7).
This option is conservatively estimated to cost $4 million.
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Figure 2-2: No Action Alternative

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-3: Runway 14-32 ROFA Mitigation (Option 3A)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-4: Runway 14-32 ROFA Mitigation (Option 3B)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-5: Runway 14-32 ROFA Mitigation (Option 3C)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-6: Relocate Airport Road/Walston Switch Road Outside of RPZ

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-7: Relocate Airport Road/Walston Switch Road Intersection, Outside of RPZ

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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2.1.3 Land Acquisition (Fee Simple and Avigation Easement)9
2.1.3.1 No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, no land would be acquired within the Runway 14 RPZ, which is contrary
to FAA guidance. Avigation easements would not be purchased, which would not provide the County with
the permissions necessary to remove off-airport obstructions to airspace. Because no development is
associated with this No Action Alternative, no environmental impacts or construction costs are associated
with it.
2.1.3.2

Acquire Land and Avigation Easements

Approximately 38 acres of fee simple acquisition and 313 ± acres of avigation easement acquisition (see
Figure 1-3) by the County is required to:
▪
▪
▪

Gain controlling interest of the Runway 14 and Runway 32 RPZs per FAA guidance
Mitigate existing obstructions to 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77 (14 CFR Part
77) airspace surfaces on off-airport properties
Provide for future development

Fee Simple Acquisition: Figure 1-3 identifies 5 ± acres in the Runway 14 RPZ and 33 ± acres in the Runway
32 RPZ for fee simple acquisition. Fee simple land acquisition within the Runway 14 and Runway 32 RPZs
would bring the Airport into compliance with FAA design standards.
Avigation Easements: There are seven properties adjacent to SBY on which obstructions to the existing
airspace surfaces were identified: four properties on the Runway 14 end (15 ± acres) and three properties
on the Runway 32 end (298 ± acres) (see Figure 1-3). Acquisition of the avigation easements to facilitate
the mitigation of obstructions would be the initial step to bring the Airport into compliance with FAA
design standards as it pertains to 14 CFR Part 77.
No impacts to wetlands or streams are associated with the land acquisition.
Property owners have been involved since the beginning of the EA process through informational
mailings, invitation-only virtual property owner briefings, and a virtual public workshop held to inform the
public of the proposed development. Upon issuance of a positive environmental finding from FAA, the
County would proceed with the land acquisition consistent with the provisions of the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 197 (“the Uniform Act”).10

9

An avigation easement controls and protects the airspace above a privately-owned parcel. Fee simple acquisition is the purchase of the entire
interest in a piece of property.
10

The Uniform Act (42 USC § 4601 et seq.) was enacted January 2, 1971. This law applies to any federal project or program that requires real
property acquisition and people to be displaced from their acquired home, business, farm, or nonprofit organization real property. The purpose
of the Uniform Act is (a) to ensure that owners of real property to be acquired for federal and federally-assisted projects are treated fairly and
consistently, to encourage and expedite acquisition by agreements with such owners, to minimize litigation and relieve congestion in the courts,
and to promote public confidence in federal and federally-assisted land acquisition programs; (b) to ensure that persons displaced as a direct
result of federal or federally-assisted projects are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such displaced persons will not suffer
disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole; and (c) to ensure that Agencies implement these
regulations in a manner that is efficient and cost-effective.
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A general, engineer’s opinion of probable cost of approximately $1.5 million was developed for this
option.

2.1.4 Obstruction Removal
2.1.4.1 No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the airport layout would remain as it currently exists. No obstructions
to airspace would be removed, which would allow the offending trees to remain within existing and
future, protected airspace surfaces. (The tree obstructions that were recently removed on the parcel
owned by DNR would likely, eventually grow back into the airspace). Because no development is
associated with this No Action Alternative, no environmental impacts or construction costs are associated
with it.
2.1.4.2 Mitigate Obstructions
An obstruction analysis was completed as part of the 2020 MP to determine the extent and locations of
obstructions to existing and future 14 CFR Part 77 surfaces for Runway 14-32. The obstruction areas
identified in this study were also used to determine any required easement acquisition discussed in the
previous section. The removal and mitigation of 20 ± acres of obstructions (trees) on the Runway 14 end
(see Figure 1-4) and 70 ± acres of obstructions (trees) on the Runway 32 end (see Figure 1-5) are proposed
as part of a 1,400-foot runway extension. With a 1,200-foot runway extension, the obstruction removal
on the Runway 14 end remains the same, and the obstruction removal on the Runway 32 end is 60 ± acres.
The method of removal (topping/trimming, clearing flush to the ground, or removal of tree and stump) is
to be determined during the design phase and will depend on the type and extent of the obstruction,
property owner preference, and environmental factors (i.e., the presence of wetlands). This EA and
associated preliminary engineering effort (see Appendix B) assume that the trees would be clear cut
(meaning, every tree in the area is removed, as opposed to selective removal).
For the purposes of the preliminary design effort, the following assumptions were made regarding
obstruction removal:
▪

Obstructions (trees and vegetation) to be removed within wetlands will be cleared flush to
the ground with no impact to stumps or root mat, minimizing any potential wetland damage.
Based on current permitting agency guidance, it is anticipated that this is considered wetlands
conversion, which is regulated by the Maryland Department of Environment (MDE).

▪

In June 2020, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR), owner of Parcel 27,
removed 60 ± acres of existing tree obstructions for the purposes of tree harvesting. These
obstructions were not calculated for the estimated wetland conversion/disturbance as part
of this EA. The ground disturbance assumed for the MALSR relocation in this area is part of
the estimate calculated toward the total wetland disturbance.

As the majority of the obstructions are located off airport property, erosion and sediment control is
anticipated to be accomplished with the use of a silt fence. Wetland areas where trees are proposed to
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be clear cut are not to be considered disturbed as there is no anticipated ground disruption. It is
anticipated that erosion and sediment control measures may be minimal in these areas.
Of the total obstruction removal area, there are 34 ± acres of proposed wetland conversion where existing
trees within forested wetland area will be removed (see Figure 2-8 and Figure 2-9). It is not anticipated
that stream impacts will occur during the obstruction removal process.
There are several trees identified for removal that are presently located in the floodplain area associated
with Horsebridge Creek, located south of airport property (see Figure 2-9 and Section 3.14). Coordination
with the Wicomico County Land Development Coordinator in May 2020 confirmed that proposed tree
removal within floodplains would not require specific local coordination or permitting efforts as long as
the County is coordinating with MDE regarding potential wetland impacts (see Appendix C).
A general, engineer’s opinion of probable cost of approximately $2.7 million was developed for this
option.

2.1.5 Analysis of Alternatives to Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions
A preliminary level of screening was performed to evaluate each alternative considered to Mitigate NonStandard Conditions using the following evaluation criteria:
Operational Performance: This evaluation criterion is based on the development alternative’s
ability to meet the operational needs of the Airport, including capacity, capability, and efficiency.
Best Planning Practices: As appropriate, each alternative is reviewed based on its ability to meet
future needs and objectives. The degree to which the alternative addresses forecasted growth,
the degree to which it is aligned with the Airport’s strategic vision, and the ability to allow for
future expansion are examples of factors that are analyzed in order to determine the most
preferred alternative based on this criterion.
Environmental Factors: Environmental factors, including impacts to natural, social, and cultural
resources, are evaluated. Alternatives should strive to work positively with environmental factors;
the most preferred alternative under this criterion would create the least negative impact.
Fiscal Factors: An Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Costs for the proposed projects is presented,
which includes anticipated costs, administrative costs, engineering and architectural fees for both
design and construction phases, utility work, and estimated wetland mitigation fees.
Table 2-1 provides a comparison of the alternatives to mitigate the non-standard conditions.
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Figure 2-8: Runway 14 End Obstruction Removal Potential Development Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-9: Runway 32 End Obstruction Removal Potential Development Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Table 2-1: Alternative Comparison to Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions
NON-STANDARD CONDITIONS

NO ACTION

MODIFICATION OF
STANDARDS (MOS)

APPLY
DECLARED
DISTANCES

SHIFT
RUNWAY
14-32

RELOCATE
AIRPORT ROAD
AND CUL-DE-SAC
WALSTON SWITCH
ROAD OUTSIDE
OF RPZ

RELOCATE
AIRPORT ROAD
AND WALSTON
SWITCH ROAD,
INTERSECTION
OUTSIDE OF
RPZ

LAND ACQUISITION
(FEE SIMPLE &
AVIGATION
EASEMENTS)

OBSTRUCTION
REMOVAL

Operational Performance

No Development;
Non-standard conditions would remain

Fence remains within
the ROFA

Shortens RWY
available for RWY
32 takeoff and
landing by 100
feet
May cause
confusion to
pilots

Eliminates the
fence from the
ROFA
Requires
relocation of
runway and
taxiway
lighting,
signage

Permits the fence to
be relocated outside
of the ROFA
Removes public
roads from the RWY
14 RPZ

Removes Walston
Switch Road and
Airport Road
intersection from
RWY 14 RPZ
Does not fully
remove public
roads from RPZ

Protects people and
property on the ground

Mitigates
obstructions to
protected airspace

Meets FAA design
standards

Meets FAA design
standards

Permits the fence
to be relocated
outside of the
ROFA

Best Planning Practices
Non-standard conditions would remain

Not a permanent
solution
No construction
needed

Not a permanent
solution

Requires
significant
design and
phasing

Meets FAA design
standards

Meets FAA design
standards

Environmental Factors

A: 1.02 ± acres
of wetland
impacts

None

None

None

B: 0.76 ± acres
of wetland
impacts

C: 0.76 ± acres
of wetland
impacts

27 ± acres of land
acquisition,
including one
residential residence
Cul-de-sac Walston
Switch Road impacts
0.26 ± acres of
wetlands
Relocate Airport
Road impacts 0.24 ±
acres of wetlands
and 2,00 LF of
streams

7 ± acres of land
acquisition
1.29 ± acres of
wetland impacts
Increases
emergency
response time to
airport

Fee Simple:
RWY 14 end: 5 ± AC
RWY 32 end: 33 ± AC
for RWY length of 7,800
feet; 25 ± AC for RWY
length of 7,600 feet

Avigation Easements:
RWY 14 end: 15 ± AC
RWY 32: 298 ± AC for
RWY length of 7,800
feet

20 ± acres on RWY
14 end; 70 ± acres of
obstruction removal
on RWY 32 end
32 ± acres of
wetlands impacts
(both runway ends)
[RWY 14 end is 2 ±
acres and RWY 32
end is 30 ± acres for
runway length of
7,800 feet]
Tree removal (15 ±
acres) to occur in
floodplain of
Horsebridge Creek

Fiscal Factors (Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost)
$0

$0

$100,000

A: $6 million
B: $5.5 million
C: $6.5 million

$5 million

$4 million

$1.5 million

$2.7 million

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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2.1.6 Alternatives to Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions Considered but Not
Carried Forward
As outlined in Section 1.5, the Purpose and Need statement for the Proposed Action, includes the
purposes of: accommodating the EMB-145LR, which is the most demanding aircraft currently operating
at SBY, based on Piedmont Airlines’ stated needs; meeting or maintaining FAA design standards;
effectively accommodating existing and future facility demand; and adequately serving airport customers.
2.1.6.1 ROFA/RPZ
The No Action Alternative does not achieve the County’s stated Purpose and Need of meeting or
maintaining FAA design standards and, therefore, was not considered further.
The Modification of Standards Alternative does not bring the runway into compliance with FAA design
standards and therefore does not meet the County’s stated Purpose and Need. This alternative was not
considered further.
While the Apply Declared Distances Alternative would bring the Airport into compliance with FAA
standards, it would decrease the usable runway length for takeoff and landing on Runway 32. This
alternative would not meet the stated Purpose and Need and, therefore, was not considered further.
The Shift Runway 14-32 options would bring the Airport into compliance with FAA design standards;
therefore, they were retained for further consideration.
The Relocate Airport Road and Cul-de-Sac Walston Switch Road Outside of the RPZ Alternative would
mitigate both non-standard conditions (ROFA and RPZ interference), which would bring the Airport into
compliance with FAA design standards. This alternative was retained for further consideration in the
master planning effort.
The Relocate Airport Road and Walston Switch Road Intersection Outside of the RPZ Alternative would
address the ROFA issue by permitting the fence to be relocated and removes both Walston Switch Road
and the intersection of Walston Switch Road and Airport Road from within the RPZ in accordance with
FAA design standards. This alternative was retained for further consideration in the master planning
effort.
2.1.6.2 Land and Easement Acquisition
The No Action Alternative does not achieve the County’s stated Purpose and Need of meeting or
maintaining FAA design standards and, therefore, was not considered further.
The Acquire Land and Easements alternative would help to bring the Airport into compliance with FAA
design standards and, therefore, was retained for further consideration.
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2.1.6.3 Obstruction Removal
The No Action Alternative does not achieve the County’s stated Purpose and Need of meeting or
maintaining FAA design standards and therefore was not considered further.
The Mitigate Obstructions Alternative would bring the Airport into compliance with FAA design standards
by removing obstructions to airspace. It was therefore retained for further consideration.

2.1.7 Preferred Alternative to Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions
To address the ROFA penetration, the County reviewed the mitigation options and selected Runway 14
Shift Option 3C (Shift Runway 14-32 by Approximately 100 Feet). Option 3A and 3B would also achieve
the goal of removing the fence from within the ROFA; however, discussions between the County and FAA
during the master planning process suggest that the FAA would support a relocated threshold instead of
the displaced threshold proposed in these two options.
In addition, to mitigate the presence of roads within the Runway 14 RPZ, the County chose to cul-de-sac
Walston Switch Road as described in the fifth mitigation option. This would remove the intersection of
Airport Road and Walston Switch Road from the Runway 14 RPZ. The County’s Preferred Alternative for
Mitigation of Non-Standard Conditions is depicted in Figure 2-10.
The Preferred Alternative requires approximately three acres of land acquisition from two property
owners (one owner is the County). It avoids some of the wetland impacts associated with realigning the
roads, although there are 0.26 ± acres of wetland impacts associated with construction of the cul-de-sac
of Walston Switch Road and 2.5 ± acres of wetland impacts associated with the relocation of the MALSR
on the Runway 32 end. If conducted separately, this alternative is estimated to cost $7.5 million. For the
purposes of the 2020 MP and this EA effort, it is assumed that the development necessary to correct the
non-standard conditions would occur at the same time as the other proposed development and is,
therefore, incorporated into the Proposed Action reviewed in this EA (see Figure 1-3).
To bring the Airport into compliance with RPZ ownership and airspace protection, the Preferred
Alternative to Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions also includes the purchase of the approximately five
acres within the Runway 14 RPZ, the purchase of avigation easements over four off-airport parcels, and
the associated mitigation of airspace obstructions on those parcels.
The Modification of Standards Alternative does not bring the runway and Airport into compliance with
FAA design standards. While the Apply Declared Distances Alternative would bring the Airport into
compliance with FAA standards, it would decrease the usable runway length for takeoff and landing on
Runway 32. Neither alternative meets the stated Purpose and Need and, therefore, neither was
considered further in this EA.
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Figure 2-10: County Preferred Option to Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions and Potential Development Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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2.2 Alternatives for Runway Extension
2.2.1 Background
As noted previously, the primary focus of the master planning effort was to evaluate the need for a
potential runway extension at SBY. The 2020 MP considered two methodologies to determine
recommended runway length: an analysis using FAA-prescribed guidance and the aircraft manufacturer’s
manual, which recommended an extension to 7,600 feet, and an independent analysis by Piedmont
Airlines, which concluded that an extension to 7,800 feet would be sufficient (see the table in Appendix
A). The 2020 MP ultimately recommended an extension to 7,800 feet. During the planning process, the
FAA noted that only the extension to 7,600 feet (and not the additional 200 feet desired by the County to
provide a higher level of service to Piedmont Airlines) would be eligible for federal Airport Improvement
Program (AIP) funds.
Before arriving at the three development alternatives to achieve the recommended runway length, the
2020 MP considered and eliminated from the study the two alternatives described in the following
section.
2.2.1.1 Extend Runway 5-23
The possibility of extending Runway 5-23, the crosswind runway, instead of Runway 14-32, the primary
runway, was considered. Runway 5-23 is 5,000 feet long and 100 feet wide and is oriented in a southwestnortheast direction. Runway 5-23 is developed to C-III standards and supports some commercial
operations but is mainly used by general aviation aircraft. The EMB-145LR operates primarily from
Runway 14-32.
An extension of the Runway 5 (southwest) end would require the acquisition and conversion of land
identified in a previous (2003) EA as prime farmland. An extension on this end would also impact Fooks
Road and Goldman Lane and would require the fee simple acquisition of several privately-owned parcels
(see Figure 2-11). In addition, the extended Runway 5 RPZ would encompass Airport Road, which is
contrary to FAA guidance.11 An extension of the Runway 23 (northeast) end would impact Twilleys Bridge
Road and Mt. Hermon Road and would require significant residential acquisition within the extended RPZ.
Perhaps most importantly, the runway length required by the airline would not be provided on the runway
where it completes the majority of its operations. For these reasons, this development alternative was
eliminated from further consideration in the 2020 MP.

11

FAA Memorandum, “Interim Guidance on Land Uses Within a Runway Protection Zone” (2012)
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Figure 2-11: Runway 5-23 Extension Analysis

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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2.2.1.2 Close the Airport
The possibility of closing the Airport and relocating its based aircraft and operations to another facility
was considered during the planning process. SBY is a non-hub, public use airport that serves the Delmarva
Peninsula, a population of nearly one million people. The Airport is the only provider of commercial
services flights on the Delmarva Peninsula. Piedmont Airlines is a major employer at SBY, contributing
significantly to economic activity in the region.
According to the FAA’s 2019-2023 National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) report, there are
almost 60,000 annual enplanements at SBY and 108 based aircraft. The FAA 5010-1 Master Record form
for SBY reports overall 43,000 annual operations per year, including over 13,500 military operations, many
by aircraft coming from nearby Naval Air Station Patuxent River and Dover Air Force Base, which use the
airfield for touch-and-go practice. Federal Express also transports inbound and outbound cargo (typically
from Baltimore-Washington-International Thurgood Marshall Airport [BWI]) through SBY. In short, the
airfield facility serves a variety of aviation uses, including commercial service, cargo, military, corporate,
and general aviation. Given its strategic location in the Delmarva Peninsula, the variety of aviation uses it
supports, and its role as a major driver of economic activity in the region, it is not considered reasonable
to close the Airport. For these reasons, this development alternative was eliminated from further
evaluation.

2.2.2 Alternatives Description for the Runway Extension
Three runway extension development alternatives are reviewed as part of this EA, and each build
alternative is further analyzed in the Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) (see Appendix B). These
runway extension alternatives are sourced directly from the 2020 MP. A No Action alternative is also
presented, in accordance with CEQ and FAA guidance, to serve as a baseline against which to measure
impacts.
2.2.2.1 No Action Runway Extension Alternative
The No Action Runway Extension Alternative serves as a basis for comparing environmental consequences
of other potential alternatives. Under the No Action Alternative, the airport layout would remain as it
currently exists. The length of Runway 14-32 would remain 6,400 feet. As the No Action Alternative does
not involve construction, there is no cost associated with it, and it is assumed to have no environmental
impacts.
The No Action Runway Extension Alternative is illustrated in Figure 2-2.
2.2.2.2 Build Alternative One (Extend Runway 14)
This alternative proposes a 1,400 foot runway extension to the Runway 14 (northwest) end to achieve a
7,800 foot runway length (see Figure 2-12). The existing, parallel taxiway (Taxiway A) would be extended
along with the runway. This project also includes the relocation of the localizer and Precision Approach
Path Indicators (PAPIs). The runway safety area (RSA) would be extended, including the necessary grading.
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2.2.2.3 Build Alternative Two (Extend Runway 32)
Runway Extension Build Alternative Two proposes to construct a 1,400 foot runway extension to the
Runway 32 (southeast) end to achieve a 7,800 foot runway length (see Figure 2-13). Taxiway A would be
extended along with the runway. The project also includes the relocation of the existing GS, PAPI, and
MALSR.
2.2.2.4 Build Alternative Three (Extend Runway 14 by 200 feet, Runway 32 by 1,200 feet)
Runway Extension Build Alternative Three proposes to extend Runway 14 by 200 feet (see Figure 2-14)
and extend Runway 32 by 1,200 feet (see Figure 2-15). This will achieve an ultimate 7,800-foot runway
for takeoff operations by Piedmont Airlines and other airport users.
The current Runway 14-32 is 6,400 feet long, with 200-foot, paved blast pads on each runway end. The
RSA, the defined surface surrounding the runway in the case of an aircraft undershoot, overshoot, or
excursion from the runway, is 500 feet wide and extends 1,000 feet beyond each runway end, which
meets the design standards for C-III runways. There are currently no declared distances in place on
Runway 14-32, meaning 6,400 feet of runway is available for both takeoff and landing.
As noted in Section 2.1.2.3, declared distances communicate the amount of usable runway available for
both takeoff and landing at an airport and include TORA and TODA, which apply to takeoff; ASDA, which
applies to a rejected takeoff; and LDA, which applies to landing.
The first 1,200 feet of the proposed runway extension to achieve 7,600 feet, which is the runway length
justified in the 2020 MP using FAA guidance, would take place on the Runway 32 end. With a 1,200-foot
extension of Runway 32 in the short term, 7,600 feet of runway would be available for both takeoff and
landing. The RSA off of each runway end would remain 1,000 feet. Taxiway A would be extended to the
southwest along with the runway extension. The project would also include the relocation of the existing
GS, PAPI, and MALSR on the Runway 32 end.
To achieve the additional 200 feet of runway length desired by the County, Runway 14 would be extended
by 200 feet. Taxiway A would also be extended, northwest, along with the runway; the existing PAPI on
the Runway 14 end would be relocated. The extension of Runway 14 would not require the relocation of
the localizer equipment, as at least 600 feet would remain between the runway threshold and the
localizer, which meets FAA design standards.
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Figure 2-12: Build Alternative One (Extend Runway 14)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-13: Build Alternative Two (Extend Runway 32)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-14: Build Alternative Three (Extend Runway 14 End)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-15: Build Alternative Three (Extend Runway 32 End)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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2.2.3 Analysis of Alternatives for Runway Extension
A preliminary level of screening was performed to evaluate each runway extension alternative considered,
using the evaluation criteria described in Section 2.1.5. These runway alternatives and the associated
screening factors discussed below have been updated since the 2020 MP was prepared to take into
account the clearing of approximately 60 trees from the adjacent Parcel 27 owned by the Maryland DNR
and the most recent cost estimates for items such as wetlands mitigation.
Table 2-2 provides a comparison of the runway extension alternatives.
2.2.3.1 No Action Runway Extension Alternative
Operational Performance: The No Action Runway Extension Alternative would not provide a runway
extension and the existing length of Runway 14-32, 6,400 feet, would remain. Without a runway
extension, Piedmont Airlines is assumed to continue to suffer payload restrictions and the associated
impacts to profitability of the airline’s operations out of SBY.
Best Planning Practices: The No Action Runway Extension Alternative does not provide a runway extension
and, therefore, is not in line with the development goals of the County and Airport. It would not achieve
the relocation or termination of roads within the Runway 14 RPZ, which is contrary to FAA design
standards.
Environmental Factors: As it does not require construction, the No Action Runway Extension Alternative
would not cause environmental impacts associated with development.
Fiscal Factors: As it does not require construction, there is no cost associated with the No Action Runway
Extension Alternative.
2.2.3.2 Build Alternative One (Extend Runway 14)
Operational Performance: Runway Extension Build Alternative One would provide 7,800 feet of runway
length, which would accommodate Piedmont Airlines based on its stated need.
Best Planning Practices: Runway Extension Build Alternative One would provide a 7,800-foot runway,
which is in line with the development goals of the County and Airport. However, a runway extension to
the northwest may cause significant socioeconomic impacts due to the termination of Walston Switch
Road and the relocation of Airport Road to accommodate the runway extension and its associated RSA
and RPZ improvements.
A runway extension of either 1,200 feet or 1,400 feet would impact the existing Walston Switch Road and
Airport Road. Walston Switch Road would be terminated into a cul-de-sac east of the extended runway.
Airport Road would be rerouted to the west to accommodate the runway extension and to avoid the
extended RPZ and would feed into the existing Mt. Hermon Church Road. The portion of Airport Road to
the north of the proposed construction, coming from Mt. Hermon Road, would be terminated in a cul-desac. The road termination and realignment would remove roads from within the RPZ, which is in
accordance with FAA guidance.
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The FAA siting standard for Air Traffic Control Towers (ATCTs) was examined for Build Alternative One,
which noted that the viewing angle for the existing Runway 14 end and for the proposed Runway 14 end
meet the minimum line-of-sight (LOS) viewing angle as established in FAA Order 6480.4B, Airport Traffic
Control Tower Siting Process. This is true for the Runway 14 end associated with the first 1,200 feet of
extended runway (associated with a 7,600-foot runway, which is what was justified using FAA guidance)
and with the Runway 14 end associated with achieving the additional 200 feet desired by the County.
FAA design standards, including runway-taxiway separation, runway gradient, etc., would be met with this
alternative. An analysis of the Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ), which relates to LOS standards between
intersecting runways, did not identify LOS issues for the runway development proposed in Build
Alternative One associated with the extension to 7,600 feet or associated with the additional 200 feet
desired by the County.
Environmental Factors: The socioeconomic impacts noted in this section make this alternative an
undesirable one to the County. During preparation of the MP, the County confirmed that it anticipates
encountering public resistance to private property acquisition and impacts to two roads associated with
development on the Runway 14 end.
Approximately 56 acres of fee simple land acquisition are required for an extension of the first 1,200 feet
of runway, including the acquisition of three private residences. One of these residences is within the strip
of land associated with the RPZ for the final 200 feet (to achieve 7,800 feet of runway); however, because
the 1,200-foot extension would lower the elevation of the airspace (approach surface) above the property
by approximately 35 feet, acquisition of the property is included in the assumptions related to the initial
extension.
The first 1,200 feet of runway would achieve a length of 7,600 feet, which is the runway length justified
using FAA guidance (see the table in Appendix A). The residences would be within the future Runway 14
RPZ and would likely be demolished to remove the incompatible land use. To mitigate future airspace
obstructions, approximately four acres of avigation easements are proposed to be acquired over the
residential parcels along Airport Road.
The extension of the first 1,200 feet of runway is associated with 13 ± acres of obstruction clearing and 1
± acre of wetland impacts and 200 linear feet (LF) of stream impacts (see Figure 2-12). In addition, the
first 1,200 feet of runway results in 10 ± acres of new impervious area and will remove approximately
three acres of existing impervious area. These are associated with the termination of Walston Switch
Road and demolition of the road pavement, the relocation of Airport Road, and the removal of tree
obstructions. There is no obstruction clearing associated with the additional 200 feet of runway length.
Coordination with Wicomico County would be required before impacts to County roads could occur.
The additional 200 feet of runway length desired by the County would require an additional 12,000 ± SY
of grading within the RSA as well as approximately one additional acre of impervious area, none of which
is anticipated to impact wetlands. The additional 200 feet of runway length would not require the
acquisition of additional avigation easements or land. No additional impacts to wetlands or streams are
associated with the additional 200 feet of runway length.
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The construction would avoid the Goldman site, a parcel where aircraft parts were previously stored,
beginning in the 1950s, and where cadmium at the water table and arsenic in the soil were detected in
2018.
Fiscal Factors: This alternative is estimated to cost approximately $21 million, $19.5 million of which is
associated with an extension to 7,600 feet, which is the runway length justified by FAA guidance, and $1.5
million of which is associated with the additional 200 feet desired by the County (see Table 2-2). These
are preliminary costs for planning and comparison purposes; project costs should be refined during
preliminary engineering and final design.
2.2.3.3 Build Alternative Two (Extend Runway 32)
Operational Performance: Runway Extension Build Alternative Two would provide 7,800 feet of runway
length, which would accommodate Piedmont Airlines based on its stated need.
Best Planning Practices: A 7,800-foot runway is in line with the development goals of the County and
Airport. A runway extension to the southeast would avoid the impacts to existing road alignments, traffic
patterns, and residences that would be caused by an extension to the northwest, as proposed in Build
Alternative One.
The FAA siting standard for ATCTs was examined for Build Alternative Two, which noted that the ATCT
LOS viewing angle for the Runway 32 end associated with Build Alternative Two does not meet the
recommended viewing criteria angle of incidence, either for an extension to 7,600 feet or for an extension
to 7,800 feet. The existing Runway 32 end also does not meet the recommended minimum angle of
incidence noted in FAA guidance.
The extended Runway 32 RPZ would encompass the existing, on-airport access road, which accesses the
MALSR and the periphery of airport property inside the security fence. This road is not used by the public.
FAA design standards, including runway-taxiway separation, runway gradient, etc., would be met with this
alternative. An RVZ analysis, which relates to LOS standards between intersecting runways, did not
identify LOS issues for the runway development proposed in Build Alternative Two associated with the
extension to 7,600 feet, or associated with the additional 200 feet desired by the County.
Environmental Factors: While the socioeconomic impacts of Runway Extension Build Alternative Two are
lesser than those of Build Alternative One, a runway extension to the southeast would have impacts to
undeveloped and privately-owned lands surrounding airport property to the southeast (see Figure 2-13).
The parcel immediately bordering airport property to the southeast, which would be required for
acquisition for RPZ control and the MALSR relocation, is owned by the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) and is currently used for fiber production (harvesting trees). Another adjacent parcel
where avigation easement acquisition and tree removal are proposed is owned by the Nature
Conservancy. Discussions with both agencies held during the MP and EA suggest they are amenable to
both easement acquisition and tree clearing by the County (see Appendix C).
While the construction of the first 1,200 feet of the proposed runway extension to achieve 7,600 feet,
which is the runway length justified in the 2020 MP using FAA guidance, would remain on airport property,
22 ± acres of land must be acquired to accommodate the relocated MALSR and RPZ. Additionally, 298 ±
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acres of avigation easement acquisition are needed to allow for the removal of 100 ± acres of obstructions
to airspace. The on-airport construction associated with the first 1,200 feet of the proposed runway and
parallel taxiway extension would impact a total of 25 ± acres of wetlands. The majority of these impacts
are associated with tree removal for airspace protection. The impervious area created with a 1,200-foot
extension is 7 ± acres.
The additional 200 feet of runway length desired by the County would require the removal of an additional
eight acres of obstructions, which would impact an additional six acres of wetlands. No additional
avigation easement acquisition is associated with the additional 200 feet of runway length to achieve
7,800 feet because avigation easements necessary for the 7,600 feet would have already been purchased;
however, the additional 200 feet would require the purchase of approximately eight additional acres of
land to accommodate the RPZ.
The existing hold taxiway on the Runway 32 end is proposed to be demolished in Build Alternative Two,
decreasing impervious surface on the airfield by 1.2 ± acres. The cumulative total of impervious area
created in Build Alternative Two with the additional 200 feet of runway is 8 ± acres.
Fiscal Factors: This alternative is estimated to cost approximately $24 million, $22 million of which is
associated with a runway extension to 7,600 feet, which is the runway length justified by FAA guidance,
and $2 million of which is associated with the additional 200 feet desired by the County (see Table 2-2).
Of this $2 million assumed to be ineligible for federal funding, $1.6 million is associated with construction,
and the remainder is estimated land acquisition and wetland mitigation costs associated with the
additional 200 feet of runway. These are preliminary costs for planning and comparison purposes; project
costs should be refined during preliminary engineering and final design.
2.2.3.4 Build Alternative Three (Extend Runway 14 by 200 feet, Extend Runway 32 by
1,200 feet)
Operational Performance: Runway Extension Build Alternative Three would provide at least 7,600 feet of
usable runway length for takeoffs and landings in both directions, which would increase the payloads
permitted for the EMB-145LR compared to current conditions. However, Build Alternative Three does not
provide a full 7,800 feet of runway length for takeoffs from Runway 32, inhibiting operations in that
direction based on Piedmont Airlines’ stated operational need.
To avoid impacts to Walston Switch Road when the Runway 14 end is extended by 200 feet, the RSA would
not be extended from the new threshold location, thereby decreasing the length of the RSA beyond the
Runway 14 end to 800 feet.12 For operations to occur on Runway 14, 7,800 feet of usable runway length
would need to remain in order to allow these operations to use the 200 feet of additional runway
pavement, with 800 feet of RSA provided prior to the Runway 14 threshold. However, for operations from
Runway 32, the additional 200 feet of pavement must act as RSA, thereby decreasing the ASDA and LDA
to 7,600 feet.
Best Planning Practices: Runway Extension Build Alternative Three would provide a runway extension,
which is in line with the development goals of the County and Airport but does not provide a full 7,800
feet of usable runway length in both directions.
12

FAA design standards for C-III runways require at least 600 feet of RSA prior to the runway threshold for landings.
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The FAA siting standard for ATCTs was examined during preparation of the 2020 MP, which noted that
the Runway 14 end associated with Build Alternative Three meets the angle of incidence, but the viewing
angle for the proposed Runway 32 end does not meet the recommended viewing criteria angle.
FAA design standards, including runway-taxiway separation, runway gradient, etc., would be met with this
alternative. An RVZ analysis, which relates to LOS standards between intersecting runways, did not
identify LOS issues for the development proposed in Build Alternative Three. On the Runway 14 end,
Airport Road and Walston Switch Road would be relocated outside of the Runway 14 RPZ, in line with FAA
guidance.
Environmental Factors: On the Runway 32 end, the 1,200-foot runway extension associated with
achieving 7,600 feet of runway length, which is the length justified using FAA guidance, would require the
fee simple acquisition of 22 ± acres of land to control the Runway 32 RPZ and approximately 298 acres of
easement acquisition to address approximately 40 acres of obstructions. A fee simple acquisition is
proposed on the parcel of land owned by the Maryland DNR (Parcel 27 on Figure 1-3); the easement
acquisition is proposed over the remainder of the DNR parcel and parcels owned by Wicomico County and
the Nature Conservancy (Parcels 28 and 29 on Figure 1-3). Discussions with both agencies held during the
MP and EA suggest they are amenable to both easement acquisition and tree clearing by the County (see
Appendix C).
With the exception of obstruction removal, the construction of the 1,200-foot runway extension to the
southeast would remain on airport property. Including the proposed obstruction removal, the proposed
development on the Runway 32 end would impact approximately 33 acres of wetlands. Development on
the Runway 32 end will add approximately seven acres of impervious area.
On the Runway 14 end, the 200-foot runway extension associated with achieving additional runway length
desired by the County would require 27 ± acres of land, including one residence, for RPZ control and to
relocate Airport Road outside of the future RPZ.13 Approximately 10 acres of easement acquisition on the
Runway 14 end is proposed for obstruction removal, which includes 5 ± acres of clearing to mitigate
obstructions within the airspace. Development on the Runway 14 end is proposed to impact 2 ± acres of
wetlands and 200 ± LF of streams. Development on the Runway 14 end will add 2 ± acres of impervious
area.
To address the land use incompatibilities within the RPZ, this alternative assumes that the roads within
the future Runway 14 RPZ are relocated or terminated in Phase I (see Figure 2-14). However, the Runway
14 RSA has not been extended to its full length in the event that the roads have not been relocated before
the County moves forward with the runway extension construction.
The 200-foot extension of the runway and associated taxiway to the northwest would require
construction near the Goldman site, a parcel where aircraft parts were previously stored, beginning in the
1950s, and where cadmium at the water table and arsenic in the soil were detected in 2018. The County
has proposed the construction of an Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF) facility on the parcel, which
was environmentally reviewed under a separate effort. In fall 2019, MDE and Wicomico County finalized
13

The residence is on the border of the RPZ, but it is assumed the property owner may elect to relocate, as approximately half of the parcel is
within the RPZ.
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an Environmental Covenant detailing attendant activity and use limitations at the site, after which MDE
notified the County that it requires no further action at the Property and that it is formally closing its case
file for the project.
Fiscal Factors: This alternative is estimated to cost approximately $32 million, $26 million of which is
associated with an extension to 7,600 feet, which is the runway length justified by FAA guidance, and $6
million of which is associated with the additional 200 feet desired by the County (see Table 2-2). These
are preliminary costs for planning and comparison purposes; project costs should be refined during
preliminary engineering and final design.

2.2.4 Alternatives for Runway Extension Considered but Not Carried Forward
Runway Extension Build Alternative One does achieve a runway length of 7,800 feet, which meets the
stated Purpose and Need. The socioeconomic impacts associated with this alternative make it undesirable
for the County. This alternative was not selected as the Preferred Alternative in the 2003 EA based partly
on these anticipated socioeconomic impacts. However, as it does meet the stated Purpose and Need, this
alternative was retained for further analysis.
Runway Extension Build Alternative Three would provide at least 7,600 feet of usable runway length for
takeoffs and landings in both directions but does not provide a full 7,800 feet of runway length for takeoffs
from Runway 32, inhibiting operations in that direction based on Piedmont Airlines’ stated operational
need. This alternative does not achieve the stated Purpose and Need and, therefore, was not considered
further.

2.2.5 Preferred Runway Extension Alternative
A preliminary level of screening was performed to evaluate each runway extension alternative considered,
using the evaluation criteria described in Section 2.1.5 (see Table 2-2).
The County considered the Runway Extension Build Alternatives during the master planning process and
selected Build Alternative Two, Extend Runway 32, as its preferred development alternative to achieve a
runway extension. This alternative achieves the desired runway length to accomplish the stated Purpose
and Need, while avoiding socioeconomic impacts associated with relocating or realigning County roads
and acquiring private residences and is depicted on the approved ALP.
Build Alternative Two is therefore incorporated into the overall Preferred Alternative (the Proposed
Action) reviewed in this EA (see Figure 1-3).
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Table 2-2: Summary of Runway Development Alternatives Considered
NO ACTION

BUILD ALTERNATIVE ONE
(EXTEND RUNWAY 14)

BUILD ALTERNATIVE TWO
(EXTEND RUNWAY 32) –
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

BUILD ALTERNATIVE THREE
(EXTEND RUNWAY 14 BY 200 FEET, EXTEND RUNWAY
32 BY 1,200 FEET)

None

Runway 14: 1,400 Feet

Runway 32: 1,400 Feet

Runway 14: 200 Feet
Runway 32: 1,200 Feet

6,400 Feet
(same as
existing)

7,800 Feet

7,800 Feet

7,600 Feet to 7,800 Feet

No

Roads removed from RPZ
Full control of Runway 14 RPZ

Full control of Runway 32 RPZ

Roads removed from RPZ
Full control of Runways 14 and 32 RPZs

Operational Performance
Runway Extension Proposed

Runway Length Achieved

Best Planning Practices
Address Non-Standard Conditions

Environmental Factors

Land Acquisition (acres)
Fee Simple (FS) /
Avigation Easement (AE)

None

1,200-foot
extension

200 additional
feet

1,200-foot
extension

200 additional
feet

1,200-foot
extension

200 additional
feet

FS: 56 ± (3
residences)

FS: None

FS: 22 ±

FS: 8 ±

FS: 22 ±

FS: 27 ± (1
residence)

AE: 4 ±

AE: None

AE: 298 ±

AE: None

AE: 298 ±

AE: 10 ±

Obstruction Clearing (acres)

None

13 ±

None

40 ±

8±

40 ±

5±

Anticipated Wetland/Stream Impacts
(acres/linear feet)

None

1 ± acres
200 ± LF

None

25 ± acres

6 ± acres

33 ± acres

2 ± acres
200 ± LF

Approximate Impervious Area
(net acres)

None

7±

1±

7±

1±

7±

2±

No Cost

$19.5 million

$1.5 million

$22 million

$2 million

$26 million

$6 million

Fiscal Factors
Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost
Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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2.3 Alternatives for On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
While the primary focus of the 2020 MP was to determine the need for and extent of a runway extension
to accommodate existing users, the MP also identified various on-airport facility and airfield infrastructure
needs based on analyses conducted during the planning effort as well as need reported by the County.
These development items are depicted on the 2020 ALP conceptually, are analyzed in the PER (see
Appendix B), and are subject to refinement during the design phase. A No Action and Build Alternative is
to be analyzed for each of the proposed projects listed in Section 2.3.1.

2.3.1 Alternatives Descriptions for On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
The on-airport facility and airfield infrastructure projects are depicted on Figure 1-6.
2.3.1.1 No Action Alternative
A No Action Alternative serves as a basis for comparing environmental consequences of each “Build” OnAirport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the individual,
proposed On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure Alternative would not be constructed. As the No
Action Alternative does not involve construction, there is no cost associated with it, and it is assumed to
have no environmental impacts.
2.3.1.2 Build Alternative
2.3.1.2.1 Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking (Facility Q)
The construction of a 40,000 ± square foot (SF) hangar building with approximately 14,000 SY of associated
apron space and automobile parking is proposed southeast of Runway 5-23, off of Taxiway A (see Figure
2-16). It is possible that the current cargo operator at SBY, FedEx, would relocate to the new facility from
its current building. FedEx has also advised Airport Management that it plans to begin receiving service
from the company’s ATR72-600F turboprop freighters (see Appendix C). The apron expansion
conceptually depicted on the ALP has been sized to accommodate three parking positions suitable for the
ATR72.
The grading and geometry of the hangar pad and apron will be designed in accordance with FAA design
guidance and will have a maximum slope of 1.0% in any direction. The hangar pad will be designed to be
flat. This area will be graded so that water is directed away from the proposed hangar.
The project would create 5.20 ± acres of new impervious surface. As part of the environmental site design
for this project, impervious disconnect grass filter strips, grass swales, and a sand filter will be utilized for
stormwater management (see Figure 2-16). The grading and drainage for this project is not anticipated to
disturb any wetlands and streams; however, the grading for the automobile parking area is anticipated to
clear 5,000 SY of trees.
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2.3.1.2.2 Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway / Apron, and Automobile Parking (Facility U)
An approximately 30,000 SF manufacturing facility, with associated automobile parking and access from
Falcon Drive, is proposed in the eastern portion of the Airport Business Park (see Figure 2-16). The existing
Taxiway G is to be extended to provide aircraft access to the facility, and a small (2,300 ± SY) apron is to
be constructed for aircraft parking purposes. The building depicted on the 2020 ALP is 60,000 SF and is
proposed to be constructed in phases (likely two, 30,000 SF structures) based on future tenant need and
funding availability, with the first 30,000 SF being constructed in Phase I (within five years). In March 2020,
in response to a Section 163 review request by the County, the FAA confirmed that the proposed
automobile parking and access connector (and the second 30,000 SF structure proposed for construction
in Phase II) are non-aeronautical uses not subject to FAA regulation (including NEPA review); however,
the proposed parking and access proposed in Phase I are included on the Proposed Action exhibit so that
the full, proposed facility is depicted.
The taxiway extension will be designed to meet longitudinal and transverse grades of no more than 1.5%
as set out by the AC-13. For the purposes of this analysis, the width of the taxiway extension is anticipated
to match the width of the existing taxiway (50 feet). The shoulders and safety areas will also be designed
to standards set out by AC-13. The apron will be graded so that there is no more than 1.0% slope in any
direction. The facility slab will have a flat grade across it. The parking lot will be designed to meet
Wicomico County design standards.
This project is proposed to add 2.55 ± acres of impervious surface to the site. To meet Maryland drainage
standards, grass swales will be utilized along the sides of the site. It is also anticipated that 5.3 ± acres of
wetlands and no streams will be disturbed. The Limits of Disturbance (LOD) for this project site will include
the area needed to construct the taxiway, hangar area, apron, parking area, and associated grading
needed. The proposed LOD for this project can be seen in Figure 2-16.
2.3.1.2.3 Future General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile Parking / Access,
and Extension of Taxiway F (Facilities O and N)
A general aviation apron and associated hangars are proposed that would be accessed from the existing
Airport Business Park (Citation Drive) (see Figure 2-16). This will include two hangar buildings that will be
sized to accommodate small, general aviation aircraft, plus approximately 8,000 SY of associated apron
space. It will also include automobile parking.
Parking and access to the future general aviation apron and hangars is proposed as part of this program.
Airside access to the new general aviation area will be provided by extending Taxiway F. The existing
Taxiway F currently terminates after reaching the second hangar it serves and would be extended to serve
the newly constructed apron and hangar development. A connector taxiway would be constructed to
provide access from Runway 5-23 to the new apron and hangar development.
The extension of Taxiway F will be designed as a 50-foot-wide taxiway with fillets designed in accordance
with AC-13. The apron will be graded to meet requirements in AC-13, with grades less than 1%. Due to
the existing terrain being relatively flat in the area, it is not anticipated that there will be a large amount
of grading required to meet design standards.
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It is anticipated that this project will add 4.72 ± acres of impervious surface. Environmental site design
measures and a stormwater facility are proposed southeast of the proposed apron, and grass swales are
also proposed (see Figure 2-16). During the preliminary design effort, the location of the proposed,
automobile access road associated with the new facility was adjusted from what is depicted on the ALP
to avoid impacts to wetlands.
2.3.1.2.4 Box (“Executive”) Hangars (Facility G)
One row of executive hangars is proposed as a part of this plan (see Figure 2-17). The hangars are planned
to be sized at approximately 60 foot by 60 foot and are to be located adjacent to the existing T-hangars
west of Runway 5. An aircraft wash rack for this area is also being proposed, which would likely consist of
a concrete pad sloped to drain to an underground oil-water separator. The appropriate pavement would
surround the hangar building for aircraft circulation purposes.
The sitework for this hangar area will need to be graded in order to prepare for the foundation, slab, and
adjacent pavement. As a part of this project, 1.91 ± acres of impervious surface will be added. Due to this
increased pervious surface, erosion site design measures are proposed; stormwater management and
quality measures may also need to be taken in order to meet Maryland requirements (see Figure 2-17).
These measures will most likely need to be located to the southeast of the site due to the relatively small
amount of space on the other sides and may include a sand filter or stormwater basin, both of which are
acceptable to MDE. It is not anticipated that any stream or wetlands will be impacted by this project.
2.3.1.2.5 Fuel Farm (Facility F) and Fencing
A new fuel farm and perimeter fence is proposed in the southwest quadrant of the airfield adjacent to the
existing T-hangars and Airport Road (see Figure 2-17). The fuel farm is proposed to be a double-walled,
above-ground facility, sized to accommodate two, 20,000-gallon tanks of Jet-A fuel and one 12,000-gallon
tank of AvGas fuel, with room for a fourth tank if demand arises. The removal of the existing fuel farm
and the installation of a temporary fuel facility (to serve customers until this fuel farm can be constructed)
was environmentally reviewed under a separate project.
The geometric layout for the fuel farm allows both fuel delivery trucks and fuel tenders to maneuver safely
around the facility. An entrance/exit to the fuel farm will connect to Airport Road to allow for increased
maneuverability. Fencing is to be installed around the new fuel farm.
The construction of the new fuel farm is proposed to add 0.43 ± acres of impervious surface. Grass swales
are anticipated to be installed running perpendicular to the fuel farm in order to meet requirements
described in the Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (see Figure 2-17). Inlets and culverts may also be
necessary to allow the drainage from the facility to run into an existing ditch. Due to the potential oil and
fuel runoff from the fuel farm area, an oil-water separator may need to be included. During the
preliminary design effort, the limits of the proposed fence associated with the new fuel facility were
adjusted from what is depicted on the ALP to avoid a delineated stream; as a result, no wetland or stream
impacts are anticipated.

Environmental Assessment

85

2.3.1.2.6 Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated Apron Space (Facilities C,
D, and E)
To the southeast of Taxiway C, three 22,500 ± SF corporate hangars are proposed. These corporate
hangars represent an executive hangar building that is divided into multiple units sized to house aircraft
that are too small for a traditional hangar but require more space than a T-hangar can offer. There is
approximately 10,500 SY of pavement proposed for aircraft parking (see Figure 2-18). The storage hangars
are located in a non-movement area of the airfield and would be accessible on foot across the apron or
via vehicle by trained drivers. During preparation of the 2020 MP, SBY ATCT was consulted regarding the
hangar development and noted a potential LOS issue between the tower and the Runway 5 end. An
analysis conducted as a part of the master planning effort indicates that the maximum allowable height
of the hangars is 32+ feet Above Ground Level (AGL). Additional coordination with ATCT is recommended
before the hangar structures are constructed.
The apron space will be designed in accordance with AC-13 and is estimated to add 3.72 ± acres of
impervious surface (see Figure 2-18). The proposed site is located on an existing ditch, which is northeast
of the site and presently conveys stormwater. Fill is anticipated in order to construct the foundation and
slab for the hangars. The loss of the ditch could be accounted for (the ditch would be “replaced”) by
installing pipes under the apron or by relocating the ditch. Any pipes going underneath the proposed
apron will need to be designed to avoid going underneath the proposed buildings. A basin may be
constructed on the northeast side of the site to capture water running off of the apron and hangar
buildings. Grading and drainage for the hangar and apron space is not anticipated to disturb any existing
wetlands or streams.
2.3.1.2.7 Apron Expansion and Hangar Demolition / Replacement or Relocation
(General Aviation area, south of the terminal area)
Apron expansion and hangar relocation is proposed and depicted on the ALP to the west of Taxiway C (see
Figure 2-18). Depending on the state of each structure at the time development occurs, the hangars could
be relocated, or, they could be demolished and replaced with a new hangar in the new location. Five
existing buildings in this area are proposed to be either demolished or relocated adjacent to Airport Road
to make space for the new apron. The adjacent apron would be expanded by approximately 6,200 SY. Due
to the relatively flat grade, it is not anticipated that a large amount grading will be required to
accommodate the expansion.
It is estimated that this project will result in an increase of 1.12 ± acres of impervious surface. Since the
area where this project is planned to be constructed is fairly developed, available space to accommodate
a stormwater management basin is limited. Grass swales are planned to run perpendicular to the site in
order to accumulate the necessary site design credits required by MDE to regulate stormwater quality
and quantity (see Figure 2-18). Grading and drainage for this project is not anticipated to disturb any
wetlands or streams.
2.3.1.2.8 Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
The existing commercial terminal parking lot is proposed to be expanded as a part of Phase I development
to accommodate existing passengers and for the potential growth of the Airport. This expansion will be
toward Airport Road (to the west), between the existing parking lot and Airport Road. The parking
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expansion is based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually and conservatively in this EA
(see Figure 2-18).
The grading is anticipated to be minimal, as the existing surface is fairly flat. It is intended to slope the
proposed pavement and shoulder grading to match the existing drainage pattern. As conceptually
depicted on the 2020 ALP, the project is anticipated to add 1.30 ± acres of impervious surface.
Environmental site design measures may include the construction of a grass swale running parallel to the
road on the outer edge of the project site (see Figure 2-18). It is not anticipated that any stream or
wetlands will be impacted by this project.
2.3.1.2.9 Expand Rental Car Parking Lot (adjacent to commercial, terminal facility)
There is currently a rental car parking lot located northwest of the existing terminal building. Airport
Management has reported that the current 117 spaces for rental cars is insufficient, and the rental cars
are sometimes parked in the parking lot that is currently intended for passengers. Additionally, rental car
preparation is completed within the parking lot and should be separated to allow for control of cleaning
and other maintenance needs for the rental cars. The parking expansion is based on Airport-reported
need and is depicted conceptually and conservatively in this EA (see Figure 2-18).
The expansion of the rental car parking lot is proposed to run from the existing rental car parking lot to
the existing Airport Road (see Figure 2-18). The proposed limits will tie-in to the existing roads for access
and maneuverability. It is anticipated that minimal grading will be required to accommodate this
expansion as the surrounding area is relatively flat.
The parking expansion is based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually and conservatively
in this EA and PER. As conceptually depicted on the 2020 ALP, the project would require an increase of
1.21 ± acres of impervious surface. Due to this increase, environmental site design measures may be
required. As there is limited area, stormwater and erosion and sediment control credits from other
adjacent projects will likely need to be applied. It is anticipated that the grass swales and other measures
from the fuel farm could be credited to this project as well. In order for these measures to be credited,
another project will need to be completed concurrent to, or preceding, the rental car parking lot
expansion. The Erosion and Sediment Control review of this project should clearly detail the stormwater
credit “transfer” plan for the benefit of the reviewer. It is not anticipated that any stream or wetlands will
be impacted by this project. The proposed limits of disturbance for the project are shown on Figure 2-18.
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2.3.1.2.10 Rental Car Equipment Storage Building (Facility V)
In addition to the proposed expansion of the rental car parking lot, a Rental Car Equipment Storage
Building is also proposed (see Figure 2-18). The current rental car companies at SBY have indicated that
they do not have adequate storage space for items such as cleaning supplies, vacuums, and other
equipment. The building is proposed to be constructed near the existing rental car storage parking lot,
adjacent to the terminal apron, and is meant to duplicate an existing storage unit currently adjacent to
the baggage area. The storage building is based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually
and conservatively in this EA.

2.3.2 Analysis of No Build and Build Alternative for On-Airport Facilities and
Airfield Infrastructure
A preliminary level of screening was performed to evaluate the No Action Alternative and Build Alternative
considered for on-airport facilities and airfield infrastructure using evaluation criteria of Operational
Performance, Best Planning Practices, Environmental Factors, and Fiscal Factors.
Table 2-3 provides a comparative analysis of the on-airport facility and airfield infrastructure projects.
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Table 2-3: Summary of On-Airport Facility and Airfield Infrastructure Projects Considered

BUILD

NO ACTION

CONSTRUCT
FUTURE CARGO
HANGAR, APRON,
& AUTOMOBILE
PARKING

MANUFACTURING
FACILITY,
TAXIWAY/APRON, &
AUTOMOBILE PARKING

FUTURE GA APRON &
HANGARS, AUTOMOBILE
PARKING/ACCESS,
EXTENSION OF TWY F

BOX ("EXECUTIVE")
HANGARS

FUEL FARM AND
FENCING

FUTURE
CORPORATE
HANGARS &
ASSOCIATED
APRON SPACE

APRON
EXPANSION &
HANGAR
DEMOLITION

EXPAND
COMMERCIAL
TERMINAL
PARKING LOT

EXPAND RENTAL
CAR PARKING
LOT

RENTAL CAR
EQUIPMENT
STORAGE
BUILDING

Operational Performance

No
development
to occur

Meets airport development needs to accommodate existing and future operational demand and adequately serve airport customers

Best Planning Practices
None

Meets airport development needs as conceptually depicted on the approved 2020 ALP

Environmental Factors

None

5.20 ± acres of
new impervious
surface Clears
5,000 SY ± trees
No wetland or
stream impacts

2.55 ± acres of new
impervious surface; 6 ±
acres of wetland
impacts; no impact to
streams

4.72 ± acres of new
impervious surface; no
wetland or stream
impacts

1.91 ± acres of
new impervious
surface; no
wetland or
stream impacts

0.43 ± acres of
new impervious
surface; no
wetland or
stream impacts

3.72 ± acres of
impervious
surface; no
wetlands or
stream impacts

1.12 ± acres of
impervious
surface; no
wetlands or
stream impacts

1.30 ± acres of
impervious
surface; no
wetlands or
stream impacts

1.21 ± acres of
impervious
surface; no
wetlands or
stream impacts

0.03 ± acres of
impervious
surface; no
wetlands or
stream impacts

No Cost

$6,400,000

$4,600,000

$4,500,000

$3,300,000

$2,800,000

$4,900,000

$2,900,000

$1,500,000

$1,000,000

$1,200,000

Fiscal Factors
Engineer’s
Opinion of
Probable
Cost

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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Figure 2-16: On-Airport Facilities and Airside Infrastructure - Potential Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-17: On-Airport Facilities and Airside Infrastructure - Potential Impacts (continued)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2-18: On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure - Potential Impacts (continued)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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2.3.3 Alternatives for On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure Considered
but Not Carried Forward
Although the No Action Alternative for the On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure does not meet
the stated Purpose and Need, it is evaluated throughout the EA in accordance with the CEQ and FAA
guidance to serve as a baseline against which to measure impacts.

2.3.4 Preferred Alternative for On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
The Build Alternative for each of the proposed projects described in the On-Airport Facilities and Airfield
Infrastructure enables the County to achieve its stated Purpose and Need. The cumulative development
impacts for all of the projects include an increase of 22 ± acres of impervious area, 5,000 SY of tree removal
(associated with the cargo hangar), and 5.3 ± acres of wetland impacts, all of which are associated with
the manufacturing facility. The Build Alternative is therefore incorporated into the EA’s overall Preferred
Alternative (the Proposed Action) reviewed in this EA (see Section 2.4).

2.4 Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action)
The Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action) is the result of the three alternative screenings conducted in
this chapter. It is also consistent with the stated Purpose and Need for the proposed development at SBY.
The Preferred Alternative is depicted in Figure 2-19 and is composed of the following project elements:
1. Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions
a. Shift Runway 14-32 southeast by approximately 100 feet
b. Update published instrument approach (RNAV[GPS]) to reflect the new location of the
Runway 14 threshold
c. Terminate Walston Switch Road into a cul-de-sac
d. Acquire 5 ± acres of land within the Runway 14 RPZ
e. Acquire 15 ± acres of avigation easements to mitigate 20 ± acres of obstructions to
existing airspace
2. Extend Runway 14-32 to 7,800 Feet
a. Extend Runway 32 by 1,400 feet
i. Includes the associated shift of parallel Taxiway A; relocation of the existing PAPI
lighting systems, the GS, and the MALSR; and the demolition of the existing
taxiway connector on the Runway 32 end
ii. Update published instrument approaches (RNAV[GPS] and ILS or LOC) to reflect
the new location of the Runway 32 threshold
b. Acquire 33 ± acres of land within the new Runway 32 RPZ
c. Acquire 298 ± acres of avigation easements to mitigate 70 ± acres of obstructions to
future airspace
3. Develop On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
a. Future Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking
b. Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking
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c. Future General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile Parking/Access, and Extension
of Taxiway F
d. Box (“Executive”) Hangars
e. Fuel Farm and Fencing
f. Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated Apron Space
g. Apron Expansion and Hangar Relocation (general aviation area, south of the terminal
area)
h. Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
i. Expand Rental Car Parking Lot (adjacent to commercial, terminal facility)
j. Rental Car Equipment Storage Facility
The Preferred Alternative mitigates non-standard conditions by shifting the runway 100 ± feet to the
southeast and converting Walston Switch Road into a cul-de-sac; acquiring the property interest necessary
for the County to fully control each RPZ; and addressing vegetative obstructions to airspace. It achieves a
runway length of 7,800 feet, which allows Piedmont Airlines to operate unconstrained based on its stated
need. Extending Runway 14-32 to the southeast avoids the socioeconomic impacts of significant land
acquisition and the relocation of residents and also avoids realigning roads and interrupting existing
surface transportation patterns on the Runway 14 end.
The 100-foot shift decreases the amount of land to be acquired to control the area within the Runway 14
RPZ, from 5 ± acres to 3 ± acres; however, a total of five acres is depicted to be acquired because the
acquisition of the northeast corner of the RPZ bisects a parcel, creating a potential “uneconomic
remnant.” Due to the runway shift, no avigation easement acquisition for obstructions to the Runway 14
approach surface is recommended. However, avigation easements are recommended on four parcels,
including two to the east and two to the west of the runway end, to address penetrations to the
transitional surface.
The Runway 14 threshold would be relocated by approximately 100 feet to the southeast as opposed to
displaced. This would require the construction of a new end taxiway for both Runway 14 and Runway 32
as well as the demolition of the existing end taxiway located at Runway 14. Runway markings and runway
light spacing is required to accommodate the shift. Due to the landing threshold change, the REILS, runway
threshold lights, and Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) would be relocated.
On the Runway 32 end, approximately 33 acres of land acquisition would be required for RPZ control, and
approximately 298 acres of avigation easement acquisition are recommended to address obstruction
removal. The fee simple acquisition is proposed on the parcel of land owned by the Maryland DNR; the
easement acquisition is proposed over land owned by the DNR, Nature Conservancy, and the County.
Communications with the DNR and Nature Conservancy during the MP and EA efforts suggest the agencies
are open to the proposed land acquisition and tree clearing (see Appendix C).
The full Preferred Alternative runway program is estimated to cost $32 million dollars. Appendix B
includes a cost estimate for the project, including those items which are assumed to be AIP-eligible and
non-AIP eligible.
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Figure 2-19: Preferred ROFA Mitigation and Runway Extension

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1F Desk Reference provides the explanatory guidance
for environmental impact analysis performed as to comply with the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508) Regulations for Implementing Procedural
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), United States (U.S.) Department of
Transportation (DOT) Order 5610.1C, Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts, and FAA Order
1050.1F Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures.
To streamline the Environmental Assessment (EA) document and consistent with guidance set forth in
FAA Order 1050.1F, Section 6.2(e), the Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences sections
have been combined. This chapter examines the 15 environmental impact categories, as identified in FAA
Order 1050.1F.
This chapter also describes the environmental resources the Proposed Action is likely to affect as well as
the reasonably foreseeable environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and No Action
alternatives.

3.1 Air Quality
3.1.1 Laws and Regulations
Pursuant to the Clean Air Act (CAA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes, enforces,
and periodically reviews the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). NAAQS have been
established for six common air pollutants, referred to as criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), lead
(Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less
(PM10), particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). The
NAAQS are listed in Appendix D.
State Implementation Plan (SIP)
The responsibility for designating areas that are in attainment, nonattainment, or maintenance for each
of the criteria pollutants was delegated to the states by the EPA. An SIP is a state’s detailed description of
the regulations, programs, and measures the state will use to reduce air pollution within the state and to
fulfill its responsibilities under the CAA to attain the NAAQS for all criteria air pollutants. To comply with
an SIP, a federal action must not result in any new violations or worsen any existing violations of the
NAAQS, must not delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions or
other milestones, and must meet the conditions of general conformity regulations.
General Conformity
The General Conformity Rule was established under CAA Section 176(c)(4) and serves to ensure that any
entity of the federal government that engages in, supports, or in any way provides financial support for,
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licenses/permits, or approves any activity within a nonattainment or maintenance area, demonstrate that
the project conforms to the applicable SIPs before the project is otherwise approved.
Under the General Conformity Rule, project-related emissions of the criteria pollutants are compared to
de minimis level thresholds. If the emissions exceed the thresholds, a formal Conformity Determination
may be required to demonstrate that the project conforms to the applicable SIP. Conversely, if projectrelated emissions are below the threshold levels, the project is assumed to conform to the SIP.

3.1.2 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference establishes the significance thresholds for air quality impacts. An
impact may be deemed significant if the Proposed Action causes pollutant concentrations to exceed one
or more of the NAAQS, for any time period analyzed or increases the frequency or severity of any existing
violations.

3.1.3 Affected Environment
The EPA designates areas as either meeting (attainment) or not meeting (nonattainment) the NAAQS.
The proposed project is located in Wicomico County, Maryland. Based on the EPA Greenbook data as of
June 30, 2020, the area is in attainment for all NAAQS (see Appendix D).

3.1.4 Environmental Consequences
3.1.4.1 Proposed Action
As Wicomico County is in attainment for all of the NAAQS, the Proposed Action does not require a
conformity determination per the CAA General Conformity Rule. However, for the disclosure purposes
under NEPA, an operational and construction emissions inventory was prepared (see Appendix D).
Operations Emissions. Aircraft emissions were calculated for two future years (2026 and 2031) for both
the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives using the latest version of the FAA’s Aviation
Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) (see Table 3-1 and Table 3-2). The aircraft operation levels were
obtained from the 2020 MP. For the Proposed Action, aircraft taxi times were adjusted to reflect the use
of the extended (1,400 feet) and shifted runway.
Table 3-1 presents the project-related results of the 2026 and 2031 operational emissions inventories for
CO, NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, and SO2. With the Proposed Action, operational emissions are estimated to
increase with the greatest increase (four tons) being emissions of CO. An increase in emissions would
occur because the aircraft would be taxiing for longer distances with the proposed extension and shift of
Runway 14-32.
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Construction Emissions. For the evaluation of the proposed improvements at SBY, the Airport
Construction Emissions Inventory Tool (ACEIT) was used.14 Construction of the proposed improvements is
proposed to begin in the year 2021 and continue through the year 2025. Appendix D provides the results
of the construction-related emissions for CO, NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, and SO2. Table 3-2 notes that the
greatest level of the evaluated pollutants/precursors is 12, 15, less than 10, 4, 1, and less than 1 tons,
respectively. With the exception of VOCs, emissions are forecast to be greatest in the year 2021.
Conclusion. Operational and construction emissions associated with the Proposed Action are below the
de minimis pollutants/precursors. No long-term air quality impacts are expected due to operational
activities for the runway extension up to 1,400 feet. Short-term or temporary air quality impacts at the
Airport would be primarily generated by construction activities. As the project is anticipated to be
developed over a period of five years, it is anticipated that any proposed construction activity will not
have an adverse impact on the community and region. A significant difference between air quality impacts
associated with an extension of the first 1,200 feet, which is the amount justified by FAA guidance, is not
anticipated. Emissions related to construction can be assumed to be lower for an extension to 1,200 feet
than for an extension to 1,400 feet. Operational impacts would be negligible.
3.1.4.2 No Action Alternative
Implementation of the No Action Alternative does not prevent continued growth of air traffic at the
Airport and the associated operational emissions. Aircraft users would continue to use SBY. Aircraft users
not able to use SBY due to runway length restrictions as a result of the No Action Alternative may transfer
to another airport within the local region where emissions would continue to be released. As it does not
involve construction, emissions related to the construction of the airport development projects would not
be released under the No Action alternative.

14

Certain project-specific details and/or costs of the improvements were used in the ACEIT to estimate construction activities and
equipment/vehicles activity data (e.g., equipment mixes/times). Default emission factors were also assigned based on the location and type of
projects. The default factors used by ACEIT are derived from EPA-approved emissions models for both non-road construction equipment (e.g.,
NONROAD) and on-road vehicles (e.g., MOVES). NONROAD provides emission factors for off-road equipment/vehicles (i.e., dozers, tractors,
loaders, etc.) and MOVES is used to develop emission factors for on-road vehicles (e.g., passenger cars, delivery trucks, etc.). Both exhaust and
fugitive (e.g., evaporative) emission factors were developed using these models for incorporation into ACEIT.
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Table 3-1: 2026 and 2031 Operational Emission Inventories (tons/year)

YEAR

2026

SCENARIO

CO

NOX

VOC

PM10

PM2.5

SO2

No Action

156

11

20

3

1

1

Proposed
Action

160

12

21

3

1

1

4

4

<1

<1

<1

<1

No Action

158

11

21

3

1

1

Proposed
Action

162

12

21

3

1

1

4

1

<1

<1

<1

<1

Net Difference

2031

Net Difference

Notes: Results may reflect rounding. CO = carbon monoxide, NOx = nitrogen oxide, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, VOC = volatile organic compounds,
PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or smaller, and PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or smaller.

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020

Table 3-2: Construction Emission Inventories (tons/year)

YEAR

CO

NOX

VOC

PM10

PM2.5

SO2

2021

12

15

6

4

1

<1

2022

11

13

6

4

1

<1

2023

10

12

6

4

1

<1

2024

11

14

6

4

1

<1

2025

9

10

10

2

1

<1

Notes: Results may reflect rounding. CO = carbon monoxide, NOx = nitrogen oxide, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, VOC = volatile organic compounds,
PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or smaller, and PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or smaller.

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020
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3.2 Biological Resources
3.2.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference lists the primary statutes, regulations, Executive Orders, and other
guidance related to biological resources. The most notable Acts that allow for consultations, permits, and
authorizations related to biological resources include the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 15
Section 7 consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) and/or the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under the ESA requires federal agencies to ensure that an action does
not jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of associated habitat. Under the ESA, an endangered species is
defined as any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A
threatened species is any species that is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.
The MMPA prohibits, with certain exceptions, the “take” of marine mammals in U.S. waters and by U.S.
citizens on the high seas. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act requires
federal agencies to consult with the NMFS with regard to any action authorized, funded, or undertaken
that may adversely affect any essential fish habitat identified under the Act.
The purpose of the MBTA is to ensure the sustainability of populations of all migratory bird species. The
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act protects bald and golden eagles, including their parts, nests, or eggs,
from the unauthorized capture, purchase, or transportation.
The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) was enacted to minimize the loss of Maryland's forest
resources during land development by making the identification and protection of forests and other
sensitive areas an integral part of the site planning process. The FCA requires evaluating existing forest
resources and forest impacts in a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and Forest Conservation Plan (FCP) prior
to local approval of grading or sediment control permits (affecting 40,000 square feet or greater).
Exemptions to the FCA include the cutting or clearing of trees that penetrate navigable airspace if FAA has
determined the trees create a hazard to aeronautical navigation (Natural Resources Article of the
Annotated Code of Maryland, §§ 5-1601-1612).
Wicomico County oversees the regulatory protection for the forest lands and timber resources that are
located within the County. Unless exempted, an FCP is required for development on parcels of land 40,000
square feet or greater. Preparation of an FSD/FCP is included in this EA effort (see Appendix E).

3.2.2 Affected Environment
The topography surrounding the Airport is mostly flat with open expanses of fallow agricultural fields
crossed by rivers, creeks, and hedgerows. The Airport elevation is 52 mean sea level (MSL). An FSD was
15

Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.); Marine Mammals Protection Act (16.U.S.C. § 1361 et seq.); Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. § 1801 et seq.); Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712); Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. § 668 et seq.)
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prepared for this project (see Appendix E) which notes that the EA study area includes 176.49 ± acres of
forested area that qualifies as forest under the State Forest Conservation Act. The FSD report divides the
forest into four stands based on species composition. Stand 1 is a coniferous forest dominated by loblolly
pine and sweetgum. Stands 2, 3, and 4 are mixed-hardwood forests dominated by tulip poplar and red
maple; white oak, southern red oak, and black oak; and red maple, respectively.
Review of Species. An initial search of the USFWS Information and Planning and Consultation (IPaC)
database was completed in October 2018 and was updated in June 2020 (see Appendix F). The search
noted there was no presence of federally threatened, endangered, or candidate species within the project
area. The IPaC database also confirmed the absence of critical habitat in the project area.
The IPaC database also identified seven migratory birds as likely to be present and/or breeding within the
project area. The migratory birds include the Bald Eagle, Canada Warbler, Eastern Whip-poor-will,
Kentucky Warbler, Lesser Yellowlegs, Prairie Warbler, Prothonotary Warbler, Rusty Blackbird, and the
Wood Thrush.
The Center for Conservation Biology (CCB) online mapping portal was consulted to identify potential
locations of Bald Eagle and Osprey nests within the vicinity of SBY (see Appendix F and Figure 3-1). The
nearest Bald Eagle nests are documented as the Pocomoke River Eagle Nests located approximately 10
miles northeast/southeast of the project area. An Osprey nest is located approximately 12 miles west of
the project area. An online mapping database provided by the Maryland Bird Conservation Partnership
also reports a documented eagle’s nest in the vicinity of where the Osprey nest is reported by CCB (see
Figure 3-1).
Coordination with the Maryland Wildlife and Heritage Service of the Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) was initially conducted in June 2019 and renewed in June 2020 (see Appendix F). The agency
responded in June 2019 that it has no state or federal records for listed plant or animal species within the
airport property. In June 2020, DNR noted that there are records for state-listed threatened Torrey’s
Beakrush (grass-like plant) and for state-listed endangered Dwarf Huckleberry (flowering shrub) within
the southeastern portion of the project site and encouraged the avoidance of impacts to these species.
The Beakrush has been observed along an old logging road in ditches, and the Huckleberry has been
observed along a narrow strip of dry road bank with a raised shoulder. DNR also noted that their remote
analysis suggests that the forested area of the property contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat, in
which the population of these species, which depends on the forested habitat that exists around SBY, is
declining in Maryland and the eastern United States (see Appendix F).16

3.2.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F establishes the significance thresholds for biological resources; however, the FAA has
not established a significance threshold for non-listed species. An impact may be deemed significant if
the USFWS or the NMFS determines if the Proposed Action would be likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of a federally listed threatened or endangered species or would result in the destruction or
adverse modification of federally designated critical habitat.

16

The 2017 Wicomico County Comprehensive Plan describes Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) as “species that require large blocks of forests
to survive and maintain sustainable populations. This diverse group of birds includes tanagers, warblers, vireo, as well as residents and shortdistance migratory birds, such as woodpeckers, hawks, and owls.”
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Assessment of the Proposed Action should consider the following factors:
▪
▪
▪
▪

A long-term or permanent loss of unlisted plant or wildlife species (e.g., extirpation of the
species from a large project area)
Adverse impacts to special status species (e.g., state species of concern, species proposed for
listing, migratory birds, bald and golden eagles) or their habitats
Substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species
habitats or their populations
Adverse impacts on a species’ reproductive success rates, natural mortality rates, non-natural
mortality (e.g., road kills and hunting), or ability to sustain the minimum population levels
required for population maintenance

3.2.4 Environmental Consequences
3.2.4.1 Proposed Action
Implementation of this alternative would result in the disturbance and removal of vegetative communities
within the project area. An estimated 90 acres of tree removal is proposed, which includes approximately
20 acres of clearing of individual or clusters of trees on the Runway 14 end and the clearing of
approximately 70 acres of trees on the Runway 32 end. Much of the forestland to the south of the airport
property is indicated as state-reported Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) habitat (see Figure 3-2 for
a depiction of the Proposed Action, including general areas of proposed obstruction removal); during
preparation of the EA, DNR noted that interested landowners can contact the agency for voluntary
guidelines to preserve this habitat (see Appendix F). The proposed removal represents a small percentage
of the available FIDS habitat in the area, and there are ample large, unbroken tracts of forest remaining
in the area for forest-dwelling species.
The Proposed Action is anticipated to impact 50.8 ± acres of wetlands (including 33.0 ± acres of conversion
of forested wetlands) and is not anticipated to impact streams. Wetland and stream impacts are discussed
further in Section 3.14 and Section 3.17.3.
An FSD and an FCP were prepared as part of the EA effort. Wicomico County advised in August 2020 that
the off-airport clearing would be considered by the County to qualify as construction/maintenance of
public utilities, which is exempt from County FCA requirements. The FCP was prepared to depict proposed
development and proposed tree clearing on-airport (see Appendix E). As the proposed development
involves over 40,000 SF of ground disturbance, mitigation is required. Mitigation options to comply with
the FCA are discussed in Section 3.17.1.
Bald Eagle and Migratory Birds
According to online maps provided by the Center for Conservation Biology (CCB) and the Maryland Bird
Conservation Partnership, the locations of the Bald Eagle nest to SBY exceeds the recommended 660 foot
buffer zone required around a Bald Eagle nest (see Figure 3-1); therefore, no impacts are anticipated as a
result of the Proposed Action.
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While tree removal is proposed to accommodate the Proposed Action, the removal would impact a small
percentage of the existing, available forest lands in the area and is not anticipated to adversely impact
migratory bird habitat. With the availability of forest lands within the surrounding area, the removal of
forested area for the Proposed Action will not result in fragmentation of large forest tracts; existing bird
habitat can remain connected to other forested areas through corridors. No substantial loss, reduction,
degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species habitat or their populations is anticipated as
a result of the Proposed Action. The impacts to biological resources are not anticipated to reach a level of
significance as a result of the Proposed Action.
3.2.4.2 No Action Alternative
Implementation of the No Action Alternative is not anticipated to have adverse impacts to biological
resources as no development, tree removal, or vegetation removal would occur.
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Figure 3-1: Documented Bald Eagle and Osprey Nest Locations

Source: Center for Conservation Biology Mapping Portal, July 2020
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Figure 3-2: Sensitive Species and Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) Potential Habitat in Wicomico County

Source: MERLIN, Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis, 2020
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3.3 Climate
3.3.1 Laws and Regulations
Greenhouse gases (GHGs) contain pollutants for which there is national and global concern. GHGs are
defined as including carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH2), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs),
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).
The following statutes, regulations, and Executive Orders (E.O.s) relate to climate:
▪
▪

Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7408, 7521, 7571, 7661 et seq.)
E.O. 13990, Protecting Public Health and the Environment and Restoring Science to Tackle the
Climate Crisis (2021)

Some E.O.s referenced in FAA Order 1050.1 are no longer valid, including:
▪
▪
▪

E.O. 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental Energy and Economic Performance
(revoked 2015)
E.O. 13653, Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate Change (rescinded 2017)
E.O. 13693, Planning for Federal Sustainability in the Next Decade (revoked 2018)

3.3.2 Affected Environment
An air emission analysis to evaluate specific GHG emissions was conducted as part of this EA (see Appendix
D).

3.3.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Climate impacts.

3.3.4 Environmental Consequences
3.3.4.1 Proposed Action
The GHG emissions associated with the construction and operation of the Proposed Action are presented
in Table 3-3. GHG emissions are presented in metric tons of CO2 equivalent (CO2℮). As there are no
standards by which the emissions of GHG can be evaluated, the estimates provided are for disclosure
purposes only.
GHG emissions associated with existing and future aviation activity at SBY would not be expected to
adversely impact GHG emissions in the region, although temporary and minor increases of GHGs would
occur from construction activities. The principal emission sources currently operating at SBY include
aircraft, some equipped with auxiliary power units (APUs), a small fleet of ground support equipment
(GSE), and fuel storage and transfer facilities. These emission sources will continue to operate at SBY
whether the Proposed Action is implemented or not.
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3.3.4.2 No Action Alternative
Implementation of this alternative would not prevent the continued growth of air traffic and its related
atmospheric emissions. The No Action Alternative would not change the current or projected future air
traffic at the Airport. Additionally, there would be no construction activities, so there would be no
increases in GHG from construction equipment.
Table 3-3: CO2e Emissions (metric tons)

YEAR

CONSTRUCTION/OPERATIONAL

TOTAL CO2℮

2021

Construction

3,792

2022

Construction

3,769

2023

Construction

3,746

2024

Construction

5,030

2025

Construction

3,866

2026

Operational

220

2031

Operational

228

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020

3.4 Coastal Resources
3.4.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference describes coastal resources as all-natural resources occurring within
coastal waters and their adjacent shorelands. These can include islands, transitional and intertidal areas,
salt marshes, wetlands, floodplains, estuaries, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, and coral reefs, as well as
fish and wildlife and their respective habitats within these areas.
The statutes, regulations, and Executive Orders related to the protection of Coastal Resources include:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Coastal Barrier Resources Act (16 U.S.C. § 3501 et seq.)
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1466)
National Marine Sanctuaries Act (16 U.S.C. § 1431 et seq.)
Executive Order 13089, Coral Reef Protection
Executive Order 13547, Stewardship of the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the Great Lakes
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3.4.2 Affected Environment
According to DNR, the Maryland coastal zone is comprised of land, water, and subaqueous land between
the territorial limits of Maryland in the Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic Coastal Bays, and the Atlantic Ocean. The
coastal zone extends from three miles out in the Atlantic Ocean to the inland boundaries of 16 counties,
including Wicomico County, that border the Atlantic Ocean, Chesapeake Bay, and the Potomac River (see
Figure 3-3). Wicomico County is also located within the Maryland Coastal Barriers Resource System
(CBRS).
Maryland’s costal zones are depicted in Figure 3-3. As the airport is located within Maryland’s coastal
zone, the County must coordinate with MDE to demonstrate compliance with the Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 (see Appendix G). In September 2020, MDE determined that the
proposed project is consistent with the CZMA.

3.4.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Coastal Resources. However, the environmental
analysis should consider if the Proposed Action is:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Inconsistent with the relevant state coastal zone management plan;
Impacts a coastal barrier resources system unit;
Poses an impact to coral reef ecosystems;
Causes an unacceptable risk to human safety or property; or
Causes adverse impacts to the coastal environment that cannot be satisfactorily mitigated

3.4.4 Environmental Consequences
3.4.4.1 Proposed Action
A Coastal Zone Consistency Certification Report was prepared with this EA and is included in Appendix G.
On September 9, 2020, MDE provided a Federal Consistency Concurrence that the project is consistent
with the Maryland Coastal Program (see Appendix G). Therefore, no impacts to Coastal Resources are
anticipated from the Proposed Action.
3.4.4.2 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative does not affect coastal resources as no improvements to the existing airport
would occur.
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Figure 3-3: Maryland's Coastal Zone

Source: www.fedstats.gov/qf/maps/stout24.gif
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3.5 Department of Transportation, Section 4(f)
3.5.1 Laws and Regulations
Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 protects significant,
publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and public and private historic
sites.17 Section 4(f) properties include:
▪
▪
▪

Parks and recreational areas of national, state, or local significance that are both publicly
owned and open to the public
Publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl refuges of national, state, or local significance that are
open to the public
Historic sites of national, state, or local significance in public or private ownership regardless
of whether they are open to the public

3.5.2 Affected Environment
There are no known publicly owned parks, recreational areas, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges on airport
property. The Johnson Wildlife Management Area (WMA) is a 468-acre publicly owned park that is
managed by the Maryland DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service. The Johnson WMA is located approximately
two miles south of SBY “as the crow flies” (see Figure 3-4). The Nutters Crossing Golf Course is located
approximately four miles by car southwest of the Airport (see Figure 3-4). A Phase 1 Cultural Resources
survey was conducted in 2000 on airport property and surrounding lands (1,366 ± acres). No resources
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) were identified. Coordination with
the Maryland Historic Trust (MHT) took place again in July 2020 for the Proposed Action, and MHT
concluded that no historic properties would be affected (see Section 3.8 and Appendix H).

3.5.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F establishes the significance thresholds for Section 4(f) resources. An impact may be
deemed significant if:

17

▪

The Proposed Action involves more than a minimal physical use of a Section 4(f) resource or
constitutes a “constructive use” based on an FAA determination that the aviation project
would substantially impair the Section 4(f) resource.

▪

Resources that are protected by Section 4(f) are publicly owned land from a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance and
publicly or privately-owned land from an historic site of national, state, or local significance.
Substantial impairment occurs when the activities, features, or attributes of the resources
that contribute to its significance or enjoyment are substantially diminished.

See 49 U.S.C. § 303.
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3.5.4 Environmental Consequences
3.5.4.1 Proposed Action
There are no known Section 4(f) resources on airport property, and the nearest Section 4(f) resource is
the Johnson WMA. The development included in the Proposed Action is unlikely to represent a physical
or constructive use of any Section 4(f) resources. Coordination with MHT took place in July 2020 for the
Proposed Action, and MHT concluded that no historic properties would be affected (see Section 3.8 and
Appendix H). The Proposed Action would not adversely affect any known historical or cultural sites (see
Section 3.8). Therefore, no impacts to Section 4(f) lands are anticipated from the Proposed Action.
3.5.4.2 No Action Alternative
Implementation of this alternative is not anticipated to impact Section 4(f) resources as no development
would occur.
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Figure 3-4: Parks and Recreation Areas

Source: Bing Maps, 2020
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3.6 Farmlands
3.6.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference describes farmlands as agricultural areas considered important and
protected by federal, state, or local regulations. These may include pasturelands, croplands, and forests
considered to be prime, unique, or of statewide or local importance.
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) regulates federal actions with the potential to convert farmland
to non-agricultural uses. The FFPA regulates farmland as prime, unique, or of statewide or local
importance.18 The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) of the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) has the final authority for designating important farmlands and keeps lists of important
farmlands for each state.

3.6.2 Affected Environment
The EA study area is approximately 1,400 acres, and the 2019 U.S. Census designates a portion of the
project area as an “urban area” (see Figure 3-5). Figure 3-5 notes that that there are two areas (Site A and
Site B) that are located within the EA study area; however, both sites are located outside of the designated
urban area.
Site A is located within the Runway 14 end and contains four privately-owned properties of which two
(Parcels 62A and 25A totaling 5 ± acres) are proposed to be acquired in fee simple in order to allow the
County to own the land within the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) of Runway 14 to facilitate compliance
with FAA design standards (see Figure 3-6). According to the USDA Soil Resource Report for Site A, the
area is designated as prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, and/or prime farmland if
irrigated (see Figure 3-6). Both parcels are used for agricultural purposes. The County does not anticipate
any change of land use after the acquisitions, meaning that the current land uses could remain and the
proposed fee simple acquisition of 5 ± acres will not result in the unnecessary or irreversible conversion
of farmland.
Site B is located within the Runway 32 end and impacts three property owners: the State of Maryland
DNR; Nature Conservancy; and Wicomico County, Maryland (see Figure 3-7). Parcel 27A, owned by DNR,
is presently being used for timber production/harvest. The Proposed Action included the proposed fee
simple land acquisition of 33 ± acres to allow the County to own the land within the RPZ for Runway 32 to
facilitate compliance with FAA design standards. Along with the proposed land acquisition of the 33 ±
acres, the Proposed Action also includes the removal of trees within this area to mitigate the obstructions
to the airspace for the safety of aircraft operations and to facilitate compliance with FAA design standards.
In addition, the Proposed Action also includes the proposed acquisition of avigation easements along with
obstruction removal (trees) over 298 ± acres (209 ± acres in Parcel 27; 6 ± acres in Parcel 28, and 83 ±
acres in Parcel 29) to mitigate obstructions in airspace.
According to the USDA Soil Resource Report for Site B, this area is identified as farmland of statewide
importance, prime farmland, prime farmland if irrigated, and not prime farmland (see Figure 3-7). The 33
18

See 7 U.S.C. §§ 4201-4209.
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± acres would become dedicated airport property and may be considered to be indirectly (not irreversibly)
converted. While there are no known County plans to farm this area, the purchase of airspace easements
and clearing of trees on the parcels in this area would not prevent the parcels from being farmed and
would not convert farmland to a non-agricultural use.

3.6.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F establishes the significance thresholds for Farmlands Resources.
Factors to consider are if the Proposed Action has the potential to convert important farmlands, such as
pastureland, cropland, and forest considered to be prime, unique, or statewide or locally important land,
to non-agricultural uses.

3.6.4 Environmental Consequences
3.6.4.1 Proposed Action
Coordination with the USDA was initiated during the EA by completing and submitting USDA Form AD1006 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating to the USDA-NRCS Maryland Office for review as to determine
the potential impacts to farmlands as a result of the Proposed Action (see Appendix I). The USDA-NRCS
Maryland office concluded that the proposed activities at SBY are not subject to the provisions of the FPPA
as the Proposed Action does not result in a permanent conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.
3.6.4.2 No Action Alternative
As the No Action alternative does not involve development or land acquisition, no impacts to farmlands
are anticipated.
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Figure 3-5: US Census Urban Area within SBY

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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Figure 3-6: Farmland Classification for Site A

Source: USDA-NRCS, Soil Resource Report for Wicomico County, Maryland, April 2020
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Figure 3-7: Farmland Classification for Site B

Source: USDA-NRCS, Soil Resource Report for Wicomico County, Maryland, April 2020
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3.7 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention
3.7.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F describes hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention as:
▪

▪
▪
▪

Waste streams generated by a project, potential for the wastes to impact environmental
resources, and the impacts on waste handling and disposal facilities that would likely receive
the wastes;
Potential hazardous materials that could be used during construction and operations of a
project, and applicable pollution prevention procedures;
Potential to encounter existing hazardous materials at contaminated sites during
construction, operation, and decommissioning of a project; and
Potential to interfere with any ongoing remediation of existing contaminated sites at the
proposed project site or in the immediate vicinity of a project site.

The relevant regulatory guidance includes the implementing regulations of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) for both solid waste and hazardous waste.19 Section 101(14) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) provides the
regulatory framework for hazardous substances.20

3.7.2 Affected Environment
According to the online EPA EnviroMapper database, several on-airport tenants report to the EPA,
including Federal Express, Chesapeake Airways Services, and the Piedmont Airlines Maintenance Facility
for items such as, but not limited to, small quantity generators and various airport operations. The
hazardous substances known to be found at the Airport include aircraft and ground equipment fuel, deicing chemicals, and fire-fighting chemicals. The EnviroMapper website identified no hazardous waste
clean-up sites within the vicinity of the Airport. Similarly, no Superfund or Brownfield sites are located in
the vicinity of SBY.
An on-airport business adjacent to Runway 14, the Goldman site, previously stored aircraft parts
beginning in the 1950s (see Figure 3-8). The on-airport business was relocated, and the site was
remediated during 2006-2007. The new Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) facility is proposed for
construction on this site in 2019 or 2020. During preliminary design, the site was surveyed for hazardous
materials. No radiation in excess of background radiation was detected, and no visual or olfactory
evidence of petroleum/hazardous substance contaminates was detected; however, lab testing identified
cadmium at the water table and arsenic in the soil that exceeds MDE Non-Residential Clean-Up Standards.
The site assessment report made several mitigation recommendations, which were shared with MDE in
2019. In fall 2019, MDE and Wicomico County finalized an Environmental Covenant detailing attendant
activity and use limitations at the site, after which MDE notified the County that it requires no further
action at the property and that it is formally closing its case file for the project.

19
20

See 40 CFR § 261.2 for the full regulatory definition.
See 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14) for the full regulatory definition.
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Fuel is stored in three locations on the airfield. Primary fuel storage at SBY is located adjacent to Taxiway
E and is managed by the current Fixed Base Operator (FBO). The fuel farm is inspected annually by the
FAA and more frequently as required to meet regulations; however, the tanks are 33 years old and in poor
condition. The County has stated its intent to remove the tanks and construct a new fuel farm in the short
term (within five years).
Secondary fuel farms are located at the Perdue Farms and the Maryland State Police, in the East Side
Operation area of the airfield. The Perdue facility consists of one 12,000-gallon Jet A tank and the
Maryland State Police have one 12,000-gallon Jet A tank. Both tanks are privately maintained by the
respective hangar tenants. Airport Management confirms that the fuel facility and its operations conform
to the Airport’s Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC). There is also a fuel farm
adjacent to Box Hangar 15 on the west side of the airfield with one 10,000-gallon underground tank for
Jet-A fuel.
Hazardous areas within SBY are depicted in Figure 3-8.
There are no landfills in the vicinity of the Airport; the Newland Park Landfill (NPLF) used by Wicomico
County is located northwest of the City of Salisbury. The County Comprehensive Plan confirms that this
landfill is adequate to meet projected demands for the foreseeable future. There is no formal recycling
program at SBY, although the Airport does recycle various items (light bulbs, large batteries, and office
paper).

3.7.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution
Prevention. Factors to consider include if the Proposed Action may have the potential to:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Violate applicable federal, state, tribal, or local laws or regulations regarding hazardous
materials and/or solid waste management;
Involve a contaminated site (including but not limited to a site listed on the National Priority
List (NPL));
Produce an appreciably different quantity or type of hazardous waste;
Generate an appreciably different quantity or type of solid waste or use a different method
of collection or disposal and/or would exceed local capacity; or
Adversely affect human health and the environment.

3.7.4 Environmental Consequences
3.7.4.1 Proposed Action
As none of the proposed activities are in the vicinity of existing hazardous waste sites (including the
Goldman site), it is unlikely that material from those sites would be encountered. However, if hazardous
wastes are encountered during construction activities, construction would cease in that location until the
extent and type of material was identified and handled in accordance with federal and state regulations.
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The addition of new landside facilities at an airport can cause the generation of additional solid waste.
Solid waste, including construction and land clearing debris generated from these projects, is to be
properly disposed of at a permitted solid waste acceptance facility or recycled if possible. Every effort will
be made to recycle materials; however, this will ultimately be the decision of the contractor awarded the
construction contract under competitive bid. Very little construction and demolition (C&D) waste is
anticipated because the majority of the Proposed Action involves new construction.
Any hazardous waste associated with the construction of the Proposed Action is to be disposed of properly
in accordance with MDE and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) guidelines.
The Proposed Action includes the fee simple acquisition of 38 ± acres of land (Parcel 25A, Parcel 27A, and
Parcel 62, see Figure 1-3). Phase I Environmental Due Diligence Audits (EDDAs) were conducted as part of
this EA (see Appendix J). Results of the EDDA for both Parcel 25A and Parcel 27A concluded that no
Recognized Environmental Conditions (REC) were associated with the sites and no additional
investigations are warranted. The EDDA for Parcel 62 (Walston property) identified one REC, a 275-gallon
heating oil above-ground storage tank (AST) without secondary containment that is in poor condition (see
Figure 3-8). The EDDA recommends a soil sampling beneath and adjacent to the AST be conducted to
determine if the subsurface has been impacted by heating oil constituents. The EDDA also recommended
that the AST be removed due to its poor condition, and that if the site needed the heating oil AST that it
should be replaced with a double-wall AST. The Proposed Action includes the acquisition of approximately
four acres of the approximately nine-acre parcel for the purpose of RPZ control; no development will occur
on the area proposed to be acquired. Based on preliminary discussions between the County and the
property owner during the MP process, full acquisition of this parcel by the County is a possibility. The full
parcel has been environmentally reviewed in the event that negotiations during the land acquisition phase
result in County acquisition of the full Parcel 62. Should negotiations result in the full parcel being
acquired, the recommended soil sampling would be conducted before acquisition occurs.
3.7.4.2 No Action Alternative
This alternative is not anticipated to have adverse environmental impacts as it does not involve hazardous
materials and no construction and associated debris is affiliated with this alternative.
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Figure 3-8: Known Hazardous Materials On and Around SBY

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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3.8 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources
3.8.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F describes historical, architectural, archaeological, and cultural resources
encompassing “a range of sites, properties, and physical resources relating to human activities, society,
and cultural institutions that may include past and present expressions of human culture and history in
the physical environment, such as prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, structures, objects, districts
that are considered important to a culture or community.”
The Maryland Department of Planning Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) represents the State of Maryland’s
interests in significant historic, architectural, archaeological, and cultural resources. The relevant
regulatory guidance includes:
▪
▪
▪

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. § 470.f)
Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. § 470h-2)
Maryland Historical Trust Act of 1985, as amended

Consultation with MHT, along with a review of federal and state online databases, was used to identify
historic, architectural, archaeological, and cultural resources (see Appendix H).

3.8.2 Affected Environment
The Maryland Environmental Resources and Land Information Network (MERLIN) interactive map
identifies several known resources in the vicinity of the proposed obstruction removal (tree); all of these
resources are located outside of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) (see Figure 3-10). These resources
include:
▪

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Salisbury Ocean City Wicomico Regional Airport (WI-541) - not eligible determined by 2000
Phase I Cultural Resource Survey, Salisbury Ocean City Wicomico Regional Airport,
conducted by Coastal Carolina Research
Parsons House (WI-542) - not eligible determined by 2000 Phase I Cultural Resource Survey,
Salisbury Ocean City Wicomico Regional Airport, conducted by Coastal Carolina Research
Burke House (WI-543) - not eligible determined by 2000 Phase I Cultural Resource Survey,
Salisbury Ocean City Wicomico Regional Airport, conducted by Coastal Carolina Research
Best House (WI-544) - not eligible determined by 2000 Phase I Cultural Resource Survey,
Salisbury Ocean City Wicomico Regional Airport, conducted by Coastal Carolina Research
Mt. Hermon Church (WI-546) - Not Evaluated in 2000 as it was outside of the APE
Twilley House (WI-547) - Not Evaluated in 2000 as it was outside of the APE

A Phase I Cultural Resources survey was conducted in 2000, as part of the 2003 EA, on airport property
and surrounding lands (a total of approximately 1,366 acres). No resources eligible for listing on the NRHP
were identified. The airport property is included in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Places as resource
#WI541.
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In 2017 and 2018, Section 106 coordination with MHT was conducted for various on-airport improvement
projects, including Project Log Numbers 201703672 through 201703676 and 2018800926. Coordination
noted the Old Terminal Building (also referred to as the Ward Building, WI 541) is located immediately
adjacent to a proposed new ARFF building; however, the Ward Building has not been recommended as
eligible for listing on the NRHP. MHT confirmed there were no historic properties in the APE. Follow-up
coordination with MHT was re-initiated in July 2020 for the Proposed Action (see Appendix H). The 2020
APE includes an additional 85 ± acres beyond what was coordinated with MHT in 2000, which is the area
identified for obstruction removal (tree) in the runway ends of Runway 14-32 (see Figure 3-9). No
development is proposed within these areas. On August 4, 2020, MHT confirmed that there are no
resources present with the 2020 APE.
The Proposed Action includes the relocation or demolition/replacement of five hangars located on the
southwest portion of the Airport (see Figure 1-6). These hangars are identified on the 2020 ALP as Hangars
11-15. The date of construction of these hangars vary. Hangar 11 (Bayland Hangar) was built in 1965,
Hangar 12 built in 1973, and Hangar 15 built in 1979. Specific dates of construction for Hangars 13 and 14
are unknown, but they appear to have been built in the 1960s to 1970s according to Maryland Archives.
Photos of the hangars are included in Appendix H. The demolition of these hangars was included in the
2020 project review by MHT, which concluded in a “No Effect” determination. Per the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s Tribal Directory Assessment Tool (TDAT), the following tribes
expressed interest in Wicomico County, Maryland: Delaware Nation, Oklahoma and the Delaware Tribe
of Indians. Coordination with the Native American tribal communities were initiated by the FAA in July
2020 and reinitiated in March 2021 (see Appendix H). In March 2021, the Delaware Nation responded
that the location of the project does not endanger cultural, or religious sites of interest. Should additional
responses arrive before document finalization, they will be added to the appendix. Every effort will be
made to accommodate any concerns the tribes may have. The FAA has requested specific language in the
EA to fulfill the requirements of consultation (see Section 3.17.2).

3.8.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and
Cultural Resources.

3.8.4 Environmental Consequences
3.8.4.1 Proposed Action
Based on the conclusion from MHT and assuming the guidance in this section regarding post-review
discoveries is followed, implementation of the Proposed Action will not cause significant impact to historic
or cultural resources. FAA re-initiated coordination with the Delaware Nation, Oklahoma and Delaware
Tribe of Indians in mid-March 2021 (see Appendix H). Mitigation measures to be taken in the event of a
post-review discovery are outlined in Section 3.17.2.
3.8.4.2 No Action Alternative
As no development or ground disturbance is proposed by the implementation of this alternative, no
impacts to historic or cultural resources are anticipated.
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Figure 3-9: Area of Potential Effect (APE) Comparison: 2000 and 2020

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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Figure 3-10: Known Historic Resources On or Near SBY

Source: MERLIN interactive map, 2020
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3.9 Land Use
3.9.1 Laws and Regulations
Section 1502.16(c) of the CEQ Regulations requires the discussion of environmental impacts including
“possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of the federal, regional, state, and
local land use plans, policies, and controls for the area concerned.”

3.9.2 Affected Environment
The Land Use Plan for Wicomico County, as included in the 2017 Wicomico County Comprehensive Plan,
generally divides land uses within the approximately 400 square mile County into residential, industrial,
commercial, office, housing, public, Airport, Salisbury University, and mixed uses. The Land Use Plan
provides the framework for future land use decisions and classifications in the County. According to the
Plan, the “Airport” Land Use area is intended to maintain and protect public safety by preventing hazards
to aviation in the Airport’s vicinity. Industrial, agricultural, and airport-related commercial activities are
encouraged within this land use area as they are more compatible with airport operations. SBY is within
the County’s designated Airport Business (AB) Zoning District (see Figure 3-11). According to the County
zoning ordinance, the AB district was established to encourage development of County-owned land
adjacent to SBY with an appropriate mix of business and light industrial uses and to provide opportunities
for alternative densities, lot sizes, and other bulk regulations.
The County has also established an Airport Overlay District (A-2) to protect the airspace surrounding SBY
(see Figure 3-11). According the County zoning ordinance, the A-2 district is intended to protect users of
the Airport and prevent unreasonable limitation or impairment on the use and expansion of airport
facilities. The district establishes an 8,000-foot radius airport protection zone, within which certain uses,
such as elderly day care, hospitals, and other places of assembly and telecommunications towers and
antennas, are not permitted. The zoning ordinance also forbids land uses that create electrical or visual
interference with pilot or aircraft activities, including those that could impair visibility (such as smoke or
glare).
According to the County’s Comprehensive Plan, future development is intended to be focused around
existing municipalities and designated growth areas. The land uses within the County that are not
classified as Agricultural Resource, Public, and Municipal Areas comprise the designated growth areas.
The County Future Land Use Plan depicts SBY within an Airport Planning Area, immediately surrounded
by Public and Agricultural uses (see Figure 3-12).
In December 2016, the City of Salisbury and the County of Wicomico applied jointly for expansion of the
existing 4,220-acre Enterprise Zone, incorporating an additional 1,000 acres. The addition of the Airport
into the Enterprise Zone has allowed the County to promote industrial and commercial growth in the
region.
One area for potential land use incompatibility around the airport is the RPZ, which is the trapezoidal area
situated on each runway end. The purpose of an RPZ is to enhance the protection of people and property
on the ground, which is best achieved through airport ownership of the land within the RPZ. The Airport
does not fully own the land within either RPZ, which is contrary to FAA guidance (see Figure 1-3). In
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addition, the intersection of Airport Road and Walston Switch Road is within the RPZ to Runway 14, which
is contrary to FAA design guidance. Other areas of incompatible land use include off-airport parcels where
vegetative obstructions have been permitted to grow into the protected airspace.

3.9.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Land Use.

3.9.4 Environmental Consequences
3.9.4.1 Proposed Action
The Proposed Action requires 38 ± acres of fee-simple land acquisition (5 ± acres on the Runway 14 end
and 33 ± acres on the Runway 32 end) and 313 ± acres of avigation easements (15 ± acres on the Runway
14 end and 298 ± acres on the Runway 32 end) (see Table 3-4 and Table 3-5). The proposed fee-simple
land acquisition would provide the County with sufficient property interest to prevent incompatible land
uses within the RPZs, and the easements would allow for the removal of existing and future obstructions
to airspace surfaces.
The fee simple land acquisition on the Runway 14 end should occur regardless of whether the runway
extension occurs. On the Runway 32 end, the amount of land required to control the RPZ associated with
a 1,200-foot extension (which is the length justified based on FAA guidance) is 25 ± acres; construction of
the additional 200 feet of runway desired by the County would require the fee simple purchase of an
additional 8 ± acres to control the RPZ. The additional 200 feet would not require additional easement
acquisition, as the full parcels would have been acquired based on the first 1,200 feet.
In consideration of the fact that there is no significant noise (see Section 3.11) or socioeconomic impacts
(see Section 3.12) as a result of the Proposed Action, no adverse land use incompatibility impacts are
anticipated.
3.9.4.2 No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative would not alter the existing conditions at the Airport and no land acquisition
would be required. Land use incompatibility would persist under the No Action Alternative.
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Table 3-4: Proposed Land Acquisition (Fee Simple)

PARCEL ID

25A
62A
27A

OWNER NAME

Wicomico
County,
Maryland
Walston, David
J. & Bonnie L.
State of
Maryland DNR
TOTAL

ESTIMATED
ACRES TO BE
ACQUIRED1

PURPOSE

1±

RPZ Control for
Runway 14

4±
33 ±

RPZ Control for
Runway 14
RPZ Control for
Runway 32

38 ±

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
Notes: 1 Final amount of acquisition to be confirmed upon completion of a boundary survey.

Table 3-5: Proposed Land Acquisition (Avigation Easement)

PARCEL ID

OWNER NAME

ESTIMATED
ACRES TO BE
ACQUIRED1

31

Chesapeake
Airport
Properties, LLC

3±

33

Harvest Cove,
LLC

2±

74

75

Walston, John
C. Jr. &
Walston Steve
J.
B&G
Investments
LLC

4±

6±

27

State of
Maryland DNR

209 ±

28

The Nature
Conservancy

6±

29

Wicomico
County, MD

83 ±

TOTAL

PURPOSE

Obstruction
Removal
(RWY 14)
Obstruction
Removal
(RWY 14)
Obstruction
Removal
(RWY 14)
Obstruction
Removal
(RWY 14)
Obstruction
Removal
(RWY 32)
Obstruction
Removal
(RWY 32)
Obstruction
Removal
(RWY 32)

313 ±

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
Notes: 1 Final amount of acquisition to be confirmed upon completion of a boundary survey.
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Figure 3-11: Wicomico County Zoning

Source: www.wicomicocounty.org
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Figure 3-12: Wicomico County Future Land Use Plan

Source: 2016 Wicomico County Comprehensive Plan
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3.10 Natural Resources and Energy Supply
3.10.1 Laws and Regulations
This section provides an evaluation of the project’s consumption of natural resources (e.g., water, asphalt,
aggregate, wood) and use of energy supplies (e.g., coal for electricity, natural gas for heating, fuel for
aircraft or other ground vehicles). The relevant guidance includes:
▪
▪
▪

Energy Independence and Security Act (42 U.S.C. § 17001 et seq.)
Energy Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 15801 et seq.)
Executive Order 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation
Management

3.10.2 Affected Environment
Electrical power to the Airport is supplied by Delmarva Power and Light. Propane, as needed for heating,
is supplied by independent contractors. There is no natural gas line serving SBY. Telephone service is
provided by Verizon. Water is provided to the various facilities through several wells drilled around the
Airport. Plans to provide public (County/City) water are underway; it is anticipated that public water will
be available in 2021. Sewer service is provided from a main sewer line that runs along Airport Road; the
sewer is owned by Wicomico County.

3.10.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Natural Resources and Energy Supply. Factors to
consider may include if the Proposed Action would have the potential to cause demand to exceed
available or future supplies of these resources.

3.10.4 Environmental Consequences
3.10.4.1 Proposed Action
Implementation of the Proposed Action may cause minor increases in energy consumption from the
construction of the additional runway and taxiway lighting but should not significantly affect the local
area’s ability to supply energy. The additional runway and taxiway lighting electrical service needs would
be supported from the existing airfield electrical vault.
Electrical supply needs for the additional hangars, fuel farm, manufacturing facility, and rental car storage
building are anticipated to be provided by separate dedicated service connections.
Neither water consumption nor other resource consumption will be significantly increased due to the
proposed development. The proposed improvements are not major operational changes, and therefore
the increased energy demand is not expected to exceed resource supplies. Any adverse impacts to natural
resources and energy supply are expected to be minor, and in some cases (construction) temporary in
nature.
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3.10.4.2 No Action Alternative
No construction or operation of new or modified airport facilities would result from this alternative.
Therefore, no changes to energy demand, fuel consumption, or off-airport impacts would occur.

3.11 Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use
3.11.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference defines noise as “an unwanted sound that can disturb routine activities
(e.g., sleep, conversation, student learning) and can cause annoyance. Aviation noise may result from the
operation of fixed and rotary wing aircraft during departures, arrivals, overflights, taxiing, and engine runups.” The compatibility of existing land uses and the Proposed Action may be determined in relation to
the level of aircraft noise on noise sensitive land uses, such as residential. The relevant guidance includes:
▪
▪
▪
▪

The Noise Control Act of 1972 (42 U.S.C. §§ 4901-4918)
Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (49 U.S.C. § 47501 et seq.)
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. § 47101 et seq.)
Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (49 U.S.C. §§ 47521-47534, 106(g), 47523-47527)

3.11.2 Affected Environment
The airport property is located within an AB zoning designation and is bordered by agricultural and
industrial land uses that are considered to be compatible with airport operations. One residential
subdivision is located approximately 0.25 miles north of the Runway 23 end. Residential uses are generally
considered to be incompatible with airport operations.
Noise contours were developed using the FAA’s Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) to evaluate
the impact of the proposed improvements on aircraft noise in the vicinity of SBY (see Appendix D). Instead
of measuring single noise events, FAA guidance considers the day-night average sound level (DNL) metric,
which measures a person’s cumulative noise exposure within a 24-hour period, with a “penalty” added
for nighttime noises. The 2019 65-75 DNL contours are depicted in Figure 3-13.
Table 3-6 provides the area that is encompassed within each DNL contour range. The total area within the
DNL contour area is 153 ± acres. The 65 DNL contour remains within the limits of the airport property
boundary, and there are no noise sensitive land uses or other noise sensitive structures within the 2019
(base year) DNL contour.

3.11.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F establishes the thresholds for significant Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use
impacts. An impact may be deemed significant if:
When compared to the No Action alternative for the same timeframe, the Proposed Action would
increase noise by DNL 1.5 dB or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or
above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at or above the DNL 65 dB level
due to a DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase.
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Figure 3-13: 2019 65-75 DNL Contours

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020

Table 3-6: 2019 DNL Contour Areas

DNL

Area (Acres)

65-70

99

70-75

39

75 and greater

15

TOTAL

153

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020
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3.11.4 Environmental Consequences
3.11.4.1 Proposed Action
The methodology for assessing noise exposure included preparing DNL contours for the Proposed Action
and No Action alternatives for year 2026 (the projected first full year that the airport will operate with the
runway extension of 1,400 feet) and year 2031 (five years beyond) (see Appendix D).
3.11.4.1.1 No Action DNL Contours (2026)
The 2026 No Action 65-75 DNL contours are depicted in Figure 3-14. Table 3-7 identifies the areas within
the DNL contour range. The total area within the DNL contour area is ± 157 acres. The 2026 No Action 65
DNL contour remains within the limits of the airport property boundary, and there are no noise sensitive
land uses or other noise sensitive structures within the 2026 No Action 65-75 DNL contour.
3.11.4.1.2 Proposed Action DNL Contours (2026)
The 2026 Proposed Action 65-75 DNL contours are depicted in Figure 3-15. Table 3-8 identifies the areas
within the DNL contour range. The total area within the DNL contour area is 168 ± acres. The 2026
Proposed Action DNL contour area remains within the limits of the airport property boundary, and there
are no noise sensitive land uses or other noise sensitive structures within the 2026 Proposed Action 6575 DNL contour.
3.11.4.1.3 No Action DNL Contours (2031)
The 2031 No Action 65-75 DNL contours are depicted in Figure 3-16. Table 3-9 identifies the areas within
the DNL contour range. The total area within the DNL contour area is ± 159 acres, which represents the
natural increase in noise events from the forecasted growth in operations over the planning period. The
2031 No Action 65 DNL contour remains within the limits of the airport property boundary, and there are
no noise sensitive land uses or other noise sensitive structures within the 2301 No Action 65-75 DNL
contour.
3.11.4.1.4 Proposed Action DNL Contours (2031)
The 2031 Proposed Action 65-75 DNL contours are depicted in Figure 3-17. Table 3-10 identifies the areas
within the DNL contour range. The total area within the DNL contour area is 169 ± acres. The 2031
Proposed Action DNL contour area remains within the limits of the airport property boundary, and there
are no noise sensitive land uses or other noise sensitive structures within the 2031 Proposed Action 6575 DNL contour. No incompatible land uses would experience a DNL 1.5 dB increase at or above DNL 65
in 2026 or 2031 as a result of the Proposed Action. Therefore, there are no significant noise impacts
expected to result from the Proposed Action.
3.11.4.2 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative does not result in the construction of new airfield facilities or rehabilitated
airport facilities and therefore would not be associated with temporary or permanent increases in noise
levels.
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Figure 3-14: 2026 No Action 65-75 DNL Contours

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020

Table 3-7: 2026 No Action DNL Contour Areas

DNL

Area (Acres)

65-70

101

70-75

40

75 and greater

16

TOTAL

157

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020
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Figure 3-15: 2026 Proposed Action 65-75 DNL Contours

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020

Table 3-8: 2026 Proposed Action DNL Contour Areas

DNL

Area (Acres)

65-70

112

70-75

40

75 and greater

16

TOTAL

168

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020
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Figure 3-16: 2031 No Action 65-75 DNL Contours

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020

Table 3-9: 2031 No Action DNL Contour Areas

DNL

Area (Acres)

65-70

102

70-75

40

75 and greater

16

TOTAL

158

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020

)
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Figure 3-17: 2031 Proposed Action 65-75 DNL Contours

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020

Table 3-10: 2031 Proposed Action DNL Contour Areas

DNL

Area (Acres)

65-70

113

70-75

40

75 and greater

16

TOTAL

169

Source: KB Environmental Sciences Inc., SBY Air Quality and Noise Assessment, 2020
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3.12 Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Health and
Safety Risks
This section describes the demographic, economic, and social characteristics in the project study area and
potential changes that may result from the Proposed Action.

3.12.1 Socioeconomics
3.12.1.1 Laws and Regulations
The regulatory guidance related to socioeconomic impacts is the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. § 61 et seq.).
3.12.1.2 Affected Environment
One-Mile Radius around SBY
The U.S. EPA EJ View Mapper was consulted to determine detailed information about the area within an
approximately one-mile buffer around the airport (see Appendix K and Table 3-11). The EJ View Mapper
contains U.S. Census Bureau data from 2010 as well as American Community Survey (ACS) data from 20142018. The data notes a population within the one-mile buffer of 578 people, of which 11 percent are
identified as minority and 23 percent are children younger than 18 years of age. The racial demographics
include 99 percent Non-Hispanic and 1 percent Hispanic. The data notes that there are 236 housing units
within one mile of SBY, of which 71 percent are owner-occupied. Based on a desktop review of the location
of residences/structures within one mile of the airport, most of these appear to be clustered in the
Kilbirnie Estates neighborhood northeast of the airport and well away from the proposed development
(see Figure 3-18). Median household income is reported to be $25,000 or lower for eight percent of the
households.21
Wicomico County
The population estimate for Wicomico County includes 103,609 persons, which is a 4.9 percent increase
compared to the 2010 Census data, which noted a population of 98,733 persons.22 Thirty eight percent
are identified as minority and 21.9 percent are children younger than 18 years of age. The racial
demographics includes 95.5 percent Non-Hispanic and 5.5 percent Hispanic. There are 42,531 housing
units within Wicomico County of which 59.2 percent are owner-occupied. The median household income
for Wicomico County is $56,608; 14.6 percent are households in poverty.
State of Maryland
The population estimate for the State of Maryland as of July 1, 2019, includes 6,045,680 persons, which
is a 4.7 percent increase compared to the 2010 Census data, which noted a population of 5,773,794
persons.23 Fifty percent are identified as minority and 22.1 percent are children younger than 18 years of
age. The racial demographics includes 89.4 percent Non-Hispanic and 10.6 percent Hispanic. There are
21

The 2020 Federal Poverty Guideline for a household of four persons is $26,200; https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-guidelines
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/MD,wicomicocountymaryland/POP010210
23
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/MD,wicomicocountymaryland/POP010210
22
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2,470,316 housing units in the State of Maryland of which 66.8 percent are owner-occupied. The median
household income for the State of Maryland is $81,868; nine percent are households in poverty.
Figure 3-18: Residences/Structures within a One Mile Buffer of SBY

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

3.12.1.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Socioeconomics. For the Proposed Action to
significantly impact socioeconomic factors, the project would have to do the following:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Induce substantial economic growth in an area, either directly or indirectly;
Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community;
Cause extensive relocation when enough housing is unavailable;
Cause extensive relocation of community businesses that would cause severe economic
hardship for affected communities;
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▪
▪

Disrupt local traffic patterns and substantially reduce the levels of service of roads serving an
airport and its surrounding communities; or
Produce a substantial change in the community tax base.

3.12.1.4 Environmental Consequences
Proposed Action
The minority population of the one-mile area around SBY (11%) is significantly lower than that of
Wicomico County (38%) and the State of Maryland (50%) (see Table 3-11). Wicomico County has a higher
percentage of persons in poverty (14.6%) compared to the State of Maryland (9%); and, the one-mile area
around SBY has the lowest percentage of persons in poverty (8%). The Proposed Action does not include
an activity that would induce substantial economic growth that may impact either minority or low-income
persons nor does the Proposed Action include project elements that would produce a substantial change
in the community tax base.
The Proposed Action does include a project element that may disrupt the physical arrangement of the
surrounding, established community. In order to mitigate the non-standard condition of Airport Road and
Walston Switch Road being presently located within the RPZ of Runway 14, the Proposed Action proposes
to shift the runway by 100-feet as well as cul-de-sac Walston Switch Road. This would allow for the
intersection of Airport Road and Walston Switch Road to be removed from the Runway 14 RPZ (see Figure
1-4). The Wicomico County Public Works Department conducted an analysis of potential traffic impacts
from the closure of Walston Switch Road in 2020, and in 2021 reported no additional safety concerns and
no decrease in the level of service as a result of the road closure (see Appendix C).
The Proposed Action includes acquisition of land that would enable SBY to meet FAA design standards.
The Proposed Action would require the fee simple acquisition of 38 ± acres of land and 313 ± acres of
avigation easement. No residential acquisition is proposed.
Table 3-4 and Table 3-5 list each parcel to be acquired either via fee simple or via avigation easement.
The provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (the
Uniform Act) of 1970 must be met for each property acquisition and relocation proposed as part of the
Proposed Action. Negotiations with the property owners are to occur during the land acquisition phase.
Compensation in the form of fair market value would serve as the mitigation measure for the required
land acquisition. Meaningful outreach to the general public was conducted during this EA effort. Impacted
property owners have been kept apprised of the County’s proposed development plan via informational
letters and two invitation-only property owner briefing sessions. One public workshop was held to inform
the public of the proposed development (see Appendix L).24
No Action Alternative
As the No Action alternative does not propose development or land acquisition, no associated
socioeconomic impacts would occur.

24

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the property owner briefing sessions and public workshop were/are to be conducted via a virtual online
platform.
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Table 3-11: Demographic Comparison

ONE MILE AREA
AROUND SBY

WICOMICO COUNTY

STATE OF MARYLAND

POPULATION
Population

578

98,733

5,773,794

2010 to 2019 Percent Change

-

4.9%

4.7%

Population, 2019 Estimate

-

103,609

6,045,680

RACE AND HISPANIC ORIGIN (PERCENT)
Hispanic

1%

5.5%

10.6%

White

89%

62%

50%

Black

6%

27.3%

31.1%

Native
American

0%

0.4%

0.6%

Asian

0%

3%

6.7%

Pacific Islander

0%

0.1%

0.1%

Two or More
Races

4%

2.8%

2.9%

21.9%

22.1%

Non-Hispanic

AGE (PERCENT)
Persons younger than 18 years

23%
HOUSING

Housing Units

236

42,531

2,470,316

Owner-occupied housing rate

71%

59.2%

66.8%

INCOME AND POVERTY
Median household income (in 2018
dollars), 2014-2018

-

$56,608

$81,868

Households in poverty, percent

8%

14.6%

9%

Source: U.S. EPA EJ View Mapper, U.S. Census Quick Facts, 2020
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3.12.2 Environmental Justice
3.12.2.1 Laws and Regulations
The primary statutes, Executive Orders, and other guidance related to environmental justice impacts
include:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d-2000d-7)
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations
Memorandum of Understanding on Environmental Justice and Executive Order 12898 (August
4, 2011)
DOT Order 5610.2(a), Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations
CEQ Guidance: “Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy
Act” (December 10, 1997)
Revised Department of Transportation Environmental Justice Strategy (77 Federal Register
18879, March 28, 2012)

3.12.2.2 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Environmental Justice. Factors to consider with
the Proposed Action include if the action has the potential to lead to a disproportionately high and adverse
impact to an environmental justice population (e.g., low-income or minority populations) due to:
▪
▪

Significant impacts in other environmental impact categories; or
Impacts on the physical or natural environment that affect an environmental justice
population in a way that the FAA determines are unique to the environmental justice
population and significant to that population.

3.12.2.3 Environmental Consequences
Proposed Action
No populations were identified that could be negatively impacted by other environmental impact
categories when examined in the context of minority or low-income populations (i.e., water resource
impacts that could impact a community that subsists on fishing or game consumption or noise impacts
that may interfere with cultural traditions of Native American tribes).
The Proposed Action may generate noise during the period of construction; however, it will be temporary,
and it is anticipated to only occur during daylight hours. Construction would remain on airport property
except for off-airport tree removal, which would be temporary and not likely to occur during nighttime
hours.
No Action Alternative
As the No Action alternative does not propose development, land acquisition, or construction that would
result in significant environmental impacts, no associated environmental justice impacts would occur.
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3.12.3 Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
3.12.3.1 Laws and Regulations
Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental and Safety Risks, provides guidance
to children’s environmental health and safety risks.
3.12.3.2 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks.
3.12.3.3 Environmental Consequences
Proposed Action
There are no schools or day care facilities within the immediate vicinity of the Airport. The nearest
residential neighborhood is located approximately 0.25-miles from the Runway 23 end, and there are
scattered residences located near the Runway 14 and Runway 5 ends.
The Proposed Action is not anticipated to exceed the de minimis thresholds for Air Quality. Construction
for the various project elements of the Proposed Action are not anticipated to experience long
construction periods. Construction is subject to meeting all of the erosion and stormwater management
requirements for Wicomico County and Maryland Department of Environment (see Section 3.14). For the
most part, construction would take place on an operating, commercial-service airport where access is
controlled. On off-airport parcels proposed for tree removal, the contractor is responsible for maintaining
access controls to the site. There are no adverse environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated as a
result of the Proposed Action.
No Action Alternative
As the No Action alternative does not propose development, land acquisition, or development that would
result in significant environmental impacts, no associated children’s environmental health and safety risks
impacts would occur.

3.13 Visual Effects
3.13.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F notes that no formal federal consultation processes, permits, or other approval related
to visual effects are required and encourages informal coordination with other federal, state, and local
agencies.

3.13.2 Affected Environment
The airport property is immediately surrounded by agricultural and industrial land uses, which are
generally considered to be compatible with airport operations involving lights. There are scattered
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residential areas adjacent to the Runway 14, Runway 5, and Runway 32 ends, which are separated from
airport property by roads and/or tree buffers, with the exception of one residence on the Runway 23 end.
There is no development proposed in this area of the Airport.

3.13.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference does not establish a significance threshold for Light Emissions, Visual
Resources, and Visual Character. Factors to consider with the Proposed Action is the degree to which the
action would have the potential to:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Create annoyance or interfere with normal activities from light emissions;
Affect the visual character of the area due to the light emissions, including the importance,
uniqueness, and aesthetic value of the affected visual resources;
Affect the nature of the visual character of the area, including the importance, uniqueness,
and aesthetic value of the affected visual resources;
Contrast with the visual resources and/or visual character in the study area; or
Block or obstruct the views of visual resources, including whether these resources would
still be visible from other locations.

3.13.4 Environmental Consequences
3.13.4.1 Proposed Action
Approximately 90 acres of vegetative obstructions are proposed to be removed within the Proposed
Action, this includes land both on-airport and off-airport.
There is a residence on one parcel (Parcel 75) on the Runway 14 end where airspace obstructions are
proposed to be removed; with the exception of the cleared area where the residence is situated, the
parcel is fully forested. The residence is immediately surrounded by trees and set back approximately 95
yards from Walston Switch Road. One obstruction point was identified on this parcel which is not in the
vicinity of the home. Removal of the offending trees is not anticipated to interfere with the forested buffer
immediately surrounding the residence. This property owner participated in both virtual briefing sessions
held as part of this EA effort.
Tree removal is also proposed on a parcel east of the Runway 32 end which appears to be a family farm.
The offending trees are located close to the airport property line and are not in the vicinity of the residence
on the parcel.
Similar to potential noise impacts, the purchase of avigation easements over parcels where tree removal
is necessary for airspace protection would act as a mitigation measure for visual impacts.
The majority of obstruction removal is concentrated on the southern boundary of the Airport (Runway 32
end) (see Figure 2-9). This area is a largely forested area with no nearby light or visually sensitive land uses
such as residences.
Based on the context and intensity of the additional lighting associated with the Proposed Action, light
emission impacts to the surrounding areas are not anticipated to be significant. The proposed new
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landside facilities are anticipated to be aesthetically compatible with the existing development located on
the Airport. No adverse impacts to nearby residential or other visually sensitive areas are anticipated as a
result of the Proposed Action.
3.13.4.2 No Action Alternative
The implementation of this alternative would create no impacts on visual effects since no changes to the
existing airfield lighting system or new building construction would occur. Tree obstructions would not be
removed; therefore, no visual impacts would occur as a result of tree removal.

3.14 Water Resources
For the purposes of this environmental category, water resources include floodplains, ground waters and
surface waters, wetlands, and wild and scenic rivers.

3.14.1 Floodplains
3.14.1.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F lists the guidance relevant to floodplains:
▪
▪
▪

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management
National Flood Insurance Act (42 U.S.C. §4001 et seq.)
DOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection

3.14.1.2 Affected Environment
Based on the review of the review of the Flood Insurance Map for Wicomico County (Community Panel
24045C0260E, effective 8/17/2015, and Community Panel 24045C0280E, effective 8/17/2015), there is a
special flood hazard area (Zone A) located to the northeast of the airport property along Horse Bridge
Creek (see Figure 3-19). Within the designated floodplain area of Zone A, there are areas identified for
proposed avigation easement and proposed obstruction removal. The remaining portion of the Airport
and project area are not located within a 100-year floodplain.
3.14.1.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F establishes the significance thresholds for floodplain impacts if the Proposed Action
“would cause notable adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values”.
3.14.1.4 Environmental Consequences
Proposed Action
The Proposed Action includes the obstruction (trees) removal of 15 ± acres within the special flood hazard
area of Horse Bridge Creek (see Figure 3-20). The proposed tree removal within this special flood hazard
area will occur if the runway extension is 1,200-feet; there is no net impact with an additional 200-foot
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runway extension. The vegetation removal activities would involve only the cutting or removal of
vegetation above the ground in which the activity does not substantially disturb the root system or involve
mechanized pushing, dragging, or other similar activities that redeposit excavated soil material into a
water of the U.S. Coordination with Wicomico County noted that as the proposed tree removal is not
located within a nontidal waterway, the County will defer to MDE as project coordination is underway
due to the Proposed Action’s impacts to wetlands (see Appendix C and Section 3.14.3).
The proposed tree removal and trimming of trees will not directly or indirectly promote development
within the floodplain. No significant impacts to the floodplain are anticipated as a result of the Proposed
Action.
No Action Alternative
As no construction is proposed for this alternative, there would be no impact to floodplains.
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Figure 3-19: Special Flood Hazard Area near SBY

Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 24045C0280E, Effective 8-17-2015
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Figure 3-20: Proposed Tree Removal in Special Flood Hazard Area

Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 24045C0280E, Delta Airport Consultant, Inc. Analysis
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3.14.2 Ground Waters and Surface Waters
3.14.2.1 Laws and Regulations
FAA Order 1050.1F describes surface waters as streams, rivers, lakes, ponds, estuaries, and oceans and
ground water as surface water that is stored between sand, clay, and rock formations, which includes
aquifers and other water sources.
The regulatory guidance for both ground water and surface waters include:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387)
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 661-667d)
Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 401 and 403)
Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 300(f)-300(j)-26)

3.14.2.2 Affected Environment
There are several streams on and near airport property. Water from the end of Runway 32 drains east to
Horsebridge Creek and Nassawango Creek and ultimately into the Pocomoke River and the Chesapeake
Bay. The remainder of the airport stormwater drainage flows west to Walston and Beaverdam Creeks and
the Wicomico River. The airport property is bisected by two federal watersheds. The western portion of
airport property is within the Tangier watershed, while the eastern portion of airport property is within
the Pokomoke-Western Lower watershed.
There are no sole source aquifers in the Airport’s vicinity.
3.14.2.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F establishes the significance thresholds for surface water impacts, if the Proposed
Action would:
▪
▪

Exceed water quality standards established by federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory
agencies; or
Contaminate public drinking water supply such that public health may be adversely affected.

Factors to consider include if the Proposed Action would:
▪
▪

▪

Adversely affect natural and beneficial water resource values to a degree that substantially
diminishes or destroys such values;
Adversely affect surface waters such that the beneficial uses and values of such waters are
appreciably diminished or can no longer be maintained and such impairment cannot be
avoided or satisfactorily mitigated; or
Present difficulties based on water quality impacts when obtaining a permit or authorization.
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FAA Order 1050.1F establishes the significance thresholds for groundwater impacts, if the Proposed
Action would:
▪
▪

Exceed groundwater quality standards established by federal, state, local, and tribal
regulatory agencies; or
Contaminate an aquifer used for public water supply such that public health may be impacted.

Factors to consider include if the Proposed Action would:
▪
▪

▪

Adversely affect natural and beneficial groundwater values to a degree that substantially
diminishes or destroys such values;
Adversely affect groundwater quantities such that the beneficial uses and values of such
ground water are appreciably diminished or can no longer be maintained and such
impairment cannot be avoided or satisfactorily mitigated; or
Present difficulties based on water quality impacts when obtaining a permit or authorization.

3.14.2.4 Environmental Consequences
Proposed Action
Construction and operation of new airport facilities may have short-term and long-term impacts on
surface water and groundwater quality. Impacts that could occur as a result of the Proposed Action
include increased runoff, increased water degradation, and altered drainage patterns. Degradation of
water quality could be caused by fuel spills and lubricant leakage. The Proposed Action is to be designed
and constructed to conform to applicable MDE and local regulations regarding water quality, including
the preparation of a project specific stormwater pollution and prevention plan (SWPPP) and Erosion and
Sediment Control Plans.
Stormwater runoff can be expected to increase in the future as a result of additional impervious surfaces
from the Proposed Action (see Appendix B). It is preliminarily anticipated that 29.17 ± acres of impervious
surface are to be added during the development of the Proposed Action (including the runway shift,
runway/taxiway extension and the on-airport facilities and infrastructure) .
The greatest potential impact to surface water resources is from erosion and sedimentation during
construction activities. In order to meet the environmental site design and stormwater requirements
specified in the Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, certain erosion and sediment controls and Best
Management Practices (BMPs) will be considered. For example, on a project site that includes impervious
area, an impervious disconnect grass filter strip may be considered; for example, for the runway extension
project component these grass strips may run parallel to Runway 32 and the associated taxiway extension.
Stormwater credits may also be acquired subject to the regulating authority. Additional BMPs considered
may be grass swales, sand filters, and/or stormwater management basins. Stormwater improvements to
mitigate impacts to water quality are described in Section 3.17.3. With the implementation of the proper
water protection measures, no significant impacts to stormwater are anticipated as a result of the
Proposed Action.
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No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would not result in construction or operation of any new or modified airport
facilities. No impacts to surface water or ground water would occur. The existing impervious surfaces and
resulting stormwater runoff volumes would remain unchanged.

3.14.3 Wetlands
3.14.3.1 Laws and Regulations
The Clean Water Act (CWA) defines the term "wetlands" as areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands may include swamps, marshes, and bogs.
Wetlands may benefit the environment as they provide habitat for fish and wildlife, water quality
improvement, flood storage, and recreational opportunities.
The relevant regulatory guidance includes:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387)
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 661-667d)
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands
DOT Order 5660.1A, Preservation of the National’s Wetlands

3.14.3.2 Affected Environment
Wetlands within the study area were delineated in June 2020 in accordance with the 1987 U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) Wetland Delineation Manual, along with the Regional Supplement to the USACE
Wetland Delineation Manual: Eastern Mountains and Piedmont Region (Version 2.0), (see Figure 3-21). A
wetlands report is provided in Appendix M. Wetlands within the Airport Business Park were not
delineated as part of this EA, as they were recently delineated by the County during a separate effort. A
jurisdictional determination (JD) was issued by the USACE for that determination and is included in
Appendix M.
Based on the surveyed locations, a total of 78 ± acres of delineated wetlands and 11,000 ± linear feet (LF)
of intermittent and perennial streams are located within the study area (see Figure 3-21, Figure 3-22, and
Figure 3-23).
The wetlands report was coordinated with USACE and MDE, neither of which took issue with the wetland
delineation. The JD from USACE was received in December 2020 (see Appendix M); the confirmation letter
from MDE is anticipated in winter 2021 and will be added to the appendices when it is received.
3.14.3.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
FAA Order 1050.1F establishes the significance thresholds for wetlands impacts. Factors to consider with
the Proposed Action include the extent the action would have the potential to:

Environmental Assessment

183

▪
▪
▪
▪

▪
▪

Adversely affect a wetland’s function to protect the quality or quantity of municipal water
supplies, including surface waters and sole source and other aquifers;
Substantially alter the hydrology needed to sustain the affected wetland system’s values
and functions or those of a wetland to which it is connected;
Substantially reduce the affected wetland’s ability to retain floodwaters or storm runoff,
thereby threatening public health, safety, or welfare;
Adversely affect the maintenance of natural systems supporting wildlife and fish habitat or
economically important timber, food, or fiber resources of the affected or surrounding
wetlands;
Promote development of secondary activities or services that would cause the
circumstances listed in this section to occur; or
Be inconsistent with applicable state wetland strategies.
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Figure 3-21: Delineated Wetlands and Steams

Source: Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc.; Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. analysis
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Figure 3-22: Delineated Wetlands and Streams - Runway 14 End

Source: Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc., Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. analysis
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Figure 3-23: Delineated Wetlands and Streams - Runway 32 End

Source: Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc., Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. analysis
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3.14.3.4 Environmental Consequences
Proposed Action
Potential impacts to wetlands were analyzed during the Preliminary Engineering portion of this EA effort
(see Appendix B). As part of the analysis, two proposed projects (the general aviation apron and the fuel
farm - see Figure 3-24) were refined from how they are conceptually depicted on the ALP to avoid impacts
to wetlands and streams. The ALP is to be revised as appropriate to reflect the actual layout of these
facilities once construction is completed.
Table 3-12 identifies the estimated impacts to the wetlands and streams associated with each of the
development projects in the Proposed Action, which includes the proposed runway shift/extension and
the various projects necessary to achieve standards and to accommodate various facility demand.
Proposed impacts to jurisdictional nontidal wetlands, 25-foot wetland buffers, intermittent and perennial
streams, and/or the 100-year floodplain will require authorization from MDE and the USACE (see Section
3.17.3). The Proposed Action has the potential to disturb (fill or grading) 17.69 ± acres of wetlands (7.8 ±
acres of Palustrine Forested (PFO) and 9.92 ± acres of Palustrine Emergent (PEM)) and convert 33.03 ±
acres of forested wetlands (see Figure 3-24, Figure 3-25, Figure 3-26, and Figure 3-27).
Of these impacts, the runway projects (shift and extension) are estimated to disturb 12.42± acres of
wetlands and convert 31.02± acres of forested wetlands. This includes approximately 11.21 acres of
fill/grade and 28.43± acres of conversion associated with the construction of the first 1,200 feet of the
runway extension and associated parallel taxiway, including the clearing of the airspace obstructions
associated with the new runway end location; and approximately 1.21-acres of fill/grade and 2.59 acres
of conversion associated with the construction of the additional 200 feet desired by the County, including
the clearing of the airspace obstructions associated with the runway end location associated with an
additional 200 feet of runway.
The mitigation discussion for wetlands impacts is in Section 3.17.3
No Action Alternative
As no construction is proposed for this alternative, there would be no impact to delineated wetlands or
streams.
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Table 3-12: Estimated Wetlands and Stream Development Impacts
WETLAND
WETLAND
DEVELOPMENT
DISTURBANCE
CONVERSION
PROJECT
(± AC)
(± AC)

Shift Runway 32
Extend Runway 32
Land Acquisition (Fee
Simple/Avigation
Easement)
Remove/Mitigate
Obstructions
Construct Future
Cargo Hangar, Apron,
& Auto Parking
Construct
Manufacturing
Facility,
Taxiway/Apron, &
Auto Parking
Construct Future GA
Apron, Auto
Parking/Access,
Extension of TWY F
Construct Box
(“Executive”) Hangars
Construct Fuel Farm
Construct Future
Corporate Hangars (3)
& Associated Apron
Space
Expand Apron &
Relocate Hangar
Expand Commercial
Terminal Parking Lot
Construct Rental Car
Equipment Storage
Building
TOTAL

STREAM
IMPACTS
(± LF)

0.26

0

0

12.16

0

0

0

0

0

0

33.03

0

0

0

0

5.27

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

17.69

33.03

0

Source: Delta Airport Consultant, Inc. Analysis
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Figure 3-24: Approximate Wetland and Stream Development Impacts at SBY

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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Figure 3-25: Approximate Wetland Stream Development Impacts, Runway 32 End

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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Figure 3-26: Approximate Wetland and Stream Development Impacts, Runway 14 End

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc., Analysis
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Figure 3-27: Approximate Wetland and Stream Development Impacts, South of Runway 14-32

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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3.14.4 Wild and Scenic Rivers
3.14.4.1 Laws and Regulations
The regulatory guidance relevant to Wild and Scenic Rivers is the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. §§
1271-1287).
3.14.4.2 Affected Environment
There are no federally listed Wild and Scenic Rivers in Maryland. The Pocomoke River, which runs along
the eastern border of Wicomico County, has been designated as a state Scenic River by Maryland DNR,
but it is not located near the Airport.
3.14.4.3 Significance Impact Thresholds
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Wild and Scenic Rivers.
3.14.4.4 Environmental Consequences
Neither the No Action Alternative nor the Proposed Action would have adverse impacts on Wild and
Scenic Rivers. The Proposed Action takes place outside of the 0.25-mile boundary identified in the FAA
Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions.

3.15 Anticipated Environmental Impacts of Runway Extension
As noted in Section 1.3, the 2020 MP recommended a 1,400 foot runway extension to 7,800 feet, which
includes a 1,200 foot extension to achieve the 7,600 foot length found to be justified by the FAA and the
additional 200 feet desired by the County to accommodate Piedmont Airline’s stated needs. During the
master planning effort, the FAA noted that the 1,200 foot extension is justified for federal funding, while
the additional 200 feet desired by the County may not be eligible for federal funding as it was not justified
using FAA-prescribed guidance. Table 3-13 breaks out the potential environmental impacts of the first
1,200 feet of runway extension, and the additional 200 feet desired by the County.
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Table 3-13: Potential Environmental Impacts of the Runway Shift/Extension

IMPACT CATEGORY

ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
1,200' EXTENSION

ADDITIONAL 200'

Air Quality

Emissions are below de
minimis thresholds; no
long-term impacts

Emissions are below de
minimis thresholds; no
long-term impacts

Biological Resources

•RW 14: 20± acres tree
clearing
•RW 32: 60± acres tree
clearing

RW 32: 10± acres tree
clearing

Climate

Temporary/minor
increases in GHG
emissions from
construction

Temporary/minor
increases in GHG
emissions from
construction

Coastal Resources

Project is consistent with
the Maryland Coastal
Program

Project is consistent with
the Maryland Coastal
Program

DOT, Section 4(f)

No impacts to Section
4(f) resources

No impacts to Section
4(f) resources

Farmlands

No permanent
conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural uses

No permanent
conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural uses

Hazardous Materials,
Solid Waste, and
Pollution Prevention

•Project would not occur
on sites with hazardous
waste
•Solid waste from
construction would be
property disposed of
•No RECs on the parcels
proposed for fee simple
acquisition

•Project would not occur
on sites with hazardous
waste
•Solid waste from
construction would be
property disposed of
•No RECs on the parcel
proposed for fee simple
acquisition

Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological, and
Cultural Resources

No significant impact to
historic or cultural
resources

No significant impact to
historic or cultural
resources

Land Use

•RW 14: 5± acres land,
15± acres easement
•RW 32: 25± acres land,
298± acres easement

•RW 32: 8± acres land
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Natural Resources and
Energy Supply

Minor increase in
energy/resources from
construction and
operation

Minor increase in
energy/resources from
construction and
operation

Noise and NoiseCompatible Land Use

•65 DNL contour remains
on airport property
•No DNL increase of 1.5
dB experienced by
incompatible land uses

•65 DNL contour remains
on airport property
•No DNL increase of 1.5
dB experienced by
incompatible land uses

Socioeconomics,
Environmental Justice,
and Children's Health and
Safety Risks

•Acquisitions would
follow provisions of the
Uniform Act
•No disproportionate
impacts borne by lowincome or minority
populations or children

•Acquisitions would
follow provisions of the
Uniform Act
•No disproportionate
impacts borne by lowincome or minority
populations or children

Visual Effects

•Construction is in line
with character of
operating airport
•Tree removal on
residential parcels is not
near residences
•RW 32 tree removal is
not in vicinity of light- or
visually-sensitive land
uses (residences)

•Construction is in line
with character of
operating airport
•Tree removal on
residential parcels is not
near residences
•RW 32 tree removal is
not in vicinity of light- or
visually-sensitive land
uses (residences)

Floodplains

•15± acres tree removal
within special flood
hazard area of Horse
Bridge Creek

•No additional tree
removal in floodplains
associated with
additional 200 feet

Ground/Surface Waters

•7± acres net, add’l
impervious surface;
BMPs, E&S controls to
mitigate impacts

•1± acre net, add’l
impervious surface;
BMPs, E&S controls to
mitigate impacts

Wetlands

•11± acres grading/fill;
28± acres conversion

•1± acres grading/fill; 3±
acres conversion

Wild and Scenic Rivers

No impacts; no protected
rivers within 0.25 mile of
project

No impacts; no protected
rivers within 0.25 mile of
project

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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3.16 Cumulative Impacts
CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1508.7, define a cumulative impact as the impact on the environment that results
from the incremental impact of the action when added to the other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such
other actions. FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference, Environmental Impacts, states that cumulative impacts
can be viewed as the total combined impacts on the environment of the proposed action or alternatives
and other known or reasonably foreseeable actions. Recent environmental reviews, recent projects as
reported by Airport Management, and the SBY’s list of annual proposed projects were consulted to
determine the recent and proposed projects that have the potential to impact the environment. As an
operating commercial service facility, the Airport also regularly undergoes administrative and
maintenance-related projects that are not listed in Section 3.15.1.1.

3.16.1 SBY Recent Projects
3.16.1.1 Recent Environmental Reviews
Within the previous three years, the following, proposed projects at SBY have received a Categorical
Exclusion (CATEX) review and determination from FAA. According to the FAA Order 1050.1F, a CATEX
refers to a category of actions that do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the
human environment. Projects with notable, potential impacts are discussed individually.
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Rehabilitate Taxiway B and T-Hangar Taxilanes
Construct Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS) Hangar
Rehabilitate Taxiway A and Air Carrier Apron
Construct Snow Removal Equipment (SRE) Building
Remove Existing Fuel Farm, Installation of Temporary Fuel Farm
Construct Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) Building
On-Airport Facility Projects (Demolish Hangars; Construct 38,000 SF Hangar; Construct THangar Building)

Construct UAS Hangar
An approximately 7.5-mile Practice Flight Area has been designated south of the airport property for UAS
aircraft operations associated with the hangar. The practice flight area is forested. The Categorical
Exclusion (CATEX) analysis concluded that no significant adverse impacts to protected species, including
birds, are anticipated, given the limited number of proposed operations (three to four operations per
day). The CATEX notes that the area is of low population density and concludes that because no significant
environmental impacts are anticipated as a result of the project, there would be minimal impact to lowincome and minority populations.
The project also includes the selective removal of approximately 10,000 SF to 15,000 SF of trees along the
length of Taxiway G to provide the appropriate object-free area width (115 feet). The trees are within
areas of nontidal wetlands, as identified by the County’s consultant during a separate effort. As the
proposed clearing exceeds 5,000 SF, a permit from MDE and mitigation at a 1:1 ratio (for conversion from
forested to emergent wetlands) is anticipated to be required. Preliminary permitting discussions held with
USACE and MDE during this EA effort include the possibility of including the wetlands conversion
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associated with this project with permit applications for impacts related to implementation of the
Proposed Action reviewed in this EA. This decision would be made during the Design and Permitting
phases of the projects.
Construct ARFF Building
An ARFF building is proposed to be constructed adjacent to Runway 14 on a site that was previously
used to store aircraft parts (the Goldman site). The on-airport business was relocated, and the site was
remediated during 2006-2007. In 2019, the site was surveyed for hazardous materials and lab testing
identified cadmium at the water table and arsenic in the soil exceeding MDE Non-Residential Clean-Up
Standards. The site assessment report made several mitigation recommendations. In fall 2019, MDE and
Wicomico County finalized an Environmental Covenant detailing attendant activity and use limitations at
the site, after which MDE notified the County that it requires no further action at the property and that
it is formally closing its case file for the project.
3.16.1.2 Development Projects
In addition to the projects listed in Section 3.15.1.1, SBY has recently completed the following projects,
which are mostly maintenance-related:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Replace Baggage System and HVAC in Terminal Building
Replace Airfield Signage
Rehabilitate Runway 5-23/Taxiway B1, B2, and B3 Connectors/Rehabilitate Runway 5-23
Lighting
Rehabilitate Piedmont Airlines’ Hangars and Offices
Rehabilitate Employee Parking Lot
Reconstruct Piedmont Employee Parking Lot
Paint Hangars

3.16.2 SBY Proposed Projects
SBY’s ACIP for County fiscal years 2020 through 2025 reflects projects that support the runway extension
program (noted with an * in Table 3-14) as well as those necessary to maintain the airfield and its facilities.
In addition, the County is working to develop the adjacent Airport Business Park/Industrial Park to
enhance economic development efforts (see Figure 3-28). To prepare the site for future development,
the County proposes to clear the existing trees within upland (non-wetland) areas, amounting to 9 ± acres.
The effort would be locally funded. The County has conducted the appropriate federal, state, and local
coordination for the clearing, including coordinating with the County regarding Forest Conservation Act
requirements and obtaining a wetlands Jurisdictional Determination from USACE; and previously received
a Section 163 determination from FAA noting that the area is exempt from NEPA review. No wetlands
impacts are anticipated as the clearing would be limited to non-wetland areas.

3.16.3 Adjacent Projects
Coordination with Wicomico County confirmed that no known, private development projects are pending
for properties adjacent to SBY (see Appendix C). The County is extending public water utility lines to SBY.
It is anticipated that public water will be available in 2021. The Proposed Action includes the removal of
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approximately 70 acres of airspace obstructions (trees) from three off-airport parcels south of the airport
property, including on an adjacent parcel owned by the DNR. The DNR maintains this parcel for the
purposes of timber harvest and in June 2020 harvested approximately 60 acres of trees during an
unrelated effort. Most of these trees would have been proposed to be removed during implementation
of the Proposed Action.
As noted previously, the County has undertaken a separate, locally-led and funded effort to address
several obstacles on the Runway 14 end (trees and electric poles) identified by Piedmont Airlines to
possibly provide additional load restriction improvements for departures from Runway 32. There are no
known, significant adverse environmental impacts related to the removal of select trees or the potential
relocation of select utility poles.

3.16.4 Summary
The projects completed at SBY within the past three years that required NEPA review were
environmentally reviewed by FAA using a CATEX form, meaning there are no significant impacts
associated with the projects. There are no known environmental impacts associated with recent or
proposed projects that cannot be mitigated. The collective group of recent and proposed projects is not
anticipated to result in a disruption to natural habitat or the surrounding environment.
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Table 3-14: SBY Annual Proposed Projects (2020 - 2025)

YEAR

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

PROJECT

Rehabilitate Taxiway A
Rehabilitate Air Carrier Apron
Extend Runway 14-32 Environmental Assessment*
Extend Runway 14-32 Land Acquisition Services*
General Airfield Pavement Maintenance
Extend Runway 14-32 Benefit-Cost Analysis*
Extend Runway 14-32 Land Acquisition Services*
Construct 38,000 sq. ft. Hangar
Relocate Hangar Buildings 8 and 9
Construct SRE Building
Exterior Renovation of Old Terminal Building (Building 2) (Design)
Parking Lot Rehabilitation (Rental Car/Employees)
Main Terminal Building HVAC System Analysis and Repairs
Acquire SRE Equipment
Acquire New ARFF Vehicle and Support Equipment
Construct ARFF Station
ATCT Rehabilitation and Electronic Equipment Room Addition (Design)
Replace ATCT Equipment
Rehab Access Control System
General Airfield Pavement Maintenance
Pavement Condition Survey (3-year)
Extend Runway 14-32 (Design)*
Extend Runway 14-32 Wetland Mitigation*
Extend Runway 1-32 Construction Phase I*
Construct Storage Unit for Rental Car Providers*
Passenger Vehicle Parking Lot Expansion and Rehabilitation (Design)*
Air Carrier Terminal Rehabilitation Study
Construct ATCT Rehabilitation and Electronic Equipment Room Addition
General Airfield Pavement Maintenance
Extend Runway 14-32 Construction Phase II*
Construct Cargo/Aircraft Maintenance Apron and Hangar*
Exterior Renovation of Old Terminal Building (Building 2) (Construction)
Passenger Vehicle Parking Lot Expansion and Rehabilitation
(Construction)*
Air Carrier Terminal Rehabilitation (Construction)
Extend Runway 14-32 and Taxiway A Construction Phase III*
Construct Executive Hangars*
Rehabilitate Taxiway F/Construct GA Apron (Construction)
Construct 60,000 sq. ft. Manufacturing Plant*
General Airfield Pavement Maintenance
Pavement Condition Survey (3-year)
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YEAR

PROJECT

2025

Extend Runway 14-32 Phase IV (Relocate GS and MALSR)*
Rehabilitate Taxiway A (Construction)
Construct Air Cargo/Aircraft Maintenance Apron and Hangar, Demo
Building 11*
Construct Corporate Aprons and Hangars (2), new FBO*
Asphalt Overlay for Taxiway B North
General Airfield Pavement Maintenance

Source: SBY 2020 ACIP
Note: Projects associated with the Proposed Action evaluated in this EA are identified with a *
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Figure 3-28: Airport Business Park Clear Treeing

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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3.17 Mitigation
The sponsor’s Proposed Action conforms to the approved ALP and does not conflict with federal, state,
and local plans or objectives. Appropriate coordination would be maintained with governmental agencies
during permitting and construction, including the FAA, MAA, USACE, and MDE.
Section 3.17.4 lists the permits, letters, and concurrences anticipated to be acquired for the Proposed
Action. In addition to those listed, the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) will
minimize construction impacts. BMPs are defined as a practice or combination of practices that are
determined to be most effective means of reducing the amount of pollution generated by non-point
sources to a level compatible with water quality goals. The design of the Proposed Action is to include
practices to minimize impacts to the surrounding areas. The use of erosion and sediment controls will be
implemented as appropriate throughout the construction period.
Based on the analysis of this EA, the mitigation to the potential impacts from the Proposed Action include:

3.17.1 Biotic Resources
The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) was enacted to lessen the loss of Maryland's forest resources
during land development by making the identification and protection of forests and other sensitive areas
an integral part of the site planning process. The FCA requires evaluating existing forest resources and
forest impacts in a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and Forest Conservation Plan (FCP) prior to local
approval of grading or sediment control permits (affecting 40,000 square feet or greater). A Simplified
FSD/FCP has been prepared and was accepted by Wicomico County Department of Planning and Zoning
in October 2020 (see Appendix E). Because it encompasses the full airport property, the FSD/FCP also
includes the County’s proposed clearing within the Airport Business Park, which is a separate effort
unrelated to the Proposed Action.
The Proposed Action would require approximately 81 acres of off-airport clearing, and approximately 40
acres (39.87 acres) of tree clearing within the airport boundaries.
Based on discussions with the County in August 2020, the 81 ± acres of off-airport clearing is exempted
from Forest Conservation Act requirements pursuant to Section 126-4(a)(13) of the County Code for
Construction and Maintenance of Public Utilities provided that 1:1 replacement occurs through the
purchase of forest mitigation credits from an approved bank. The credit cost per acre generally ranges
between $2,000 and $4,000, depending on which bank is used. Therefore, 81 ± acres of forest mitigation
credits would need to be purchased at an estimated cost ranging between $180,000 and $360,000. In
August 2020, the County noted that forest clearing on County property (Parcel 29) could be mitigated
using available credits from the existing County forest mitigation bank.
According to the FSD/FCP the development inside the airport fence would require 39.87 ± acres of
mitigation. This total includes the County’s proposed clearing within the Airport Business Park. The County
requires that on-airport clearing be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio.

Environmental Assessment

213

The total mitigation necessary for FCA purposes is approximately 161 acres (81 ± acres of off-airport
clearing to be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio and 39.87 ± acres of on-airport clearing, to be mitigated at a 2:1
ratio).
In January 2021, the County advised that it is preparing a 200-acre area, Pirate’s Wharf, for the purposes
of FCA mitigation and that it intends to accommodate the full 161 acres of necessary mitigation on the
site, at no cost to the airport (see Appendix C). This means that the County would accommodate both
on-airport and off-airport impacts, and that no credits would be purchased from a private bank to account
for off-airport impacts.
Mitigation details are to be finalized during the Design and Permitting phase. In the event that the County
is unable to accommodate the full 161 acres of mitigation, there are three primary, alternative options
for satisfying forest mitigation requirements for off-airport impacts:
1.
2.
3.

On-site reforestation
Off-site reforestation
Purchase of credits from an approved forest mitigation bank

Option 1 is not feasible for this project as trees are considered a hazard on airports. Option 2 would require
the county to reforest an off-site property at a 2:1 ratio in order to meet the Wicomico County Code
requirements. This would also require the county to provide the land; to plant, maintain, and monitor the
reforestation area; and to place the reforestation area in a forest conservation easement. In the event
that the County is unable to accommodate the necessary mitigation credits for the Proposed Action, the
County’s likely preferred option is Option 3, which would require the purchase of available credits from
an approved forest mitigation bank. Option 3 is the preferred mitigation method because it allows for a
one-time payment to satisfy the forest mitigation requirements.
The credit cost per acre generally ranges between $2,000 and $4,000, depending on which bank is used.
Information provided by Wicomico County regarding approved forest mitigation banks indicates that 499
± acres of forest mitigation credits are available for purchase in the county as of summer 2020 (see
Appendix C).

3.17.2

Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources

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

3.17.3 Water Resources
Stormwater management and wetlands impacts will require coordination with both MDE and USACE to
ensure that permitting and mitigation requirements are met as necessary. In addition, a project-specific
Erosion and Sediment Control (E&SC) plan would be prepared and coordinated with the County before
construction begins.
Proposed impacts to jurisdictional nontidal wetlands, 25-foot wetland buffers, intermittent and perennial
streams, and/or the 100-year floodplain will require authorization from MDE and the USACE. Impacts can
occur in the form of temporary disturbances (utility line installations), permanent disturbances (road
crossings, lot fill), and conversion impacts (clearing of vegetation in forested wetlands and/or scrub-shrub
wetlands). The type of impact and jurisdictional resources affected will determine which permits will be
required from each regulatory agency.
The USACE regulates the placement of fill material in wetlands and streams while the MDE regulates any
disturbance (including the clearing of vegetation) in wetlands, 25-foot wetland buffers, streams, and the
100-year floodplain. MDE also regulates the conversion of forested (PFO) and scrub-shrub (PSS) wetlands
to emergent (PEM) wetlands. Conversely, the USACE does not regulate conversion activities if the
stumps/root wads are left in place and movement of dirt does not occur.
The Proposed Action has the potential to impact via fill or grading 17.69 ± acres of wetlands and to convert
33.03 ± acres of forested wetlands (see Figure 3-24). This acreage, which would be used to determine the
types of permits required, was calculated to include a 25-foot buffer around the wetland areas.
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As noted in Section 3.16, because cumulative temporary and permanent wetland impacts exceed 0.5
acres, an Individual Permit from the USACE will likely be required. The USACE will also be required to place
the project on interagency notice to solicit comments from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Maryland Historical Trust,
and Native American Tribes. In terms of MDE permits, because permanent wetland impacts exceed 5,000
square feet, the project will likely require a Nontidal Wetlands and Waterway Permit.
To calculate mitigation requirements, the USACE and MDE do not include the 25-foot buffer. For
mitigation calculation purposes, the impacts associated with the proposed development include 7.2 ±
acres of wetland disturbance and 25.2 ± acres of wetlands conversion. Of the wetland disturbance, 6.0 ±
acres are forested wetlands, which are mitigated at a 2:1 ratio, and 1.2 ± acres are emergent wetlands,
which are mitigated at a 1:1 ratio. Conversion is mitigated at a 1:1 ratio.
When calculating impacts, it is important to note that wetlands deemed “isolated” by the USACE are
typically not regulated and any impacts to nonregulated wetlands do not “count” toward the impact
thresholds for the USACE. However, the MDE regulates all wetlands, whether they are isolated or not.
For example, the vegetation obstruction removal activities that would involve only the cutting or removal
of vegetation above the ground (e.g., mowing, rotary cutting, and chain-sawing) where the activity neither
substantially disturbs the root system nor involves mechanized pushing, dragging, or other similar
activities that redeposit excavated soil material into a water of the United States, including wetlands, is
not understood to be a regulated discharge by the USACE; however, MDE does regulate and require
mitigation for conversion activities.
Based on the conservative estimates included in this environmental review, total mitigation required by
USACE, which would regulate the 7.2 ± acres of wetland disturbance, is estimated to be 13.2 ± acres.
Total mitigation required by MDE, which regulates any wetland disturbance, including clearing, is
estimated to be 38.3 ± acres.
The airport property is bisected by two federal watersheds. The western portion of airport property is
within the Tangier watershed, while the eastern portion of airport property is within the PokomokeWestern Lower watershed. To better anticipate mitigation options and requirements, the impacts were
also broken down by watershed, vegetation type, and disturbance/conversion (see Table 3-15 and Figure
3-24).
Preliminary permitting and mitigation discussions were held with the USACE and MDE on July 21, 2020,
and a second mitigation-focused discussion was held with USACE and MDE on August 5, 2020.
Based on these preliminary discussions, it is anticipated that the mitigation of wetland and stream impacts
associated with the proposed development would be accomplished through a combination of two
mitigation methods:
▪

Purchase of Wetland Credits at the Maple Dam Mitigation Bank: The Maple Dam Mitigation
Bank is the only wetlands bank in Maryland. As of July 2020, the bank reported 8.29 ± acres
“available”, with 10 ± acres of credit anticipated to be made available in the short term, which
would accomplish only a portion of the necessary mitigation for the project. Wetland credits
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can be used for impacts within the Tangier watershed (west side of the site). If wetland credits
are desired to mitigate impacts within the Pokomoke watershed, justification must be
presented.
▪

Permittee Responsible Mitigation (PRM): PRM would require the County to select a suitable
mitigation site and create new wetlands to offset the impacts of the development. The USACE
and MDE would approve the selected site before construction of the new wetland would
occur. Based on preliminary mitigation discussions, USACE noted that a PRM proposal using
a watershed approach and initiated in advance or concurrent with the impacts may be
justifiable when the appropriate type and number of mitigation bank credits are not available.
Constructing the PRM may require a permit from USACE.

MDE informed that it will not accept payments through its In-Lieu-Fee Program, which is a third mitigation
option for state-regulated impacts that is sometimes available for smaller projects.
Based on USACE/MDE coordination conducted during the EA effort, the individual permit for the impact
site would be conditioned so that any required PRM mitigation to be performed in advance or concurrent
with the permitted impacts at the airport, meaning, construction of the wetlands must be initiated (not
completed) before airport construction can begin. Any prospective mitigation banking credits would need
to be released at the time of USACE approval for compensation of impacts (i.e., final bill of sale from
Maple Dam).
Permitting and mitigation is to be completed during a separate Design/Permitting project.
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Table 3-15: Water Resources Mitigation
TANGIER WATERSHED1

POKOMOKE – WESTERN LOWER
WATERSHED1

TOTAL

With 25-ft
buffer

Without
25-ft
buffer

With 25-ft
buffer

Without 25-ft
buffer

With 25-ft
buffer

Without
25-ft
buffer

Disturbance

5.5

4.5

12.2

2.7

17.7

7.2

Conversion

2.0

0.3

31.0

24.8

33.0

25.1

USACE

MDE

USACE

MDE

4.5

4.5

1.5

1.5

0.0

0.0

1.2

1.2

Conversion

N/A

0.3

N/A

24.8

Total

4.5

4.8

2.7

27.5

CALCULATION FOR
PERMITTING
(ACRES)

USACE

MDE

USACE

MDE

Disturbance2

17.7

17.7

N/A

N/A

Conversion

N/A

33.1

N/A

N/A

MITIGATION

USACE

MDE

USACE

MDE

Total Anticipated Mitigation

9.0

9.0

3.00

3.00

12.0

0.00

0.00

1.2

1.2

1.2

N/A

0.3

N/A

24.8

25.1

CALCULATION FOR
MITIGATION
(ACRES)
Disturbance of
Forested
Disturbance of
Emergent

Disturbance of
Forested
(2:1)
Disturbance of
Emergent
(1:1)
Conversion
(1:1)
Total

38.3

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
Notes: 1: Federal 8-digit; 2: USACE does not count impacts to isolated wetlands
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3.17.4 MDE Required Actions
The draft document was submitted to various review agencies in March 2021 via the Maryland
Department of Planning (MDP) state clearinghouse. In April 2021, the MDR provided its response (see
Appendix C). The Maryland Departments of Natural Resources and Transportation and the Maryland
Department of Planning, including the Maryland Historical Trust, found the project to be consistent with
their plans, programs, and objectives.
The MDE stated their finding of consistency, contingent upon the applicant taking the actions
summarized below:
▪

Any above ground or underground petroleum storage tanks, which may be utilized, must be
installed and maintained in accordance with applicable State and federal laws and
regulations. Underground storage tanks must be registered and the installation must be
conducted and performed by a contractor certified to install underground storage tanks by
the Land and Materials Administration in accordance with COMAR 26.10. Contact the Oil
Control Program at (410) 537-3442 for additional information.

▪

If the proposed project involves demolition – Any above ground or underground petroleum
storage tanks that may be on site must have contents and tanks along with any
contamination removed. Please contact the Oil Control Program at (410) 537-3442 for
additional information.

▪

Any solid waste including construction, demolition and land clearing debris, generated from
the subject project, must be properly disposed of at a permitted solid waste acceptance
facility, or recycled if possible. Contact the Solid Waste Program at (410) 537-3315 for
additional information regarding solid waste activities and contact the Resource
Management Program at (410) 537-3314 for additional information regarding recycling
activities.

▪

The Resource Management Program should be contacted directly at (410) 537-3314 by
those facilities which generate or propose to generate or handle hazardous wastes to
ensure these activities are being conducted in compliance with applicable State and federal
laws and regulations. The Program should also be contacted prior to construction activities
to ensure that the treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous wastes and low-level
radioactive wastes at the facility will be conducted in compliance with applicable State and
federal laws and regulations.

▪

The proposed project may involve rehabilitation, redevelopment, revitalization, or property
acquisition of commercial, industrial property. Accordingly, MDE's Brownfields Site
Assessment and Voluntary Cleanup Programs (VCP) may provide valuable assistance to you
in this project. These programs involve environmental site assessment in accordance with
accepted industry and financial institution standards for property transfer. For specific
information about these programs and eligibility, please Land Restoration Program at (410)
537-3437.
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▪

Borrow areas used to provide clean earth back fill material may require a surface mine
permit. Disposal of excess cut material at a surface mine may requires site approval. Contact
the Mining Program at (410) 537-3557 for further details.

▪

If a project receives federal funding, approvals and/or permits, and will be located in a
nonattainment area or maintenance area for ozone or carbon monoxide, the applicant
needs to determine whether emissions from the project will exceed the thresholds
identified in the federal rule on general conformity. If the project emissions will be greater
than 25 tons per year, contact Brian Hug, Air and Radiation Management Administration, at
(410) 537-4125 for further information regarding threshold limits.

▪

Construction, renovation and/or demolition of buildings and roadways must be performed
in conformance with State regulations pertaining to ""Particulate Matter from Materials
Handling and Construction"" (COMAR 26.11.06.03D), requiring that during any construction
and/or demolition work, reasonable precaution must be taken to prevent particulate
matter, such as fugitive dust, from becoming airborne. "

The full MDP response is included in Appendix C.
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3.18 Permits, Letters, and Concurrences
The list of permits, letters, and concurrences that were acquired during this EA and those that are
anticipated to be required after the EA are identified in Table 3-16 and Table 3-17.
Table 3-16: Permits, Letters, and Concurrences Obtained During the EA
ITEM

PERMIT/ APPROVAL/
CONCURRENCE

RESPONSIBLE
AGENCY

Jurisdictional Determination (JD)

Approval

USACE, MDE

Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) / Forest
Conservation Plan (FCP)

Concurrence

Wicomico
County

REMARKS/
COMMENTS

JD issued
12/2020
FCP approved
10/20120

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis

Table 3-17: Permits, Letters, and Concurrences Anticipated to be Obtained After the EA
PERMIT/
RESPONSIBLE
TYPICALLY
ITEM
APPROVAL/
AGENCY
ISSUED/CONDUCTED
CONCURRENCE

Stormwater Management
Plan, Erosion & Sediment
Control Plan
Project-Specific Stormwater
Pollution and Prevention Plan
(SWPPP)
Project-Specific National
Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)
Land Disturbance and
Grading
Right-of-Way Improvements

Approval

Wicomico
County

Design/Permitting
Phase

Approval

MDE

Prior to
Construction

Permit

MDE

Prior to
Construction

Permit
Approval

Wicomico
County
Wicomico
County

Notice of Intent (NOI) for
Land Disturbance
Construction Safety and
Phasing Plan
Nontidal Wetlands and
Waterways

Permit

MDE

Approval

FAA

Permit

MDE

Individual Permit

Permit

USACE

REMARKS/
COMMENTS

Prior to
Construction
Prior to
Construction
Prior to
Construction
Design/Permitting
Phase
Design/Permitting
Phase
Design/Permitting
Phase

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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3.19 Public Participation
The Public Involvement Program for the EA involves the following elements and can be found in Appendix
L; review agency coordination is included in Appendix C.
▪

“Scoping letters” were submitted to relevant local, state, and federal review agencies to invite
interested and involved parties to comment on items for the applicant to consider during the
EA process (see Appendix C). An agency scoping call was held in March 2020 to establish a
preliminary line of communication between the County/Consultant and review agencies. The
Nature Conservancy, DNR, FAA, and the County attended the agency scoping call. In addition,
virtual meetings were held with both the Nature Conservancy and DNR in March 2021 to
confirm that the agencies are amendable to negotiations for the proposed property interest
acquisition, at the appropriate time (see Appendix C).

▪

Two invite-only property owner webinars were held with affected property owners in April
2020 and July 2020 (see Appendix L). The webinars were conducted in lieu of an onsite
briefing session due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

▪

The final draft EA was made available to the public for a 30-day review and comment period
in both digital and hard copy format, from March 18, 2021 through April 16, 2021. Two public
comments were received (see Appendix L).

▪

Two, identical public workshops to solicit interest in the draft EA were on March 25, 2021,
one at 11:30 a.m. and one at 6:00 p.m.. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the public workshops
were conducted through a virtual online platform. One member of the public attended (see
Appendix L).

▪

A project website was prepared and was made available to the public during the 30-day public
review and comment period (March 18, 2021 through April 16, 2021). The website contained
the draft EA document, various supporting exhibits, a “Frequently Asked Questions” section,
and a link to submit an electronic comment or question.

▪

Should the FAA issue a FONSI, the final EA/FONSI is to be made available to the public for a
30-day review period in both digital and hard copy format.
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Document Preparation
The individuals listed in this chapter are responsible for the preparation of this EA and are listed with
their qualifications.
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
▪

Anthony M. Rudy, A.A.E., Airport Manager

Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. – Responsible for Technical Support and Preliminary
Engineering Analysis
Roy Lewis, A.A.E., AICP – Vice President, Planning – Responsible for Project Oversight
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP – Project Manager – Responsible for Overall Project
Coordination
Cheryl A. Rodriguez, C.M. – Project Planner – Responsible for Document Preparation
David J. Leech, E.I.T. – Project Planner – Responsible for Assistance in Document Preparation

KB Environmental
▪

Responsible for Noise and Air Emissions Analysis

Geo-Pro Consultants, LLC
▪

Responsible for Ground/Aerial Surveying

Hillis-Carnes Engineering Associates, Inc.
▪

Responsible for Subsurface Investigation

Wetland Studies and Solutions
▪
▪

Responsible for Forest Conservation Plan and Coordination
Responsible for Wetlands Delineation and Jurisdictional Determination

RETTEW
▪

Responsible for Environmental Due Diligence Audits
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Appendix A – Runway Length
Analysis and Recommendation
from 2020 Master Plan

1.1 Runway Length Analysis and Recommendation from 2020 MP
1.1.1 Runway Length Analysis #1: Piedmont Airlines Analysis
During preparation of the 2020 MP, Piedmont Airlines submitted a runway length analysis to the County
(see Appendix A-1).
For departures, two scenarios were considered: lengthening the runway only, and lengthening the runway
while removing controlling obstacles. Piedmont recommended that the runway be extended to 8,000 feet
to allow it to operate unconstructed in the present and in the future but noted that by lengthening the
runway to 7,800 feet and removing obstacles, the takeoff performance would be adequate for its target
take-off weight (47,700 pounds) for the EMB-145LR.
The assumptions used in the analysis include:
•

Full payload of 50 passengers plus baggage

•

Fuel for the required trip to CLT, plus fuel for an alternate destination

•

Hot and wet conditions, or conditions which are wet/require anti-ice to be on

•

Target take-off weight of 47,700 pounds

•

Average temperature of 35° Celsius (C), or 95° Fahrenheit (F)

•

For arrivals, assumes a Runway Condition Code (RCC) of 31

For arrivals (landings), the airline concluded that 7,100 feet of runway is necessary. Airplanes typically need
less runway length for landing, as the airplane is of lower weight when it lands and will usually land at lower
speeds than take-off.

1.1.2 Runway Length Analysis #2: Analysis using FAA Guidance and the EMB-145 Airport
Planning Manual
The second analysis used FAA guidance (including FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150-5300-13A, Airport Design
(AC-13A), and FAA AC 150/5325-4B, Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design (AC-4B) as well as the
EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual to determine a recommended runway length.
The EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual, revised January 2007, provides airplane characteristics for use in
general airport planning. The planning manual contains a selection of planning charts to determine runway
length need based on operational takeoff weight, airport elevation, and mean maximum daily temperature.
The elevation of SBY is 52.5 mean sea level (MSL) and the mean daily maximum temperature for the hottest
month of the year is 87.9° Fahrenheit (F). This corresponds approximately to International Standard
Atmosphere (ISA) + 15º Celsius (C) conditions. ISA is a model of atmospheric factors including pressure,
1

RCC is a reporting scale from 0 to 6 which describes the slipperiness level of the landing runway. An RCC of 0
reports absolutely no traction, while an RCC of 6 reports a perfectly dry surface.

temperature, and density, and is calculated at sea level; the temperature at ISA is 15°C, or 59°F. ISA plus
15°C equates to approximately 86°F. FAA AC-4B permits the use of the ISA + 15°C charts included in Airport
Planning Manuals if they are within 3°F of the actual local temperature, which is the case for SBY (86°F
versus 87.9°F).
1.1.2.1

Takeoff Runway Length Required

The EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual depicts the takeoff runway length requirements based on ISA +15°
C conditions, for the engine type used in the Piedmont Airlines fleet (AE 3007 A1). According to the figure,
at the target takeoff weight established by Piedmont Airlines (47,700 pounds) and 52.5 MSL, the EMB145LR requires approximately 7,600 feet of runway length for takeoff (see Figure 1).
1.1.2.2

Landing Runway Length Required

The EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual also depicts the landing runway length requirements based on ISA
conditions for the specific engine type used in the Piedmont fleet. (The parameter airport temperature is
used only for takeoff length determinations). Based on the target landing weight provided by Piedmont
(43,651 pounds) and 52.5 MSL, the EMB 145LR requires approximately 4,700 feet of runway length for
landing (see Figure 2). The recommended landing length is based on a dry and leveled runway. To take into
account wet or slippery conditions, AC-4B directs that the landing length be increased by 15 percent,
producing a recommended landing length for the EMB-145LR of 5,405 feet.

Figure 1: Takeoff Runway Length Needs for the EMB-145LR

Source: Embraer EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual, revised January 29, 2007

Figure 2: Landing Runway Length Needs for the EMB-145LR

Source: Embraer EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual, revised January 29, 2007

1.1.3 Runway Length Analysis Methodology Comparison
Runway lengths recommended by each analysis methodology are outlined in Table 1.
Table 1: Comparison of Runway Length Recommendations
RUNWAY LENGTH
METHODOLOGY
RECOMMENDED FOR
TAKE-OFF (FT)

Piedmont Airlines
Analysis
FAA Guidance and EMB
Airport Planning
Manual

RUNWAY LENGTH
RECOMMENDED FOR
LANDING (FT)

7,800

7,100

7,600

5,405

Source: SBY 2020 Master Plan

The Piedmont Airlines analysis notes that a runway length of 7,800 feet would be adequate for the current,
target takeoff weight; the analysis using FAA guidance and the EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual concludes
that 7,600 feet of runway length is adequate.
The runway length need analysis conducted by Piedmont assumes a higher average temperature
(35°C/95°F) than FAA guidance allows (87.9°F). However, by using the FAA-prescribed lower temperature,
the analysis would not consider the days when temperatures are above 87.9°F, thereby reducing takeoff
performance available, requiring airline seats to be blocked, reducing revenue, and/or requiring a longer
runway. For example, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) data reports that between
June 2018 and September 2018, temperatures exceeded 87.9° F at SBY on 45 separate days.2
Aircraft typically carry enough fuel to transport them to their intended destination, plus a fuel reserve to
carry them to an alternate destination, should the flight be rerouted for any reason. The operating
company’s standard operating procedure weight inputs used by Piedmont Airlines in its analysis assume a
more conservative fuel burn and reserve than the commercial flight planning software used commonly in
the aviation industry to estimate runway length needs. When compared to the commercial flight planning
software inputs, the Piedmont Airlines analysis assumes an additional 200 pounds which equates to
approximately one passenger. Piedmont Airlines has noted that its inputs differ from those produced by a
vendor because they apply specifically to the airline’s mission (see Appendix A-1). To be reliable, the
appropriate amount of arrival fuel as determined by the operator should be accounted for; if not, flights
could be weight-restricted, or passengers could be removed.
1.1.3.1

Runway Length Recommended in 2020 MP

In consideration of the runway length needs as determined by Piedmont Airlines and of the additional
analysis conducted using FAA guidance and the EMB-145 Airport Planning Manual, the 2020 MP
recommends that Runway 14-32 be extended by 1,400 feet to a length of 7,800 feet. The FAA noted that
it will permit the County to depict the extension to 7,800 feet on its ALP, but that only an extension to 7,600
2

NOAA Local Climatological Data Daily Summary, Salisbury Wicomico Regional Airport, MD Station

feet (the length justified using FAA’s guidance) would be eligible for federal (AIP) funding.
1.1.3.2

Impact of Coronavirus on Airline Activity at SBY

The forecasts of aviation demand developed during the master planning effort were approved by FAA/MAA
in January 2019 and do not reflect the impacts of the Coronavirus 19 (COVID-19) pandemic on the nation’s
aviation systems. Given the unprecedented nature of the pandemic, additional impacts to the commercial
airline industry are anticipated due to reduced travel demand resulting from COVID-19.
The FAA released its draft Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) for SBY in November 2020 which projects stronger
growth in commercial service operations and enplanements than the forecasts prepared during the 2020
MP (which forecasted for the planning period 2017 through 2037). The FAA’s draft forecast anticipates a
2.21 percent annual growth in commercial service operations at SBY from 2020 through 2040, compared
to the 1.26 percent annual growth rate noted in the 2020 Master Plan (through 2037). The draft TAF
projects a 3.09 percent growth in enplanements at SBY from 2020 through 2040, compared to the 1.45
percent projected in the 2020 Master Plan through 2037.
In June 2020, Piedmont Airlines confirmed that it intends to continue its existing service to PHL and CLT
using the EMB-145 aircraft, noting that traffic has fallen sharply since March 2020 but that it anticipates an
“uptick” in the customer base in the coming months (see Appendix A-1).
In consideration of the FAA’s draft forecast which exceeds the anticipated activity projected in the 2020
MP and the statement by Piedmont Airlines that the EMB-145LR will remain in operation at SBY and that
no schedule adjustments should be considered, it is assumed that the runway length analysis and
recommendations included in the 2020 MP remain valid to support the airport development proposed in
Phase I (in the next five years).

Appendix A-1:
Piedmont Airlines Coordination

Mary Ashburn Pearson
Mary Ashburn Pearson
Friday, February 22, 2019 4:20 PM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
FW: KSBY RWY 14/32 Extension
KSBY RWY 14_32 Extension.pdf

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

From: Schink, Todd <Todd.Schink@aa.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 10:42 AM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Cc: Roy G. Lewis <RLewis@deltaairport.com>; 'Dawn Veatch' <dveatch@wicomicocounty.org>; 'Tom Hayes'
<thayes@wicomicocounty.org>; David J. Leech <DLeech@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: KSBY RWY 14/32 Extension
Hi Mary,
I’ve attached the final version of our analysis. We were asked to provide a reasonable estimate for the length of runway
that would provide reliable service.
1. The key difference here is Boeing is a manufacturer and Piedmont is an operator. We’re not
really reliable if we’re running a 15% chance of being weight restricted due to actual
temperatures that are higher than what was used in the analysis.
2. The difference between the software and our actual numbers is 200 lbs which is pretty close
actually and equates to approximately one passenger. Again though, you can choose to use the
data provided by a vendor or the actual data provided by the operator. In order for Piedmont’s
operation to be reliable the appropriate amount of arrival fuel needs to be accounted for or it
could mean weight restricting flights and removing passengers.
Thanks,
Todd
Todd Schink
Flight Ops Engineer, Flight Ops Technical
704-359-2688 (office)
todd.schink@aa.com

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:42 PM
To: Schink, Todd <Todd.Schink@aa.com>
Cc: Roy G. Lewis <RLewis@deltaairport.com>; 'Dawn Veatch' <dveatch@wicomicocounty.org>; 'Tom Hayes'
<thayes@wicomicocounty.org>; David J. Leech <DLeech@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: KSBY RWY 14/32 Extension
Todd,
We are ready to submit the revised Master Plan document to FAA for review, including Piedmont’s runway length
analysis. Can you please finalize the Draft that you prepared in December at your earliest convenience?
We also had two points of clarification (see below)- an email response to these questions will work just fine.
1

KSBY RWY 14/32 Proposed Extension
When determining the proposed runway extension length for RWY 14/32 one of the key goals should be enhancing
reliable air service of the Salisbury market. Piedmont would consider the following factors as requirements for reliable
air service on an ERJ145LR.






Full Payload of 50 Passengers and their bags
Carry the required trip fuel for service to KCLT
Carry fuel for an alternate at the destination
Depart in conditions that are either hot and wet or wet and require anti ice on.
For arrivals achieve Max Landing Weight with a Runway Condition Code of 3

To determine the target takeoff weight for reliable air service the following assumptions were made

Assumptions
Item
Weight(Lbs) Description
PAX WGT
189 Winter Weight
BAGS/PAX WGT
31 90th Percentile
PAX & BAG WGT
225
BOW
28500 Fleet Average
Payload 50 Pax/Bags
11000
Target ZFW
39500
Arrival Fuel W/Alternate
4200 75th Percentile
Target Landing Weight
43651 MLW
Trip Fuel - CLT
4000 90th Percentile
Target Takeoff Weight
47700

Arrivals
For arrivals the total lengths of runway needed to land with Max Landing Weight for different Runway Condition Codes
(RCC) are below:

Arrivals - Distance Needed to Achieve MLW in Feet
Flaps 45
Flaps 22
RCC 6
4700
6200
RCC 5
6200
8200
RCC 4
6500
---RCC 3
7100
---RCC 2
8200
---7100FT would be adequate for arrivals following last year’s national FICON trend. Of the FICONs issued the previous year
89% were RCC 3 or better, if KSBY deviates from this trend such that RCC 2 is issued more frequently than national
trends then a total length of 8200FT would be more appropriate.

Piedmont Airlines, Inc.
5443 Airport Terminal Rd.
Salisbury, MD 21804
410-572-5100

Departures
For departures there were two scenarios when considering what length of runway is required for
reliable air service. Scenario one only considers lengthening the runway, it does not include any obstacle remediation.
Scenario two considers a runway extension with all critical obstacles being remedied and also requires that the OEI
takeoff OAA splay not be penetrated by any future obstacles i.e. construction of new man made obstacles. A target TOW
of 47,700 LBS is assumed.
Target TOW 47,700 lbs
All figures are in lbs

RWY 14 Current

Critical Scenarios
Hot 35°C
Wet 10°C Anti-Ice On
Target TOW 47,700 lbs
All figures are in lbs

RWY 14 1600 FT Extension RWY 14 1400 FT Extension
RWY 14 1600 ft Extension
& Obstacle Remediation & Obstacle Remediation
Only (Scenario 1)
(Scenario 2)
(Scenario 2)

43540
44870

RWY 32 Current

Critical Scenarios
Hot 35°C
Wet 10°C Anti-Ice On

47180
47610

48280
48240

47720
48240

RWY 32 1600 FT Extension RWY 32 1400 FT Extension
RWY 32 1600 ft Extension
& Obstacle Remediation & Obstacle Remediation
Only (Scenario 1)
(Scenario 2)
(Scenario 2)

43420
44070

46320
46590

48500
48260

47940
48260

scenario one neither RWY 14 nor RWY 32 reach the target TOW. Extending the runway further than 8000 FT will not
* For
increase the performance for RWY 14 as the takeoff is obstacle limited and there are no gains by moving the lift off point
closer to the obstacle. Extending the runway further would increase the takeoff performance for RWY 32 as the lift off
point can be moved away from the limiting obstacle, however the more prudent option may be to remove the obstacle.

*

For scenario two the remediation of the obstacles and the 1600 FT extension results in takeoff performance that
exceeds the current target TOW. The extension could be reduced by 200 FT to 1400 FT(Total of 7800 FT) and the takeoff
performance would still be adequate for the current target TOW, but when considering factors outside of this
analysis** a 1600FT extension may still be the best solution for future service.

Summary
Based on this analysis for departures and arrivals and for future factors not considered in this analysis** Piedmont
recommends that RWY 14/32 be extended by 1600 FT for a total length of 8000 FT and remedy the obstacles that would
become limiting due to the extension. This would provide reliable air service for the conditions of the present and
future.
Todd Schink

Flight Ops Engineer, Flight Ops Technical
704-359-2688 (office)
todd.schink@aa.com

**Future considerations could include increased passenger and bag weights (50 Pax @ 5 lbs is an additional 250 lbs),
more congested airways requiring more trip fuel, and increased summertime high temperatures which reduce the
takeoff performance available.
Piedmont Airlines, Inc.
5443 Airport Terminal Rd.
Salisbury, MD 21804
410-572-5100

* Note: As of 2019 both obstructions
have been removed and reported to
the FAA.

Mary Ashburn Pearson

Subject:

Schink, Todd <Todd.Schink@aa.com>
Tuesday, January 7, 2020 2:24 PM
Mary Ashburn Pearson; Dawn Veatch
John C. Longnaker; Anthony M. Rudy; Roy G. Lewis; Wills, Andrew; Hogg, Lyle; Nathan L.
McLemore
RE: PDT - KSBY Obstacle Update

Categories:

Filed by Newforma

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Hi Mary,
Based on the coordinates you provided below for the runway extension and translation our performance
provider, AeroData, has helped identify the limiting obstacles from the current survey data.
RW 14: LAT: 38° 20’ 45.0890” N
LONG: 75° 30’ 59.0549” W
ELEV: 46.29
RW 32: LAT: 38° 19’ 59.0276” N
LONG: 75° 29’ 40.5451” W
ELEV: 54.00
For departures utilizing the new RWY 14(7800’) below is what current obstacle set would look like, the
obstacles in this instance are trees.

1

We examined three scenarios where the trees were removed ranging from 2000’ from the departure end of the
runway(DER) to 4000’. It was determined that removing the trees out to 4000’ would ensure the necessary
takeoff performance over the range of operating conditions, en-route fuel requirements, and arrival fuel
requirements for a full payload. Our takeoff performance would also be field length limited at this point. The
coordinates for the OAA extending from the airport boundary out to 4000’ from the DER are below.
N38° 19’ 33.01” W075° 29’ 02.57”
N38° 19’ 37.75” W075° 28’ 58.02”
N38° 19’ 46.19” W075° 29’ 24.97” (airport boundary)
N38° 19’ 50.95” W075° 29’ 20.47” (airport boundary)
For departures utilizing the new RWY 32(7800’) our performance provider provided the following obstacles
below. Obstacles 6 and 7 are utility poles, 8 and up are trees.

2

Multiple obstacle removal scenarios were evaluated and a mix of burying utilities and removing/trimming trees
from the first and second group were considered. In the end the scenario that provided the necessary takeoff
performance over the range of operating conditions, en-route fuel requirements, and arrival fuel requirements
for a full payload was one that buried the utilities and removed/trimmed both clusters of trees. AeroData
provided the OAA from the airport boundary out to the obstacles that would need to be remediated, the
coordinates are below.
N38° 21’ 02.92” W075° 31’ 35.74”
N38° 21’ 07.63” W075° 31’ 31.19”
N38° 20’ 50.20” W075° 31’ 14.06” (airport boundary)
N38° 20’ 54.97” W075° 31’ 09.55” (airport boundary)
If you have any questions about the obstacles, OAA, or takeoff performance considerations please let me know.
Thanks,
Todd
Todd Schink
Flight Ops Engineer, Flight Ops Technical
704-359-2688 (office)
todd.schink@aa.com

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2020 10:10 AM
To: Schink, Todd <Todd.Schink@aa.com>; Dawn Veatch <dveatch@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: John C. Longnaker <JLongnaker@deltaairport.com>; Anthony M. Rudy <arudy@wicomicocounty.org>; Roy G. Lewis
<RLewis@deltaairport.com>; Wills, Andrew <Andrew.Wills@aa.com>; Hogg, Lyle <lyle.hogg@aa.com>; Nathan L.
McLemore <NMcLemore@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: PDT - KSBY Obstacle Update
3

Lyle Hogg
President and CEO

410-572-5100
lyle.hogg@aa.com

June 5, 2020
Tony Rudy
SBY Airport
5485 Airport Terminal Rd., Unit A
Salisbury, Maryland 21804
Dear Mr. Rudy,
I received your request for a letter concerning Piedmont Airlines’ operation at the SBY Airport.
Our situation has not changed despite the grim economic conditions generated by the COVID19 pandemic.
Piedmont intends to continue service to Charlotte, North Carolina and Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania doing business as American Eagle for American Airlines. Traffic from the Salisbury
area has fallen sharply since March, but we expect an uptick in customers in the coming
months. American feels that 50-seat regional aircraft continue to be the best fit for this market,
and plans to maintain service with Piedmont’s Embraer 145. The E145 is the only 50-seat aircraft
remaining in the American Airlines fleet.
Piedmont leans heavily on our maintenance facility here in Salisbury to maintain our fleet of 55
active aircraft. We will continue to route aircraft into this airport each night, making SBY integral
to our operational network.
We look forward to the improvements planned for the SBY Airport, including water service, an
ARFF facility and the runway extension needed to carry our customers to CLT, a very important
market for American Airlines and our neighbors here on Delmarva.
Thank you for your support as we work together to improve the travel experience in Salisbury.
Sincerely,

Lyle Hogg

piedmont-airlines.com

Piedmont Airlines, Inc.
5443 Airport Terminal Road
Salisbury, MD 21804

"SBY RUNWAY EXTENSION & OBSTACLE REMOVAL SEAT
RESTRICTION IMPROVEMENTS" ANALYSES PROVIDED BY
PIEDMONT AIRLINES, OCTOBER 2020

Hello,
It has been brought to our attention that over time Piedmont Airlines has gone from a position of indicating that flights
operated by EMB145LR aircraft from SBY-CLT would incur weight restrictions during the summertime to a position that
they are weight restricted year round. The change in position, as evidenced in Appendix A1, can be explained largely by
two factors, a large increase in operational experience, and bringing in personnel to the Piedmont team with more
expertise in the field of aircraft performance and payload analysis. As evidenced below at the time of the August 2016
letter Piedmont had only operated a total of 507 EMB145LR flights, as of 2/25/2021 Piedmont has operated 350,048
flights.

Piedmont began operation of the EMB145LR on SBY-CLT in December of 2017 and have since operated 2,223 flights as
of 2/25/2021.

Piedmont Airlines, Inc.
5443 Airport Terminal Rd.
Salisbury, MD 21804
410-572-5100
March 1, 2021

In June of 2018 Piedmont brought onboard a Flight Operations Engineer with a background in aircraft performance and
data analysis, and a combined 5 years of industry experience at US Airways and American Airlines. In their payload
analysis they identified several factors that were missed in earlier analyses that could contribute to lower payload
capability year-round.





Lower takeoff performance on Runway 32 vs Runway 14 due to obstacles
Takeoff performance reductions with Engine Anti-Ice On in colder weather
Higher fuel requirements for varying enroute winds
Higher fuel requirements for when alternates are required at the destination

Since August 2018 Piedmont has collected data from dispatch releases for the purposes of operational improvement.
That data includes the maximum number of passengers that the flight planning system indicates it can support for that
flight. Examining the Max Pax figure from the release it can be seen that on average, flights are weight restricted by 4 or
more passengers. However, when examining the lowest figure for each month there are flights that are restricted by 15
or more passengers.

Piedmont Airlines, Inc.
5443 Airport Terminal Rd.
Salisbury, MD 21804
410-572-5100
March 1, 2021

Based on the growth of Piedmont’s experience with the EMB145LR and the greater expertise available to Piedmont, the
analysis presented in October 2020 is a much more thorough and accurate depiction of the current operating
restrictions and what future runway extensions could mean for reducing weight restrictions from SBY-CLT.
Thanks,
Todd
Todd Schink
Flight Ops Engineer, Flight Ops Technical
704-359-2688 (office)
todd.schink@aa.com

Piedmont Airlines, Inc.
5443 Airport Terminal Rd.
Salisbury, MD 21804
410-572-5100
March 1, 2021
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PROJECT SUMMARY
As part of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Runway 32 Extension, Land
Acquisition/Obstruction Removal, and On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure at the SalisburyOcean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY), this task involves conducting Preliminary Design for the
projects identified in the Proposed Action and evaluated within the EA. This preliminary design includes
the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Geometric, Grading, and Stormwater Requirements
Potential Utility Conflicts
Impervious Surface Additions
Potential Environmental or Historical Impacts
Permits, Checklists, and Other Local Regulations
Offsite Property Impacts
Quantities and Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost

DESCRIPTION OF WORK
The projects included in the Proposed Action are as follows:
1. Shift Runway 14-32 by 100± Feet/Cul-de-Sac Walston Switch Road (to Meet FAA Design
Standards)
2. Extend Runway 32
3. Acquire Land (Avigation Easements and Fee Simple)
4. Remove/Mitigate Obstructions
5. Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking
6. Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking
7. Construct Future General Aviation (GA) Apron and Hangars, Automobile Parking/Access,
Extension of Taxiway F
8. Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars
9. Construct Fuel Farm/Fence
10. Construct Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated Apron Space
11. Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars
12. Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
13. Expand Rental Car Parking Lot
14. Construct Rental Car Equipment Storage Building
The projects included were analyzed based on the Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action) from the
approved 2020 Master Plan (MP) and are depicted in Phase I (0-5 years) on the approved Airport Layout
Plan (ALP). The Proposed Action is depicted in Figure 1 in Appendix A.
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
3.1 Shift Runway 14-32 by 100± feet/Cul-de-Sac Walston Switch Road (to
Meet FAA Design Standards)
The airport perimeter fence is currently situated inside of the Runway 14 Runway Object-Free Area
(ROFA), which is a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) standards violation that needs to be addressed.
In order to provide a clear ROFA, the existing Runway 14 threshold is proposed to be relocated 100-feet
southeast (towards the Runway 32 end). This shift will allow the existing fence to be located outside of
the ROFA and will create a minimum 2.5-foot buffer between the corner of the ROFA and the fence. As a
part of the Runway 14 relocation, the existing taxiway connector on the Runway 14 end will need to be
relocated to tie-into the proposed end of the runway.
To remove the intersection of Airport Road and Walston Switch Road from within the Runway 14 Runway
Protection Zone (RPZ), which is also contrary to FAA design guidance, Walston Switch Road would be
terminated into a cul-de-sac east of the runway end.

3.2 Extend Runway 32
In 2017, Piedmont Airlines (a wholly owned subsidiary of American Airlines Group) announced its plan to
transition its fleet at SBY from the Dash-8 to the EMB-145 Long Range (LR) aircraft, a regional jet, and
reaffirmed its request for a longer runway at SBY to operate unencumbered. In order to accommodate
the change in aircraft for this airport, which was finalized in 2018, an extension of Runway 14-32 was
proposed. The 2020 MP recommends extending the existing 6,400-foot Runway 14-32 by 1,400 feet,
bringing the new length of the runway to 7,800 feet. The proposed runway extension is depicted in Figure
1 in Appendix A.
The FAA has advised that an extension of 1,200 feet for a total runway length of 7,600 feet is eligible for
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funding, with the remaining 200 feet ineligible for AIP funding. The
County has stated its intention to fund the additional 200 feet and associated facilities using Non-AIP
funding sources in order to provide a higher level of service.

3.3 Acquire Land (Avigation Easements and Fee Simple)
Avigation easement acquisition is required to protect the existing and future airspace surfaces to
accommodate a runway extension. Additionally, fee simple land acquisition will be required to gain
control of the Runway 14 and Runway 32 RPZs. For the Proposed Action, approximately 313 acres of
easement acquisition and 38 acres of fee simple land acquisition are proposed and are depicted in Figure
1 in Appendix A.

3.4 Remove/Mitigate Obstructions
An obstruction analysis was completed as a part of the 2020 MP to determine the extent and locations of
obstructions to existing and future 14 CFR Part 77 surfaces for Runway 14-32. The obstruction areas
identified in this study were used to determine the required property acquisitions discussed in the
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previous section. Once control of these properties is gained (through fee simple or avigation easements)
the trees and areas of obstruction will be mitigated by either topping/trimming or removal. The removal
and mitigation of approximately 20 acres of trees on the Runway 14 end, and 701 acres of trees on the
Runway 32 end is anticipated for the Proposed Action see Figure 1 in Appendix A.)

3.5 Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking
The construction of a 40,000 ± square foot (SF) building with approximately 14,000 square yards (SY) of
associated apron space and automobile parking is proposed southeast of Runway 5-23, off of Taxiway A
(see Figure 13 in Appendix A). It is possible that the current cargo operator at SBY, FedEx, would relocate
to the new facility from its current building, which Airport Management reports it has outgrown. This
tenant has also advised Airport Management that it plans to begin receiving service from the company’s
ATR72-600F turboprop freighters in the next several years. To provide adequate space, the proposed
apron depicted conceptually on the ALP is sized for these aircraft.

3.6 Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile
Parking
An Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS) Manufacturing Facility is proposed in the eastern portion of the
existing business park (see Figure 13 in Appendix A). This building is proposed to be a 60,000± SF
manufacturing facility. As a part of Phase I development, a 30,000± SF facility is proposed to be
constructed (a second, similarly sized building is proposed to be constructed as a part of the Phase II
development and is not included in this environmental review). Automobile access would be provided
from Falcon Drive, along with an automobile parking area.

3.7 Construct Future General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile
Parking/Access, and Extension of Taxiway F
A general aviation apron and associated hangars are proposed which would be accessed from the existing
Airport Business Park (Citation Drive) (see Figure 13 in Appendix A). This will include two hangar buildings
which will be sized to accommodate small, general aviation aircraft, plus approximately 8,000 SY of
associated apron space. It will also include automobile parking.
Parking and access to the future general aviation apron and hangars is proposed as part of this program.
Airside access to the new general aviation area will be provided by extending Taxiway F. The existing
Taxiway F currently terminates after reaching the second hangar it serves and would be extended to serve
the newly constructed apron and hangar development. A connector taxiway would be constructed to
provide access from Runway 5-23 to the new apron and hangar development.

1

The 2020 Airport Master Plan indicated the need to remove approximately 170 acres of airspace obstructions on
the Runway 32 end, which was a conservative estimate. Revised estimates conducted during this Preliminary
Engineering study, coupled with the independent June 2020 removal of approximately 60 acres of tree obstructions
by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) on its Parcel 27, have resulted in an estimated 70 acres of
remaining tree obstructions on the Runway 32 end.
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3.8 Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars
One row of box or “executive” hangars is proposed as a part of this plan (see Figure 14 in Appendix A).
The hangars are planned to be sized at approximately 60 foot by 60 foot and are proposed to be located
adjacent to the existing T-Hangars west of Runway 5. An aircraft wash rack for this area is also being
proposed, which would consist of a concrete pad, sloped to drain to an underground oil-water separator
or other filtration system. The appropriate pavement would surround the hangar building for aircraft
circulation purposes.

3.9 Construct Fuel Farm / Fence
A new fuel farm and perimeter fence is proposed in the southwest quadrant of the airfield, adjacent to
the existing T-Hangars (see Figure 14 in Appendix A). The fuel farm is proposed to be a double-walled,
above-ground facility, sized to accommodate two 20,000-gallon tanks of Jet-A fuel and one 12,000-gallon
tank of AvGas fuel, with room for a fourth tank as needed. The removal of the existing fuel farm, and the
installation of a temporary fuel facility (to serve customers until this fuel farm can be constructed) was
environmentally reviewed under a separate project.

3.10 Construct Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated Apron
Space
To the southeast of Taxiway C, three corporate hangars are proposed (see Figure 15 in Appendix A). The
three hangars are conceptually depicted on the 2020 MP to be 22,500 square feet each. In addition, there
is approximately 10,500 SY of associated pavement proposed for aircraft parking. No automotive parking
or access is proposed as the storage hangars would be accessible on foot across the apron. During
preparation of the 2020 MP, SBY Air Traffic Control (ATC) was consulted regarding the hangar
development and noted a potential line of sight (LOS) issue between the tower and the Runway 5 end. An
analysis conducted as a part of the master planning effort indicates that the maximum allowable height
of the hangars is 32 ± feet Above Ground Level (AGL). Additional coordination with ATC is recommended
before the hangar structures are constructed.
In addition, a verification shadow study may need to be conducted prior to construction.

3.11 Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars
Apron expansion and hangar relocation are proposed and depicted on the ALP to the west of Taxiway C
(see Figure 15 in Appendix A). Five existing hangar buildings in this area are proposed to be either
demolished or relocated adjacent to Airport Road to make the existing apron available to airport users.
Depending on the condition of each structure at the time development occurs, the hangar could be
relocated, or it could be demolished and replaced with a new hangar in the new location. This would make
available approximately 6,200 SY of usable apron space.
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3.12 Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
The existing commercial terminal parking lot is proposed to be expanded towards Airport Road (to the
west) as a part of Phase I development. The expansion is planned to accommodate existing passengers
and allow for the potential growth of the airport (see Figure 15 in Appendix A). It is anticipated that this
expansion will utilize space between the existing parking lot and Airport Road. The parking expansion is
based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually and conservatively in this EA and Preliminary
Engineering Report (PER).

3.13 Expand Rental Car Parking Lot
There is currently a rental car parking lot located northwest of the existing terminal building which is
proposed to be expanded (see Figure 15 in Appendix A). Airport management has reported that the
current 117 spaces for rental cars is insufficient, and that the rental cars are sometimes parked in the
passenger parking lot. Additionally, rental car preparation is completed within the parking lot and should
be separated to allow for control of cleaning and other maintenance needs for the rental cars. The parking
expansion is based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually and conservatively in this EA
and PER.

3.14 Construct Rental Car Equipment Storage Building
In addition to the proposed expansion of the rental car parking lot, a Rental Car Equipment Storage
Building is also proposed (see Figure 15 in Appendix A). The current rental car companies at SBY have
indicated that they do not have adequate storage space for items such as cleaning supplies, vacuums, and
other equipment. The building is proposed to be built near the existing rental car storage parking lot,
adjacent to the terminal apron, and is meant to duplicate an existing storage unit currently adjacent to
the baggage area. The storage building is based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually
and conservatively in this EA and PER.
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DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES
This EA and PER analyzed three separate categories of development alternatives: the mitigation of nonstandard conditions, the runway extension, and the proposed on-airport facilities and airfield
infrastructure development.

4.1 Mitigation of Non-Standard Conditions
As noted in the 2020 MP and in Section 3.1, the two existing non-standard conditions are the penetration
of the Runway 14 ROFA by the airport perimeter fence and the presence of two County-owned roads,
Airport Road and Walston Switch Road, within the Runway 14 RPZ. The 2020 MP considered five different
options to mitigate one or both of these existing non-standard conditions.
The first option considered is to request a Modification of Standards (MOS) from the FAA for the presence
of the fence within the ROFA, which would allow for the option to be addressed administratively with no
associated construction cost or environmental impacts.
The second option considered is to apply declared distances which would eliminate the fence penetration
by “shifting” the ROFA 100 feet to the east of the Runway 14 threshold. Declared distances communicate
the amount of usable runway available for both takeoff and landing at an airport. This option also has no
associated construction cost or environmental impacts.
The third option is to physically shift the entire runway and associated ROFA to eliminate the fence
penetration. Three “shift” options were evaluated in the 2020 MP (see Figure 2, Figure 3, and Figure 4 in
Appendix A):
•
•
•

Option 3A shifts the runway approximately 200 feet to the southeast and will mark the 200 feet
from the existing threshold as displaced threshold.
Option 3B shifts the runway approximately 100 feet to the southeast and marks the 100 feet from
the existing threshold as displaced threshold.
Option 3C shifts the runway approximately 100 feet to the southeast and relocates the runway
threshold 100 feet to the southeast instead of displacing it.

The runway shifts would occur on airport property with impacts to wetlands and streams of approximately
one acre or less. For Option 3A, there is anticipated to be approximately 1.02± acres of wetland
disturbance and no stream impacts (see Figure 2 in Appendix A). Option 3B is anticipated to disturb 0.76±
acres of wetlands and no stream impacts (see Figure 3 in Appendix A). For Option 3C, there is
approximately 0.76± acres of wetland impacts and no stream impacts associated with this option (see
Figure 4 in Appendix A).
The fourth option to mitigate non-standard conditions proposes to relocate Airport Road and construct a
cul-de-sac on Walston Switch Road beyond the last residence along the road. Airport Road and Walston
Switch Road border airport property to the northwest and prevent the fence from being relocated outside
of the ROFA. Realigning/terminating the roads would permit the fence to be relocated outside of the
ROFA, while also removing the roads from the RPZ. This option would require the acquisition of
approximately 27 acres of land from two private property owners (including one residential acquisition)
6
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and from the County, as well as coordination with, and approvals from, Wicomico County to relocate the
roads. The existing Walston Switch Road pavement could be demolished, or retained to provide a route
for County rescue vehicles to reach the Airport (Airport Management reports that this is their current
route). In that case, a “crash gate” could be provided in the cul-de-sac for emergency access.
Based on wetlands and streams delineated during this EA effort and supplemental wetlands information
sourced from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), the
proposed cul-de-sac construction would impact approximately 0.26 acres of wetlands, and the proposed
relocation of Airport Road would impact approximately 0.24 acres of wetlands and 200 linear feet of
streams (see Figure 5 in Appendix A).
The fifth option considered in the 2020 MP to mitigate non-standard conditions is to relocate Airport Road
and Walston Switch Road so that the intersection of those two roads will not be inside the RPZ. This option
proposes a gentler realignment of Airport Road to permit the fence to be relocated outside of the ROFA,
and the extension of Walston Switch Road to the northeast, to meet Airport Road outside of the RPZ. This
option addresses the ROFA issue and removes Walston Switch Road and the intersection of Walston
Switch Road and Airport Road to outside of the RPZ, while requiring less land acquisition than Option Four
(approximately seven acres, and no residential acquisition). While a portion of Airport Road would remain
inside the RPZ, the most dire area of “public assembly”, the intersection of Walston Switch and Airport
Roads, has been removed from within the RPZ. During preparation of the 2020 MP, the County noted that
its local emergency services crew accesses the Airport via Walston Switch Road and that relocating
Walston Switch Road to the north would increase the emergency response time to the Airport. There is
approximately 1.29 acres of wetland impacts and no stream impacts associated with the relocation of
Airport and Walston Switch Road (see Figure 6 in Appendix A).
After consideration during the planning effort, the County selected its preferred mitigation option,
Runway Relocation Option 3C (Shift Runway 14-32 by approximately 100 Feet). In addition, the County
has selected the termination of Walston Switch Road into a cul-de-sac as described in the fourth mitigation
option above. This would remove the intersection of Airport Road and Walston Switch Road from the
Runway 14 RPZ. The County’s preferred mitigation option for non-standard conditions is depicted in the
Proposed Action exhibit (see Figure 1 in Appendix A). The construction of this option would impact an
estimated 0.26 acres of wetlands associated with the construction of the Walston Switch Road cul-de-sac,
and 0.76-acres of wetlands associated with the relocation of the approach lighting system associated with
Runway 32 (Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Runway Alignment Indicator Lights, or
MALSR) due to the 100± foot runway shift. A comparison of alternatives to mitigate non-standard
conditions is shown in Table 4-1 below. The County closed Walston Switch Road during finalization of the
2020 MP; the cul-de-sac has not yet been constructed.
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Table 4-1: Comparison of Alternatives Considered to Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions

Declared
Distances

Shift Runway
(A, B, C)

Road
Relocation,
Outside of
RPZ

Road
Relocation
and Cul-deSac

Preferred
Alternative

N/A

N/A

A: 1.02 AC
B: 0.76 AC
C: 0.76 AC

0.50 AC

1.29 AC

1.02 AC

N/A

N/A

0 LF

200 LF

0 LF

0 LF

N/A

N/A

A: 0 AC
B: 0 AC
C: 0 AC

27 AC

7 AC

0 AC

MOS
Wetland
Impacts
(estimated,
acres)
Stream Impacts
(estimated, LF)
Land
Acquisition
(estimated,
acres)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis

4.2 Runway Extension Alternatives
The runway extension alternatives presented in the 2020 MP and in this report focus on the different
options to achieve the 7,800-foot length recommended in the plan. Build Alternative One describes a
runway extension of Runway 14 by 1,400 feet. Build Alternative Two would extend Runway 32 by 1,400
feet. Build Alternative Three is a hybrid option, where Runway 14 is extended by 200 feet, and Runway 32
is extended by 1,200 feet. The runway extension alternatives considered in the EA are depicted in Figures
7, 8, 9A, and 9B in Appendix A. The alternative exhibits categorize by color the elements of the runway
extensions associated with the first 1,200 feet (to achieve 7,600 feet) and with the additional 200 feet (to
achieve 7,800 feet) which FAA has advised is ineligible for AIP funding.

4.3 Runway Extension Alternative One– Extend Runway 14 by 1,400 feet
Build Alternative One proposes an extension of Runway 14 by 1,400 feet. This extension would also
include the extension of the existing parallel taxiway and relocation of the existing Taxiway A connector
at the Runway 14 end. To accommodate an extension in this direction, a cul-de-sac would be constructed
on the existing Walston Switch Road and the remainder of this road tying into Airport Road would be
terminated. Airport Road would also be relocated/realigned to feed into the existing Mt. Hermon Church
Road. The northern portion of Airport Road would terminate into a new cul-de-sac. Approximately 56
acres of fee simple land acquisition, four acres of avigation easement, and 13 acres of obstruction removal
is anticipated on the Runway 14 end, all of which is associated with the first 1,200 feet of the runway
extension. The first 1,200-feet of runway extension is anticipated to impact approximately one acre of
wetlands and 200 linear feet of stream impacts. There are no anticipated wetland impacts or
land/easement acquisition requirements for the additional 200 feet of extension. These impacts,
acquisitions, and preliminary limits of disturbance (LOD) are shown in Figure 7 of Appendix A.
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4.4 Runway Extension Alternative Two– Extend Runway 32 by 1,400 feet
Build Alternative Two proposes an extension of Runway 32 by 1,400 feet and is the Preferred Runway
Extension Alternative from the 2020 ALP/MP. This alternative entails a southeast extension of the runway
and associated taxiway to the proposed runway end. For this alternative, approximately 22 acres of fee
simple land acquisition would be necessary for the first 1,200 feet of extension. For the additional 200
feet, eight acres of fee simple land acquisition would be required. Also, approximately 298 acres of
avigation easements are proposed to be acquired, with approximately 40 acres necessary for obstruction
removal for the first 1,200 feet of the extension. For the additional 200 feet, there is anticipated to be
eight acres of obstruction removal and no additional easement acquisitions. Additionally, there is an
anticipated 25 acres of wetlands impacts based off the delineated wetlands data for the 1,200-foot
extension and an additional six acres of wetlands impacts for the last 200 feet of the proposed extension.
These impacts, acquisitions, and preliminary LOD are shown in Figure 8 of Appendix A.

4.5 Runway Extension Alternative Three– Extend Runway 14 by 200 Feet,
and Extend Runway 32 by 1,200 Feet
Build Alternative Three proposes a 200-foot runway extension off the Runway 14 end, and a 1,200-foot
extension on of the Runway 32 end. The parallel connector taxiways on both ends will also need to be
extended to the proposed runway ends. To accomplish the first 1,200 feet of runway by extending the
Runway 32 end, approximately 22 acres of fee simple land acquisition and approximately 298 acres of
easement acquisition will be necessary. The proposed obstruction removal on the Runway 32 end totals
approximately 40 acres. In addition, approximately 33 acres of wetland impacts are associated with the
proposed development on the Runway 32 end.
Due to the 200-foot extension of Runway 14, existing Airport Road will need to be realigned outside of
the proposed RPZ. The existing Walston Switch Road is proposed to be terminated in this area. On the
Runway 14 end, approximately 27 acres of fee simple land acquisition and approximately 10 acres of
easements will need to be acquired. It is also anticipated that five acres of obstruction removal will be
required. Additionally, it is anticipated that approximately two acres of wetlands and 200 LF of streams
will be impacted on the Runway 14 end. These impacts, acquisitions, and preliminary LOD are shown in
Figures 9A and 9B of Appendix A.
A comparison of runway extension alternatives is summarized below in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2: Comparison of Runway Extension Alternatives Considered

Alternative One
Extend Runway 14

Alternative Two
Extend Runway 32

Alternative Three
Extend Runway 14 -32

1,200’

Additional
200’

1,200’

Additional
200’

1,200’

Additional
200’

Wetland
Impacts
(estimated,
acres)

1 AC

0 AC

25 AC

6 AC

33 AC

2 AC

Stream
Impacts
(estimated,
LF)

200 LF

0 LF

0 LF

0 LF

0 LF

200 LF

Land
Acquisition
(estimated,
acres)

56 AC

0 AC

22 AC

8 AC

22 AC

27 AC

Easement
Acquisition
(estimated,
acres)

4 AC

0 AC

298 AC

0 AC

298 AC

10 AC

Obstruction
Removal
(acres)

13 AC

0 AC

60 AC

8 AC

60 AC

5 AC

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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4.7 On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
The third planning analysis from the 2020 MP involves the various on-airport facilities and airfield
infrastructure development proposed in Phase 1. This includes the following projects, which are described
in Section 3.5 through Section 3.14 of this report.
1. Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron and Automobile Parking
2. Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking
3. Construct Future General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile Parking/Access, Extension of
Taxiway F
4. Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars
5. Construct Fuel Farm/Fence
6. Construct Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated Apron Space
7. Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars
8. Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
9. Expand Rental Car Parking Lot
10. Construct Rental Car Equipment Storage Building
These projects are analyzed individually in Section 4. The conceptual layouts and locations of the projects
are depicted in Figure 1 and Figures 13 through 15 in Appendix A.
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DESIGN ELEMENTS OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
5.1 Geometric, Grading, and Stormwater Requirements
5.1.1 Shift Runway 14-32 by 100± feet/Cul-de-Sac Walston Switch Road (to Meet
FAA Design Standards)
As a part of the Preferred Alternative, Runway 14-32 will be shifted approximately 100 feet to the
southeast, with the existing Runway 14 end relocated 100 feet to mitigate the fence obstruction inside
the Runway 14 ROFA. No additional geometry changes to the runway are anticipated, since the width and
shoulder dimensions of the runway would remain unchanged. Additionally, in order to accommodate the
relocated runway end, a new connector taxiway will be constructed in the location of the new runway
end, and the existing connector taxiway will be demolished. Relocating the Runway 14 end is anticipated
to add approximately 0.99 acres of impervious pavement and remove approximately 1.12 acres of
impervious pavement for a net decrease of 0.13 acres.
Runway markings and runway light spacing will need to be adjusted in order to accommodate the shifting
of the runway threshold. Due to the landing threshold change, the Runway Edge Identifier Lights (REILs),
runway threshold lights, and Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) are planned to be relocated as a
part of this project.
Additionally, the existing taxiway connector on the Runway 14 end will be demolished and relocated to
the new Runway 14 threshold, 100 feet to the east (towards Runway 32). The taxiway geometry will meet
the requirements of FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A, Airport Design, for an Aircraft Reference
Code (ARC) of C-III and Taxiway Design Group (TDG) 3. TDG 3 taxiways are 50 feet wide and have a
maximum longitudinal grade of 1.5%. Additionally, the taxiway will be designed to have a transverse slope
between 1.0% to 1.5%, a shoulder cross slope of 1.5% to 5.0%, and a taxiway safety area (TSA) slope
graded between 1.5% and 3.0%.
As previously noted, Walston Switch Road currently runs perpendicular to Runway 14-32 and is within the
existing RPZ. In accordance with the County’s preferred non-standard condition mitigation plan as
selected during the 2020 MP (see Section 4.1), it is proposed that Walston Switch Road be terminated
into a cul-de-sac outside of the Runway 14 ROFA and RPZ (but still provide access to the last residence
along the road). This will eliminate the intersection of Walston Switch Road and Airport Road inside the
RPZ. The road pavement beyond the cul-de-sac would remain as needed to provide Airport emergency
service access to the airfield. Security fencing and/or gates would be installed to prevent public access on
the terminated portion of the road. As noted previously, the County closed the road during finalization of
the 2020 MP but the cul-de-sac has not been constructed.
Grading and drainage for this project will be designed to minimize the disturbance to existing wetland
areas. Approximately 0.3 acres of wetlands are anticipated to be impacted as a result of this project; no
stream impacts are anticipated. In order to meet erosion and sediment control requirements set out by
the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), it is anticipated that grass swales will be used. Due
to no addition of impervious surface it is not anticipated that any stormwater management structures will
be required. Additionally, it is anticipated that only minimal grading will be required for this project. The
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LOD for this project, as well as the impacts to wetlands and streams, are shown in Figure 10 of Appendix
A.

5.1.2 Extend Runway 32
The preliminary geometric layout for the runway extension has been developed in accordance with AC
150/5300-13A for ARC C-III, based on the analysis in the 2020 MP/ALP. The grading and geometric
requirements of the associated parallel and connector taxiways are designed to meet standards for TDG
3 for consistency with the dimensions of the existing parallel Taxiway A. The runway extension is proposed
to be 1,400 feet long by 100 feet wide with 20-foot wide paved shoulders on both sides. The parallel
Taxiway A and two connector taxiways were designed to be 50-feet wide and meet TSA standards for ARC
C-III airports.
The runway extension will be graded to meet requirements in AC 150/5300-13A for ARC C-III standards,
with longitudinal maximum grades of 1.5% and transverse maximum grades of 1.5%. The paved shoulders
of the runway are proposed to be designed with a maximum transverse slope of 5.0%. The Runway Safety
Area (RSA) for ARC C-III is 500-feet wide and is proposed to be graded to have transverse slopes of
between 1.5-3.0%.
As a part of the Runway Extension project, the existing glide slope will require relocation. This relocation
will be parallel to the runway centerline and will shift the glide slope approximately 1,500 feet towards
the proposed Runway 32 end. This 1,500-foot displacement accounts for the 1,400-foot extension of
Runway 32, as well as the 100-foot shift of the Runway 14 threshold. The Glide Slope Critical Area will be
graded to match the requirements in FAA Order 6750.16E, Siting Criteria for Instrument Landing Systems.
The RSA grading requirements will also need to be considered when grading the Glide Slope Critical Area.
In addition to the Runway 32 glide slope, there are currently multiple navigational guidance systems
associated with the existing Runway 32 end. The existing MALSR and PAPI systems will need to be
relocated to accommodate the new runway extension. Grading for these relocations was considered
when determining the LOD for this project.
Another aspect of the Runway Extension project relates to existing Taxiway A. Currently, there is a hold
apron located on the end of existing Taxiway A on the Runway 32 end. Since the taxiway is being extended,
the existing hold apron will no longer provide the intended function. Consequently, this hold apron will
be demolished. The extents of this demolition are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 11 in Appendix A.
This project is anticipated to add approximately 8.39 acres of impervious surface and remove
approximately 1.28 acres of impervious surface for a net increase of approximately 7.11 acres. It is
anticipated that erosion and sediment control and stormwater management requirements, as established
by the MDE, will be met using methods described in the Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, Volume 1.
This manual states that by meeting Environmental Site Design requirements, it is not necessary to meet
performance criteria for Best Management Practices (BMPs). One important aspect of erosion and
sediment control design is to consider the target runoff volume and implement facilities into the design
that will meet this runoff target. One measure that will be utilized to meet runoff requirements for the
Extend Runway 32 project is impervious disconnect grass filter strips. These impervious disconnects use
the portions of the relatively flat grass safety area grades adjacent to runway and taxiway pavement to
meet MDE environmental site design requirements. In addition to the impervious disconnects, it is
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anticipated that grass swales and basins may also be used. Areas for additional stormwater management
have also been designated for any additional measures that may be needed for final design. The final BMP
measures are anticipated to be confirmed during final design with a Stormwater Management Plan set
and report being developed and being sent to the County for review, and then to the Maryland Soil
Conservation District for approval.
The grading and drainage for this project has been designed to minimize the disturbance of existing
wetland areas. The total wetlands disturbance for the Runway 32 extension is estimated to be
approximately 12.16 acres. This includes the additional grading necessary for the MALSR relocation.
Minimal grading is anticipated for this relocation due to the relatively flat terrain of the area where the
MALSR is proposed to be relocated. No streams are anticipated to be impacted. There are also various
other wetlands in close proximity to the project site, outside of the anticipated LOD, that should be
avoided during construction. The LOD for this project was established to limit the amount of the impacts
to wetlands and streams and are shown in Figure 11 of Appendix A.

5.1.3 Acquire Land (Avigation Easements and Fee Simple)
Due to the Runway 14 relocation and the Runway 32 extension, the RPZs will also be relocated. The land
within both Runway 14 and Runway 32 RPZ is proposed to be acquired in fee simple to secure full control
of the RPZs, in accordance with FAA guidance. This will require a land acquisition of 5± acres on the
Runway 14 end, and 33± acres on the Runway 32 end within the respective RPZs. Avigation easement
acquisition is also planned as a part of this project to protect existing and future airspace surfaces. This
will entail acquiring 15± acres of avigation easements on the Runway 14 end, and 298± acres of avigation
easements on the Runway 32 end. There are no impacts to wetlands or streams associated with the
proposed land/easement acquisition. The proposed land and easement acquisition are shown on Figure
1 in Appendix A.

5.1.4 Remove/Mitigate Obstructions
There are various obstructions to the existing Runway 14-32 airspace surfaces, both on and off of airport
property. The limits of obstructions to be removed are shown in Figures 1, 12A, and 12B in Appendix A.
On the Runway 14 end, there are approximately 20± acres of trees that are proposed to be removed.
There is an additional 70± acres of trees that will need to be mitigated on the Runway 32 end. This
estimate does not include the approximately 60 acres of trees that an adjacent property owner,
Department of Natural Resources, cleared from its parcel in June 2020, many of which were identified in
the 2020 MP as obstructions to airspace. These obstructions are planned to be removed in order to
protect existing and future airspace.
Of the total obstruction removal area (both runway ends), there are an estimated 32 acres of proposed
wetland conversion area where existing trees within forested wetland will be removed. For the purposes
of the EA and PER, it is assumed that these areas would be clear cut. It is not anticipated that stream
impacts will occur during the obstruction removal process. For the purposes of the preliminary design
effort, the following assumptions regarding the obstruction removal were made:
•

Trees and vegetative obstructions to be removed within wetlands will be cleared flush to the
ground with no impact to stumps or root mat, minimizing wetland damage. Based on current
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permitting agency guidance, it is anticipated that this would constitute wetlands conversion which
is regulated by the MDE and mitigated at a 1:1 ratio as impacts would exceed 5,000 SF.
•

As of June 2020, the Maryland DNR has removed approximately 60 acres of the existing
trees/obstructions on Parcel 27 (within the Runway 32 RPZ and approach surface), which the
agency maintains for tree harvest purposes. Parcel 27 are shown on Figure 1 (Proposed Action) in
Appendix A. These obstructions were therefore not accounted for in the wetland conversion or
disturbance estimation as a part of this report. The ground disturbance assumed for the MALSR
relocation in this area will still be counted towards the total wetland disturbance.

•

Due to the fact that the majority of the obstructions are off airport property, erosion and
sediment control will be addressed with silt fence. Wetland areas where trees are to be clear cut
will not be considered to be disturbed, due to the fact that there is no ground disruption. As a
result, erosion and sediment control measures should be minimal in these areas.

Final treatment of obstructions is to be determined during the separate Final Design phase of the project.
Several trees to be removed appear to be within the mapped floodplain area associated with Horsebridge
Creek, south of airport property. Coordination with the Wicomico County Land Development Coordinator
in May 2020 confirms that tree removal within floodplains would not require specific local coordination
or permitting efforts as long as the County is also coordinating with MDE regarding wetland impacts.
Obstruction removal impacts are shown in Figures 12A and 12B in Appendix A.

5.1.5 Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking
The proposed cargo hangar will include an apron for aircraft and a parking area for automobiles in addition
to the space required for the hangar building. The hangar is currently sized to be approximately 40,000 SF
with the associated apron sized at approximately 14,000 SY. The grading and geometry of the hangar pad
and apron will be designed in accordance with AC 150/5300-13A. Per the AC, the apron will have a
maximum of slope 1.0% in any direction. The hangar pad will be designed to be flat. This area will be
graded so that water is directed away from the proposed hangar.
Due to the increase in impervious area, this project will require stormwater management as there is
approximately 5.20 acres of new impervious surface. As part of the environmental site design for this
project, impervious disconnect grass filter strips will be utilized. In addition, it is anticipated that grass
swales will be constructed on either side of the proposed impervious area. A sand filter may also be
constructed to the southeast of the site to generate the required credits. The final location and size of any
grass swales or sand filters/stormwater management basins will be determined during final design. The
existing Contractor staging area and access road may have to be removed in order to construct the hangar,
apron, and parking for this project. The grading and drainage for this project is not anticipated to disturb
any wetlands and streams although the construction of the automobile parking area would require the
clearing of approximately 5,000 square yards of trees. The anticipated LOD for the construction of this
project will include the foundation and slab for the hangar, the area for the proposed apron, and the area
for automobile parking and are shown on Figure 13 in Appendix A.
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5.1.6 Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking
As a part of Phase 1 development, a 30,000 SF manufacturing facility is proposed in the Airport Business
Park. In addition, the existing taxiway will be extended to allow airside access to this new facility.
Automobile parking will also be included as part of the landside development. The taxiway will be
designed to meet longitudinal and transverse grades of no more than 1.5% as set out by AC 150/530013A. For the purposes of this analysis, the width of the taxiway extension is assumed to match the width
of the existing taxiway, 50 feet. The shoulders and safety areas will also be designed to standards set out
by AC 150/5300-13A. The apron will be graded so that there is no more than 1.0% slope in any direction.
The facility slab will have a flat grade across it. The parking lot will be designed to meet Wicomico County
design standards.
This entire project is proposed to add about 2.55 acres of impervious surface to the site. Due to this
increase of impervious surface, it is anticipated that environmental site design measures will be necessary
to meet MDE standards. It is anticipated that these measures will entail impervious disconnect grass filter
strips and grass swales running along the sides of the site. The final location and size of any grass swales
will be determined during final design. It is also anticipated that approximately 5.3 acres of wetlands, and
no streams, will be disturbed. The LOD for this project were established to limit the amount of the impacts
to wetlands and streams. The LOD for this project site will include the area needed to construct the
taxiway, hangar area, apron, parking area, and associated grading needed and are shown in Figure 13 in
Appendix A.

5.1.7 Construct Future General Aviation Apron and Hangars, Automobile
Parking/Access, and Extension of Taxiway F
An approximate 8,000 SY apron intended for general aviation use and two hangar buildings are proposed
between Runway 5-23 and the Airport Business Park. The existing Taxiway F would be extended to provide
access to the new apron and hangars. The extension of Taxiway F will be designed to provide a 50-foot
wide taxiway with fillets designed in accordance with Table 4-5 of FAA AC 150/5300-13A. This width will
be designed to match the width of the existing taxiway that is being extended (50 feet). The tie-in of the
new taxiway to Runway 5-23 will also be designed in accordance with TDG 3 in reference to its width and
fillet size.
The apron will be graded to meet requirements in AC 150/5300-13A, with grades less than 1%. Due to the
existing terrain being relatively flat in the area, it is not anticipated that there will be a large amount of
excavation or embankment required to meet design standards.
It is anticipated that this project will add approximately 4.72 acres of impervious surface. Due to this
increase, the construction of environmental site design measures and a stormwater facility is anticipated
to meet MDE requirements. This facility may be placed to the southeast of the proposed apron. It is
anticipated that impervious grass filter strips will be utilized and there will be grass swales running along
the edges of the project site in order to accumulate enough stormwater credits. The final location and
size of any grass swales or basins will be determined during final design. During the preliminary design
effort, the location of the proposed, automobile access road associated with the new facility was adjusted
from what is depicted conceptually on the ALP; as a result, no wetland or stream impacts are anticipated.
The LOD for this project are shown in Figure 13 in Appendix A.
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5.1.8 Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars
The Preferred Alternative will construct a row of box or “executive” hangars adjacent to the existing Thangars on the southwest side of the airport. Each unit is proposed to be 60-feet by 60-feet. The sitework
for this hangar area will need to be graded in order to prepare for the foundation, slab, and adjacent
pavement.
As a part of this project, approximately 1.91 acres of impervious surface will be added. Due to this
increased impervious surface, erosion and sediment control measures are anticipated to meet state
guidelines. Stormwater management and water quality measures may also need to be incorporated in
order to meet MDE requirements. As part of the environmental site design for this project, impervious
disconnect grass filter strips will be utilized. Other measures will most likely need to be located to the
southeast of the site due to the relatively small amount of space on the other sides and may include a
sand filter or stormwater basin. The final location and size of any grass swales or basins will be determined
during final design. It is not anticipated that any stream or wetlands will be impacted by this project. The
LOD for this project are included in Figure 14 in Appendix A.

5.1.9 Construct Fuel Farm / Fence
A new fuel farm is proposed near the existing T-hangars in the southwest portion of the airfield, adjacent
to Airport Road. The fuel farm will be designed to accommodate two above-ground 20,000-gallon tanks
of Jet-A fuel. In addition, the area is sized to also include a 12,000-gallon tank for AvGas Fuel with room
for a fourth tank as needed. All tanks will be designed to meet containment requirements at both the
local and state levels. The geometric layout for the fuel farm allows both fuel delivery trucks and fuel
tenders to maneuver safely around the facility. An entrance/exit to the fuel farm will connect to Airport
Road to allow for increased maneuverability. Fencing is to be installed around the new fuel farm.
The construction of the new fuel farm is proposed to add approximately 0.43 acres of impervious surface.
Due to this increase in impervious area, the construction of environmental site design measures is
anticipated in order to meet MDE design standards. Grass swales are anticipated to be installed running
perpendicular to the fuel farm in order to meet requirements described in the Maryland Stormwater
Design Manual. Impervious grass filter strips are also anticipated to be utilized as a part of this project.
Inlets and culverts may also be necessary to allow the drainage from the facility to flow into an existing
ditch. The final size and location of any culverts or grass swales will be determined during final design.
Due to the potential oil and fuel runoff from the fuel farm area, an oil-water separator may need to be
included. During the preliminary design effort, the limits of proposed fence associated with the new fuel
facility were adjusted from what is depicted on the ALP; as a result, no wetland or stream impacts are
anticipated. The LOD for this project are shown in Figure 14 in Appendix A.

5.1.10 Construct Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated Apron Space
Three corporate hangars are proposed to be built with a proposed pavement area of 10,500 SY as shown
conceptually on the 2020 ALP. These hangars are currently sized to be approximately 22,500 SF each. The
apron space will be designed in accordance with AC 150/5300-13A. In order to follow the guidelines
proposed as a part of ARC C-III, the maximum slope of the apron in any direction is 1.0%. The proposed
site is located on an existing ditch, so embankment is anticipated in order to construct the foundation and
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slab for the hangars. The proposed drainage system for the apron will be designed to avoid running
directly underneath the proposed buildings.
The project is estimated to add approximately 3.72 acres of impervious surface. Due to this increase in
impervious area, the construction of additional environmental site design measures and stormwater
management facilities may be needed in order to meet MDE standards. As part of the environmental site
design for this project, impervious disconnect grass filter strips will be utilized. It is anticipated that the
existing ditch to the northeast of the site may need to be relocated in order to accommodate the grading
of the new site. The design may require the construction of a basin on the northeast side of the site to
capture water running off of the apron and hangar buildings. The final location and size of the basin will
be determined during the completion of the final design. Grading and drainage for the hangar and apron
space is not anticipated to disturb any existing wetlands or streams. The LOD for this project are shown
in Figure 15 in Appendix A.

5.1.11 Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars
Five hangars on the west side of the airport are proposed to be either relocated to a new location in line
with Airport Road or demolished and rebuilt in the new location. An apron expansion is also planned as
part of this project. As with the other aprons on the airport, this apron will be designed in accordance
with AC 150/5300-13A. This means that the apron will have a maximum slope of 1.0% in any direction. It
is not anticipated that a large amount of grading will be required to accommodate the expansion.
It is currently estimated that this project will increase the net impervious surface by approximately 1.12
acres. Due to this increase in impervious surface, environmental site design measures are anticipated to
be constructed in order to meet MDE standards. Since the area where this project is planned to be
constructed is fairly developed, available space to accommodate a stormwater management basin is
limited. Impervious disconnect grass filter strips and grass swales are planned to run perpendicular to the
site in order to accumulate the necessary site design credits. Space for a potential stormwater
management area has also been allocated in this project. The final location and size of the grass swales
and other stormwater management measures will be determined during final design. Grading and
drainage for this project is not anticipated to disturb any wetlands or streams. The LOD for this project
are shown in Figure 15 in Appendix A.

5.1.12 Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
This project will expand the terminal parking lot towards Airport Road. The proposed expansion will match
the existing grading of the parking lot as much as possible. The grading is anticipated to be minimal as the
existing surface is fairly flat. It is intended to slope the proposed pavement and shoulder grading to match
the existing drainage patterns.
The parking expansion is based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually and conservatively
in this EA and PER. As depicted on the 2020 ALP, the project is anticipated to add approximately 1.30 acres
of impervious surface. Due to this additional impervious surface, environmental site design measures will
be required. This may include impervious disconnect grass filter strips, and the construction of a grass
swale running parallel to the road on the outer edge of the project site. The final location and size of the
grass swales will be determined during final design. It is not anticipated that any stream or wetlands will
be impacted by this project. The LOD for the project are shown in Figure 15 in Appendix A.
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5.1.13 Expand Rental Car Parking Lot
The expansion of the rental car parking lot is proposed to run from the existing rental car parking lot to
the existing Airport Road. The proposed limits will tie-in to the existing roads for access and
maneuverability. The grading of the parking lot will be similar to the existing grading. It is anticipated that
minimal excavation or embankment will be required to accommodate this expansion as the surrounding
area is relatively flat.
The parking expansion is based on Airport-reported need and is depicted conceptually and conservatively
in this EA and PER. As conceptually depicted on the 2020 ALP, the project would require an increase of
1.21 acres of impervious surface. Due to this increase, environmental site design measures may be
required. As there is limited area in the location for stormwater improvements to be installed, stormwater
and erosion and sediment control credits from other adjacent projects will likely need to be applied. It is
anticipated that the grass swales and other measures from the fuel farm or corporate hangar projects
could be credited to this project as well. In order for these measures to be credited, another project will
need to be completed concurrent to, or preceding, the rental car parking lot expansion. The Erosion and
Sediment Control review of this project should clearly detail the stormwater credit “transfer” plan for the
benefit of the reviewer. It is not anticipated that any stream or wetlands will be impacted by this project.
The proposed LOD for the project are shown in Figure 15 in Appendix A.

5.1.14 Construct Rental Car Equipment Storage Building
The proposed Rental Car Equipment Storage Building is anticipated to be located to the northeast of the
existing rental car parking lot. The grading for the slab will be flat in order to accommodate for the
building. The excavation and embankment for the grading is anticipated as being fairly minimal as the
surrounding area is currently fairly flat. This building will tie into the existing rental car parking lot area.
The slab and foundation of the building is proposed to have an increase in impervious surface area of
approximately 0.03 acres. Due to the relatively small increase in impervious surface, it is anticipated that
any environmental site design measures needed for this building will be covered under a different project
at the airport. It is not anticipated that any stream or wetlands will be impacted by this project. The LOD
for this site are shown in Figure 15 in Appendix A.

5.2 Potential Utility Conflicts
Based on the review of the Proposed Action projects, utility impacts are anticipated to be minimal and
mostly associated with providing utility serves to proposed development. Current local utilities currently
(sewer, power, and communications) generally run along Airport Road. Sewer and future water are
currently or are proposed to cross through the Runway 5 approach to access the Airport Business Park.
Power and communications follow along current public road rights of way.

5.3 Impervious Surface Additions
Based on the preliminary design for the Proposed Action with all projects included, a net, additional 29.17
acres of impervious surface is anticipated. This area is calculated based on the conceptual geometry of
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the projects as presented in the Proposed Action exhibit (Figure 1 in Appendix A). The net impervious
changes for each development project are summarized below in Table 5-1.
Table 5-1: Impervious Increase Summary

Development Project

Relocate Runway 14 Threshold/Cul-de-Sac Walston
Switch Road
Extend Runway 32
Acquire Land/Easements
Remove/Mitigate Obstructions
Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron and Automobile
Parking
Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and
Automobile Parking
Construct Future GA Apron and Hangars, Automobile
Parking/Access, Extension of Taxiway F
Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars
Construct Fuel Farm/Fence
Construct Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and
Associated Apron Space
Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate
Hangars
Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
Expand Rental Car Parking Lot
Construct Rental Car Equipment Storage Building
Total:

Impervious Area
Added (Removed)
(acres)

Net Impervious
Are Change
(acres)

0.99 (-1.12)

-0.13

8.39 (-1.28)
0.00
0.00

7.11
0.00
0.00

5.20

5.20

2.55

2.55

4.72

4.72

1.91
0.43

1.91
0.43

3.72

3.72

1.12

1.12

1.30
1.21
0.03
31.57 (-2.40)

1.30
1.21
0.03
29.17

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis

In order to meet environmental site design and stormwater requirements stated in the Maryland
Stormwater Design Manual, certain erosion and sediment controls and BMPs will need to be considered.
One environmental site design measure that will be considered on each project increasing impervious
area is impervious disconnect grass filter strips. For the Runway Extension project, these grass strips will
run parallel to the Runway 32 and associated taxiway extension. These grass filter strips were also utilized
in a previous project design of the Rehabilitate Taxiway A project at SBY. As a part of this project, excess
stormwater credits were acquired of approximately 8,000 cubic feet. These credits may be used towards
the Runway Extension project depending on the determination of the regulating authority for the region.
Other BMPs that may be necessary include grass swales, sand filters, or stormwater management basins.
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5.4 Potential Environmental or Historical Impacts
5.4.1 Wetlands
Wetlands are a critical environmental aspect to consider during construction projects. Per Executive Order
11990, wetlands are defined as, “those areas that are inundated by surface or ground water with a
frequency sufficient to support and under normal circumstances does or would support a prevalence of
vegetative or aquatic life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for growth and
reproduction.” Areas that are covered with water for a short time having no effect on moist soil vegetation
are not included in the definition of wetlands, nor are permanent waters such as streams, reservoirs, and
lakes.
A wetlands survey and delineation were completed by Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. (WSSI) as a
part of this EA. This study identified approximately 78 acres of wetlands and 11,000 linear feet of stream
bed within the study area (see Figures 16 through 19 in Appendix A). The wetlands identified include
Palustrine Forested (PFO) and Palustrine Emergent (PEM) wetlands.
This preliminary engineering analysis has produced a conservative estimate of the potential wetland
disturbance (grading or fill) and wetland conversion (clearing of forested wetlands) associated with the
Proposed Action (see Figures 16 through 19 in Appendix A and Table 5-2). The analysis accounted for a
25-foot buffer around delineated wetlands, which is depicted with a dashed line in the exhibits.
The project that will have the greatest impact to existing wetlands is the Obstruction Removal project,
which is associated with the conversion of approximately 33.03 acres of PFO wetlands. There are
approximately 5.27 acres of wetland impacts associated with the On-Airport Facilities and Airfield
Infrastructure Projects, all of which are associated with the construction of the manufacturing facility.
Additionally, there are approximately 12.42 acres of wetland disturbance due to the extension and shift
of Runway 32. To reduce impacts to wetlands and streams, two projects were refined from how they are
conceptually depicted on the ALP. This includes realigning the driveway of the parking lot for the general
aviation apron development (see Section 5.1.7) and relocating the proposed fence for the fuel farm
development (see Section 5.1.9).
No impacts to streams are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. The Obstruction Removal project
would remove trees in the vicinity of various streams but is anticipated to be able to refrain from any
stream disturbance. Based on current permitting agency guidance, it is assumed that no federal or state
permits are required for the removal of trees adjacent to a stream channel provided that the stumps/root
wads are removed in such a way that the stream is not disturbed.
Table 5-2 and Figures 16, 17, 18, and 19 in Appendix A identify the estimated impacts to wetlands and
streams associated with the development projects which make up the Proposed Action.
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Table 5-2: Wetland Impacts

Development Project

Wetland Disturbance

Wetland Conversion

Stream Impacts

Shift Runway 32
Extend Runway 32

0.26 AC

0 AC

0 AC

12.16 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

33.03 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

5.27 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

Construct Rental Car Equipment
Storage Building

0 AC

0 AC

0 LF

Total

17.69 AC

33.03 AC

0 LF

Acquire Land
Remove/Mitigate Obstructions
Construct Future Cargo Hangar,
Apron and Automobile Parking
Construct Manufacturing
Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and
Automobile Parking
Construct Future General
Aviation (GA) Apron and
Hangars, Automobile
Parking/Access, Extension of
Taxiway F
Construct Box (“Executive”)
Hangars
Construct Fuel Farm
Construct Future Corporate
Hangars (Three) and Associated
Apron Space
Expand Apron and Relocate
Hangar
Expand Commercial Terminal
Parking Lot
Expand Rental Car Parking Lot

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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5.5 Permits and Mitigation
There are a variety of permits, letters, and/or concurrences that are anticipated to be acquired during the
design and construction phases (outside of this EA and PER effort) of the proposed development projects.
Table 5-3 outlines the anticipated permits to be acquired, as well as a summary of the anticipated wetland
mitigation requirements. The wetland disturbances/conversions in this project are considered to be
permanent disturbances/conversions, which will likely require permits from both the United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and MDE.
Table 5-3: Permits, Letters, and Concurrences Anticipated to be Acquired
PERMIT/ APPROVAL/
CONCURRENCE

RESPONSIBLE
AGENCY

TYPICALLY
ISSUED/CONDUCTED

Stormwater Management
Plan, Erosion & Sediment
Control Plan

Approval

County / Soil
Conservation
District

Design/Permitting
Phase

Project-Specific Stormwater
Pollution and Prevention
Plan (SWPPP)

Approval

Wicomico
County/MDE

Prior to Construction

Project-Specific National
Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)

Permit

MDE

Prior to Construction

Land Disturbance and
Grading

Permit

Wicomico County

Prior to Construction

Right-of-Way

Approval

Wicomico County

Prior to Construction
Prior to Construction

ITEM

Notice of Intent (NOI) for
Land Disturbance
Construction Safety and
Phasing Plan
Nontidal Wetlands and
Waterways

Permit

MDE

Approval

FAA

Permit

MDE

Individual Permit

Permit

USACE, MDE

REMARKS/
COMMENTS

Design/Permitting
Phase
Design/Permitting
Phase
Design/Permitting
Phase

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis
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5.5.1 Permits
Proposed impacts to jurisdictional nontidal wetlands, 25-foot wetland buffers, intermittent and perennial
streams, and/or the 100-year floodplain will require authorization from MDE and USACE. Impacts can
occur in the form of temporary disturbances (utility line installations), permanent disturbances (road
crossings, lot fill), and conversion impacts (clearing of vegetation in forested wetlands and/or scrub shrub
wetlands). The type of impact and jurisdictional resources affected will determine which permit(s) will be
required from each regulatory agency. USACE regulates the placement of fill material in wetlands and
streams while MDE regulates any disturbance (including the clearing of vegetation) in wetlands, 25-foot
wetland buffers, streams, and the 100-year floodplain.
USACE considers wetlands as being impacted only if stumps are removed or mechanized equipment or
wooden mats are used in the process. This means that no permits are anticipated to be required from the
USACE for clear cutting trees within wetland areas. MDE considers the conversion of wetlands from one
type to another to be an “impact”.
Table 5-4 and Figures 16 through 19 in Appendix A outline the anticipated impacts to wetlands as a result
of implementing the Proposed Action: approximately 17.69 acres of wetland disturbance and
approximately 33.03 acres of wetland conversion.
Table 5-4: Permitting Wetland Impact Summary

CALCULATION FOR
PERMITTING (ACRES)

USACE

MDE

Disturbance

17.69

17.69

Conversion

n/a

33.03

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis

Based on these estimated impacts, it is anticipated that an individual permit from the USACE and a
Nontidal Wetlands and Waterway Permit from MDE would be required. Permits are to be applied for
and obtained during the design and permitting phase (a separate effort).

5.5.2 Mitigation
In Maryland, permanent forested and scrub/shrub wetland impacts are mitigated at a 2:1 ratio,
permanent emergent wetland impacts are mitigated at a 1:1 ratio, and conversion impacts are mitigated
at a 1:1 ratio. While the 25-foot wetlands buffer is included in calculations for permitting purposes, it is
not included in calculations for mitigation requirements.
Table 5-5 outlines the anticipated impacts to wetlands as a result of implementing the Proposed Action.
The airport property is bisected by two federal 8-digit watersheds. The western portion of airport property
is within the Tangier watershed, while the eastern portion of airport property is within the PokomokeWestern Lower watershed (see Figure 16 in Appendix A). To better anticipate mitigation options and
requirements (as mitigation credits are often required to be purchased within the watershed where the
impact occurs), the anticipated impacts have been broken down by watershed and
disturbance/conversion.
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Table 5-5: Wetland Impacts per Watershed

APPROXIMATE
WETLAND
IMPACTS
(ACRES)
Disturbance
Conversion

Tangier
Watershed
With 25'
Without 25'
Buffer
Buffer

5.53
2.01

4.51
0.34

Pokomoke-Western Lower
Watershed
With 25'
Without 25'
Buffer
Buffer

12.16
31.02

Total
With 25'
Buffer

Without
25' Buffer

17.69
33.03

7.22
25.11

2.71
24.77

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis

Based on the mitigation ratios stated earlier in the section, it is anticipated that the Proposed Action would
require mitigation in the amounts as stated in Table 5-6 below. As mentioned previously, USACE does not
count the clear cutting of trees within wetlands as an impact and therefore does not require mitigation
for wetland conversion.
Table 5-6: Wetland Mitigation Summary

ANTICIPATED MITIGATION
REQUIREMENTS (ACRES)
Disturbance of Forested
(2 to 1)
Disturbance of Emergent
(1 to 1)
Conversion
(1 to 1)

Tangier
Watershed
USACE
MDE

Pokomoke-Western Lower
Watershed
USACE
MDE

Total Anticipated
Mitigation

9.02

9.02

3.00

3.00

12.02

0.00

0.00

1.21

1.21

1.21

n/a

0.34

n/a

24.77

25.11

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis

Preliminary permitting and mitigation discussions were held with the USACE and MDE on July 21, 2020;
and a second mitigation-focused discussion was held with USACE and MDE on August 5, 2020.
Based on these preliminary discussions, it is anticipated that the mitigation of wetland and stream impacts
associated with the proposed development would be accomplished through a combination of two
mitigation methods:
•

Purchase of Wetland Credits at the Maple Dam Mitigation Bank: The Maple Dam Mitigation Bank
is the only wetlands bank in Maryland. As of July 2020, the bank reported 8.29-acres “available”,
with approximately 10 acres of credit anticipated to be made available in the next several years.

•

Permittee Responsible Mitigation (PRM): PRM would require the County to select a suitable
mitigation site and create new wetlands to offset the impacts of the development. The USACE
and MDE would approve the selected site before construction of the new wetland would occur.
Based on preliminary mitigation discussions, USACE noted that a PRM proposal using a watershed
approach and initiated in advance of or concurrent with the impacts may be justifiable when the
appropriate type and number of mitigation bank credits are not available.
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MDE noted that it will not accept payments through its In-Lieu-Fee Program, which is a third mitigation
option for state-regulated impacts that is sometimes available for smaller projects.
Based on USACE/MDE coordination conducted during the EA effort, the individual permit for the impact
site would be conditioned to require any required PRM mitigation to be performed in advance of or
concurrent with the permitted impacts at the Airport (meaning, construction of the wetlands must be
initiated (not completed) before airport construction can begin). Any prospective mitigation banking
credits would need to be released at the time of USACE approval for compensation of impacts (i.e., final
bill of sale from Maple Dam).
Permitting and mitigation are to be completed during a separate Final Design/Permitting project.

5.6 Offsite Property Impacts
Land acquisition is proposed for the control of the proposed RPZ to both Runway 14 and Runway 32, and
for the Obstruction Removal project. The acquisition of avigation easements is proposed for the
obstruction removal off of the Runway 32 end, past the proposed RPZ, and for obstruction removal for
various properties near the Runway 14 end. The proposed areas of land acquisition for the Proposed
Action are depicted in Figure 1 in Appendix A. Erosion and sediment control measures will be required
for the land disturbance due to the obstruction removal project off airport property. Temporary sediment
traps and temporary sediment basins may not be necessary since the tree stumps are not being removed
and the ground is not being disturbed. Silt fence will be utilized to provide necessary erosion and sediment
control. Erosion and sediment control measures are to be finalized during Final Design. There are no
residential acquisitions associated with the development plan; however, preliminary discussions between
the County and one property owner (Parcel 62) suggest that the property owner may prefer acquisition
of the full parcel instead of the portion necessary to control the RPZ. These negotiations would take place
during the separate, land acquisition phase.

5.7 Quantities and Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost
The approximate cost of the proposed development includes anticipated construction costs, owner
administration costs, engineering fees for both design and construction phases, utility construction, and
estimated wetland mitigation fees.

5.7.1 Runway Extension Program
As a part of the 2020 MP, a cost estimate for the Runway 14-32 Extension Program was completed which
serves as the base for the engineer’s opinion of probable cost prepared during this PER. It is anticipated
that much of the work required to complete the runway extension will occur at the same time and,
because of this, a cost estimate was developed as one large program, rather than individual projects.
Projects included in the Runway Extension Program include the 1,400 feet Runway 32 extension, the 100
feet Runway 14 relocation, the construction of a cul-de-sac on Walston Switch Road, the construction of
parallel Taxiway A, as well as the relocation of the existing glide slope, PAPI, and MALSR. Additionally, in
order to maintain positive control over the RPZ as well as mitigate obstructions, approximately 33 acres
of land and 298 acres of easements must be acquired. Due to funding considerations, the runway
extension program has been broken out into three phases of development. Further, each phase has been
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divided into the costs associated with an extension of the first 1,200 feet to achieve 7,600 feet of runway
length, which was justified using FAA guidance, and the costs associated with achieving the additional 200
feet desired by the County.
The Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost for the runway extension program, $32,000,000, is shown in
Table 5-7. All values within the runway extension cost estimate were confirmed/refined during the
preliminary engineering process. Specifically, costs related to environmental impacts, obstruction
removal, and construction were updated with refined values obtained during the preliminary design
process. Along with development projects included in the program, additional costs associated with the
Runway Extension Program include the master planning effort, this environmental assessment, and a
benefit cost analysis. A full breakdown of costs associated with the Runway Extension program can be
found in Appendix B.
Table 5-7: Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost, Runway Extension Program

Line

Classification

A
B
C
D
F
K

Administration
Preliminary Expense
Land Acquisition (Estimated)
Architectural Engineering Basic Fees
Project Inspection Fees
Construction and Project Improvement Cost (Estimated)
TOTALS
USE

Budget
Amount
$60,000
$6,607,672
$446,703
$2,750,000
$1,560,000
$20,100,000
$31,524,375
$32,000,000

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. Analysis

5.7.2 Additional on Airport Development Projects
Table 5-8 presents a summary of the Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost for the remaining on-airport
development projects in the Proposed Action. It should be noted that these cost estimates shall be
revisited periodically to ensure continued accuracy. The Engineers’ Opinion of Probable Cost for some
projects may vary from the independently prepared cost estimates for the same projects included in the
County’s Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP). The estimated quantities and Engineer’s Opinion
of Probable Costs for the additional on-airport facilities and airfield infrastructure projects are included in
Appendix B.
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Table 5-8: Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost, On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure

Development Project

Estimated Cost (2020 Dollars)

Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron and Automobile Parking
Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and
Automobile Parking
Construct Future General Aviation (GA) Apron and Hangars,
Automobile Parking/Access, Extension of Taxiway F
Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars
Construct Fuel Farm
Construct Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated
Apron Space
Expand Apron and Relocate Hangar
Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
Expand Rental Car Parking Lot
Construct Rental Car Equipment Storage Building

$6,400,000
$4,600,000
$4,500,000
$3,300,000
$2,800,000
$4,900,000
$2,900,000
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$1,200,000

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. analysis
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Design References
Table 6-1 lists FAA ACs, state/local manuals/handbooks, and other documents were consulted in the
preliminary design effort. The project was preliminarily designed in accordance with FAA ACs that were
current as of August 2020.
Table 6-1: Design References

Document Number

Document Title

AC 150/5300-13A

Airport Design

AC 150/5320-5D

Airport Drainage Design

AC 150/5320-6E

Airport Pavement Design and Evaluation

AC 150/5340-1L

Standards for Airport Marking

AC 150/5340-18F

Standards for Airport Sign Systems

AC 150/5340-30H
AC 150/5370-2G

Design and Installation Details for Airport Visual
Aids
Operational Safety on Airports During
Construction

AC 150/5370-10H

Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports

AC 150/5370-12A

Quality Control of Construction for Airport Grant
Projects

State/Local

Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, Vol. 1

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
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1 - Figure 1: Proposed Action

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

2 - Figure 2: Runway 14-32 Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions, Option 3A

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

3 - Figure 3: Runway 14-32 Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions, Option 3B

Source: Delta Airport Consultants< Inc.

4 - Figure 4: Runway 14-32 Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions, Option 3C

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

5 - Figure 5: Runway 14-32 Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions, Option 4

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

6 - Figure 6: Runway 14-32 Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions, Option 5

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

7 - Figure 7: Runway Extension, Alternate 1

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

8 - Figure 8: Runway Extension, Alternate 2 (Preferred Alternative)

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

9 - Figure 9A: Runway Extension Alternate 3, Runway 14 End

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

10 - Figure 9B: Runway Extension Alternate 3, Runway 32 End

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

11 - Figure 10: Mitigate Non-Standard Conditions, Potential Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

12 - Figure 11: Runway 32 Extension, Potential Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

13 - Figure 12A: Runway 14 Obstruction Removal, Potential Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

14 - Figure 12B: Runway 32 Obstruction Removal, Potential Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

15 - Figure 13: On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure, Potential Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

16 - Figure 14: On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure, Potential Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

17 - Figure 15: On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure, Potential Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

18 - Figure 16: Approximate Wetland and Stream Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

19 - Figure 17: Approximate Wetland and Stream Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

20 - Figure 18: Approximate Wetland and Stream Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

21 - Figure 19: Approximate Wetland and Stream Impacts

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

22 - Figure 20: Preferred ROFA Mitigation and Runway Extension

Source: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

Appendix B - Engineer's Opinion of
Probable Cost

PROJECT COST SUMMARY
RUNWAY 32 EXTENSION PROGRAM
Salisbury Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport, Maryland
Delta Project No. 18112

Line

Classification

a.

Administration
DBE Plan
IFE Estimates (4)
Postage, other admin costs

b.

Preliminary expense
Master Plan Update
Runway Extension Cost-Benefit Analysis
Obstruction Study
Land Services
Environmental Assessment
Wetlands Mitigation and Permitting (AIP)
Wetlands Mitigation and Permitting (NON-AIP)

c.

d.

Architectural engineering basic fees
Full Design & Phase I Bid Package
Phase II Bid Package
Phase III Bid Package
FAA Reimbursable agreement, Glide slope/MALSR

f.

k.

l.

m.

Budget
Amount

Subtotal

$20,000
$30,000
$10,000
$60,000

Subtotal

$282,672
$100,000
Part of MP
$300,000
$625,000
$5,000,000
$300,000
$6,607,672

Land acquisition
APM 62A - (Walston) Runway 14 Fee Simple, 4± acres
APM 25A - (County Parcel 217) - Runway 14, 1± acres
APM 31 - (Chesapeake Airport Prop.) Runway 14 Avigation Easement, 3± acres
APM 33 - (Harvest Cove) Runway 14 Avigation Easement, 1± acres
APM 74 - (Walston) Runway 14 Avigation Easement, 5± acres
APM 75 - (B 7 G Investments, LLC) Runway 14 Avigation Easement, 6± acres
APM 27 - (DNR) Runway 32 Avigation Easement, 205± acres
APM 29 - (County) Runway 32 Avigation Easement, 84± acres
APM 28 - (Nature Conservancy) Runway 32 Avigation Easement, 6± acres
APM 27A - (DNR) Runway 32 Fee Simple for RPZ, 8± acres (NON-AIP)
APM 27A - (DNR) Runway 32 Fee Simple for RPZ, 25± acres (AIP)
Subtotal

$72,250
$14,600
$64,400
$10,000
$52,950
$20,000
$86,403
$15,450
$51,250
$14,400
$45,000
$446,703

Subtotal

Project inspection fees
Phase I Construction Services 200 CD at $4,000/CD
Phase II Construction Services 100 CD at $4,000/CD
Phase III Construction Services 90 CD at $4,000/CD

Subtotal
Construction and project improvement cost
Phase 1 Runway Extension Construction Program: Shift RW 14, Construct
Walston Switch Cul-de-sac, Obstruction Removal, Runway Extension, Taxiway
Turn Around, etc.
Phase 1 Runway Extension Construction Program: NON AIP 200' portion of
Runway Extension, Additional 13 AC obstruction removal associated with 7800'
runway
Phase 2 Runway Extension Construction Program: Construct Parallel Taxiway,
Remove Hold Pad, etc.
Phase 2 Runway Extension Construction Program: NON AIP 200' portion of
Parallel Taxiway
Phase 3 Runway Extension Construction Program: Install/Relocate MALSR,
Relocate Glide Slope, Relocate Utilities (GS & MALSR), FAA Flight Checks for
MALSR, GS, PAPI, REILS, etc.
Subtotal
Equipment
None
Miscellaneous cost
15%

TOTALS
SAY

N:\18112\03 Project Data\Estimates\16093 SBY Preferred Alt Estimate - 5-11-2020-PER-rev.xlsx

$1,500,000
$250,000
$250,000
$750,000
$2,750,000
$800,000
$400,000
$360,000
$1,560,000
$13,000,000
$1,100,000
$2,000,000
$500,000
$3,500,000
$20,100,000

Subtotal

$0
$0

Subtotal

$0
$0
$31,524,375
$32,000,000
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Construct Future Cargo Hangar, Apron, and Automobile Parking
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
P-209
P-220
P-401
P-403
M-107
M-108
M-401
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP
SP
SP
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT BASIN
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
EMBANKMENT IN PLACE
MUCK EXCAVATION
CRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (6")
CEMENT TREATED SOIL BASE COURSE (8")
ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE (4")
ASPHALT BASE COURSE (5")
AVIATION BARRICADES (CONTRACTOR FURNISHED)
CARGO HANGAR
M8 GRASS SWALE
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
CR-6 GRADED SUBBASE (12")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS SURFACE COURSE (2")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS BASE COURSE (3")
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
EA
LS
LS
CY
CY
CY
SY
TN
TN
LF
LS
SY
LS
AC
AC
CY
TN
TN
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
2,000
1
1
1
10,000
1,000
2,500
14,300
4,000
5,000
100
1
3,500
1
3
3
2,500
1,200
1,500
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$200,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$50,000.00
$300,000.00
$50,000.00
$15.00
$25.00
$100.00
$15.00
$150.00
$120.00
$25.00
$1,000,000.00
$165.00
$100,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$7.00
$100.00
$100.00
$673,000.00

$200,000.00
$50,000.00
$20,000.00
$50,000.00
$300,000.00
$50,000.00
$150,000.00
$25,000.00
$250,000.00
$214,500.00
$600,000.00
$600,000.00
$2,500.00
$1,000,000.00
$577,500.00
$100,000.00
$4,500.00
$4,500.00
$17,500.00
$120,000.00
$150,000.00
$673,000.00

Total:

$5,159,000.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
UTILITIES:
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$110,000.00
$1,040,000.00
$50,000.00
$6,359,000.00
$6,400,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Construct Manufacturing Facility, Taxiway/Apron, and Automobile Parking
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
P-209
P-220
P-401
P-403
M-107
M-108
M-401
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP
SP
SP
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCK EXCAVATION
CRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (6")
CEMENT TREATED SOIL BASE COURSE (8")
ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE (4")
ASPHALT BASE COURSE (5")
AVIATION BARRICADES (CONTRACTOR FURNISHED)
MANUFACUTRING FACILITY BUILDING
M8 GRASS SWALE
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
CR-6 GRADED SUBBASE (12")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS SURFACE COURSE (2")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS BASE COURSE (3")
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
LS
LS
CY
CY
CY
SY
TN
TN
LF
LS
SY
LF
AC
AC
CY
TN
TN
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
1,000
1
1
5,000
500
1,200
6,500
1,800
2,200
100
1
2,500
1
5
5
1,200
600
800
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$100,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$200,000.00
$30,000.00
$15.00
$25.00
$100.00
$15.00
$150.00
$120.00
$25.00
$800,000.00
$165.00
$100,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$70.00
$100.00
$100.00
$418,000.00

$100,000.00
$50,000.00
$10,000.00
$200,000.00
$30,000.00
$75,000.00
$12,500.00
$120,000.00
$97,500.00
$270,000.00
$264,000.00
$2,500.00
$800,000.00
$412,500.00
$100,000.00
$7,500.00
$7,500.00
$84,000.00
$60,000.00
$80,000.00
$418,000.00

Total:

$3,201,000.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
UTILITIES:
WETLANDS MITIGATION:
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$70,000.00
$650,000.00
$50,000.00
$530,000.00
$4,501,000.00
$4,600,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Construct Future General Aviation (GA) Apron and Hangars, Automobile Parking/Access, Extension of Taxiway F
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
P-209
P-220
P-401
P-403
M-103
M-107
M-108
M-401
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP
SP
SP
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT BASIN
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCK EXCAVATION
CRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (6")
CEMENT TREATED SOIL BASE COURSE (8")
ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE (4")
ASPHALT BASE COURSE (5")
MOBILE LIGHTED CLOSED RUNWAY MARKER
AVIATION BARRICADES
HANGARS
M8 GRASS SWALES
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
CR-6 GRADED SUBBASE (12")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS SURFACE COURSE (2")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS BASE COURSE (3")
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
EA
LS
LS
CY
CY
CY
SY
TN
TN
EA
LF
LS
SY
LS
AC
AC
CY
TN
TN
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
2,000
1
1
1
25,000
2,500
500
600
600
700
2
200
1
6,000
1
5
5
1,300
600
800
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$200,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$50,000.00
$200,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$20.00
$100.00
$15.00
$150.00
$120.00
$1,500.00
$25.00
$700,000.00
$165.00
$100,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$70.00
$100.00
$100.00
$438,000.00

$200,000.00
$50,000.00
$20,000.00
$50,000.00
$200,000.00
$50,000.00
$250,000.00
$50,000.00
$50,000.00
$9,000.00
$90,000.00
$84,000.00
$3,000.00
$5,000.00
$700,000.00
$990,000.00
$100,000.00
$7,500.00
$7,500.00
$91,000.00
$60,000.00
$80,000.00
$438,000.00

Total:

$3,585,000.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
UTILITIES:
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$80,000.00
$720,000.00
$50,000.00
$4,435,000.00
$4,500,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Construct Box (“Executive”) Hangars
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
P-209
P-220
P-401
P-403
M-107
M-108
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT BASIN
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCK EXCAVATION
CRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (6")
CEMENT TREATED SOIL BASE COURSE (8")
ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE (4")
ASPHALT BASE COURSE (5")
AVIATION BARRICADES
BOX HANGARS (8 UNITS)
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
EA
LS
LS
CY
CY
CY
SY
TN
TN
LF
LS
LS
AC
AC
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
1,000
2
1
1
10,000
1,000
1,100
1,500
1,800
2,200
500
1
1
4
4
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$100,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$50,000.00
$200,000.00
$25,000.00
$15.00
$20.00
$100.00
$15.00
$150.00
$120.00
$25.00
$800,000.00
$100,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$337,000.00

$100,000.00
$50,000.00
$10,000.00
$100,000.00
$200,000.00
$25,000.00
$150,000.00
$20,000.00
$110,000.00
$22,500.00
$270,000.00
$264,000.00
$12,500.00
$800,000.00
$100,000.00
$6,000.00
$6,000.00
$337,000.00

Total:

$2,583,000.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
UTILITIES:
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$60,000.00
$520,000.00
$50,000.00
$3,213,000.00
$3,300,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Construct Fuel Farm/Fence
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
M-401
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP
SP
SP
SP
SP
SP
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCK EXCAVATION
M8 GRASS SWALE
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
CR-6 GRADED SUBBASE (12")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS SURFACE COURSE (2")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS BASE COURSE (3")
FUEL TANK (20,000 GALLON)
FUEL TANK (12,000 GALLON)
CONTAINMENT
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
LS
LS
CY
CY
SY
LS
AC
AC
CY
TN
TN
EA
EA
LS
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
1,000
1
1
2,000
200
600
1
3
3
900
500
600
2
1
1
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$100,000.00
$2,500.00
$10.00
$200,000.00
$25,000.00
$15.00
$25.00
$165.00
$100,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$70.00
$100.00
$100.00
$400,000.00
$300,000.00
$100,000.00
$294,000.00

$100,000.00
$2,500.00
$10,000.00
$200,000.00
$25,000.00
$30,000.00
$5,000.00
$99,000.00
$100,000.00
$4,500.00
$4,500.00
$63,000.00
$50,000.00
$60,000.00
$800,000.00
$300,000.00
$100,000.00
$294,000.00

Total:

$2,247,500.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
UTILITIES:
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$50,000.00
$450,000.00
$50,000.00
$2,797,500.00
$2,800,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Construct Future Corporate Hangars (Three) and Associated Apron Space
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
P-209
P-220
P-401
P-403
M-107
M-108
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT BASIN
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCH EXCAVATION
CRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (6")
CEMENT TREATED SOIL BASE COURSE (8")
ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE (4")
ASPHALT BASE COURSE (5")
AVIATION BARRICADES
HANGARS
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
EA
LS
LS
CY
CY
CY
SY
TN
TN
LF
LS
LS
AC
AC
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
1,000
1
1
1
20,000
2,000
2,000
12,000
3,000
3,600
600
1
1
5
5
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$200,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$50,000.00
$300,000.00
$50,000.00
$15.00
$20.00
$100.00
$15.00
$150.00
$120.00
$25.00
$1,000,000.00
$100,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$509,000.00

$200,000.00
$50,000.00
$10,000.00
$50,000.00
$300,000.00
$50,000.00
$300,000.00
$40,000.00
$200,000.00
$180,000.00
$450,000.00
$432,000.00
$15,000.00
$1,000,000.00
$100,000.00
$7,500.00
$7,500.00
$509,000.00

Total:

$3,901,000.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
UTILITIES:
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$80,000.00
$790,000.00
$50,000.00
$4,821,000.00
$4,900,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Expand Apron and Demolish/Replace or Relocate Hangars
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
P-209
P-220
P-401
P-403
M-107
M-108
M-401
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT BASIN
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCK EXCAVATION
CRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (6")
CEMENT TREATED SOIL BASE COURSE (8")
ASPHALT SURFACE COURSE (4")
ASPHALT BASE COURSE (5")
AVIATION BARRICADES
HANGARS
M8 GRASS SWALE
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
EA
LS
LS
CY
CY
CY
SY
TN
TN
LF
LS
SY
LS
AC
AC
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
1,000
1
1
1
2,500
500
1,200
6,300
1,800
2,200
600
1
500
1
3
3
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$100,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$50,000.00
$200,000.00
$100,000.00
$15.00
$20.00
$100.00
$15.00
$150.00
$120.00
$25.00
$500,000.00
$165.00
$100,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$302,000.00

$100,000.00
$50,000.00
$10,000.00
$50,000.00
$200,000.00
$100,000.00
$37,500.00
$10,000.00
$120,000.00
$94,500.00
$270,000.00
$264,000.00
$15,000.00
$500,000.00
$82,500.00
$100,000.00
$4,500.00
$4,500.00
$302,000.00

Total:

$2,314,500.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
UTILITIES:
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$50,000.00
$470,000.00
$50,000.00
$2,884,500.00
$2,900,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
M-401
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP
SP
SP
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCH EXCAVATION
M8 GRASSS SWALE
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
CR-6 GRADED SUBBASE (12")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS SURFACE COURSE (2")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS BASE COURSE (3")
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
LS
LS
CY
CY
SY
LF
AC
AC
CY
TN
TN
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
1,000
1
1
5,000
500
1,200
1
3
3
2,500
1,200
1,600
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$50,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$100,000.00
$25,000.00
$15.00
$25.00
$180.00
$70,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$70.00
$100.00
$100.00
$108,000.00

$50,000.00
$50,000.00
$10,000.00
$100,000.00
$25,000.00
$75,000.00
$12,500.00
$216,000.00
$70,000.00
$4,500.00
$4,500.00
$175,000.00
$120,000.00
$160,000.00
$108,000.00

Total:

$1,180,500.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$30,000.00
$240,000.00
$1,450,500.00
$1,500,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Expand Rental Car Parking Lot
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

C-100
C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP
SP
SP
SP

Description

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCK EXCAVATION
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
CR-6 GRADED SUBBASE (12")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS SURFACE COURSE (2")
MD SHA BITUMINOUS BASE COURSE (3")
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Unit

LS
LS
LF
LS
LS
CY
CY
LF
AC
AC
CY
TN
TN
LS

Estimate
Quantity

1
1
1,000
1
1
3,000
300
1
2
2
2,200
1,000
1,500
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$50,000.00
$50,000.00
$10.00
$80,000.00
$25,000.00
$15.00
$25.00
$50,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$70.00
$100.00
$100.00
$73,000.00

$50,000.00
$50,000.00
$10,000.00
$80,000.00
$25,000.00
$45,000.00
$7,500.00
$50,000.00
$3,000.00
$3,000.00
$154,000.00
$100,000.00
$150,000.00
$73,000.00

Total:

$800,500.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$20,000.00
$170,000.00
$990,500.00
$1,000,000.00
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
Preliminary
Construct Rental Car Equipment Storage Building
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Salisbury, Maryland
AIP Project No.
Delta Project No. 18112
Date: September 2020

Item
No.

Spec.
No.

Description

Unit

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

C-102
C-102
C-105
P-101
P-152
P-152
M-108
D-701
T-901
T-908
SP

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
SILT FENCE
MOBILIZATION
MISCELLANEOUS DEMOLITION
UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION
MUCK EXCAVATION
STORAGE BUILDING
DRAINAGE
SEEDING
MULCHING
DESIGN EVOLUTION / MINOR ITEMS (15%)

LS
LF
LS
LS
CY
CY
LS
LS
AC
AC
LS

PER Proposed Action Estimate - 02

Estimate
Quantity

1
500
1
1
1,000
100
1
1
3
3
1

Unit
Price

Total
Amount

$25,000.00
$10.00
$100,000.00
$25,000.00
$25.00
$25.00
$600,000.00
$40,000.00
$1,500.00
$1,500.00
$84,000.00

$25,000.00
$5,000.00
$100,000.00
$25,000.00
$25,000.00
$2,500.00
$600,000.00
$40,000.00
$4,500.00
$4,500.00
$84,000.00

Total:

$915,500.00

ADMIN:
ENGINEERING (DD & CA):
UTILITIES:
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
USE:

$20,000.00
$190,000.00
$50,000.00
$1,175,500.00
$1,200,000.00
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Appendix C – Review Agency
Coordination

Mary Ashburn Pearson

Subject:

Peters, Jason R CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) <Jason.R.Peters@usace.army.mil>
Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:12 AM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
'Matthew Wright'; Tracy J. Saunders; 'Ace Adkins -MDE-'; 'Anthony M. Rudy'; John C.
Longnaker; Noah C. Schuster; Emma E. Wangsness; 'Klebasko, Mike'; Anderson,
Katherine B CIV USARMY CENAB (USA)
SBY Preliminary Permitting Discussion - Corps of Engineers Follow-up (UNCLASSIFIED)

Categories:

Filed by Newforma

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED
Mary,
I went ahead and emailed Beth Bachur and Kelly Neff yesterday to put them on notice about what we discussed from
the call. I also called Don Miko last evening to hash out a few things. What I am hearing from Beth and Kelly is a suite of
mitigation options could be considered given Maple Dam Bank site would not have enough available credits. Mr. Miko
last evening confirmed for me that 13 acres would not be available, and you need at minimum 2:1 ratio, so 26 acres.
Option 1 - Maple Dam: I looked took a quick look Maple Dam credit ledger and it shows 8.29-acres "available," and
additional potential 10% release of the "potential credits" column. Phase 1 is sold out. That means Phase 2-3 would only
have the potential to offset 10-acres max. The Phase 4 area I mentioned, is not officially part of the bank.
Option 2 - Permitte Responsible Mitigation (PRM) Site: Beth noted with 26 acres of mitigation need, a PRM proposal
using a watershed approach and initiated in advance or concurrent with the impacts may be justifiable when the
appropriate type and number of mitigation bank credits are not available. Since Don hasn't gotten official approval for
Phase 4 (or started that portion), there is the possibility that section of Maple Dam could be developed as a standalone
PRM type project. It would be completely self-sufficient and separate from the bank portion (Phases 1, 2, 3). That would
speed up mitigation site search/selection.
Option 3 - MDE In-Lieu-Fee Program: All vegetation obstruction removal activities that would involve only the cutting or
removal of vegetation above the ground (e.g., mowing, rotary cutting, and chain-sawing) where the activity neither
substantially disturbs the root system, nor involves mechanized pushing, dragging, or other similar activities that
redeposit excavated soil material into a water of the United States, including wetlands is not a regulated discharge
subject to permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 CFR Part 323). Therefore, the 33 +/- acres at 1:1
offset ratio would not be required by the Corps, and as such, MDE may have potential to entertain use of ILF for
vegetation obstruction removals.
Permit Process: The permit would be processed under a Standard Individual Permit process due to impact thresholds
approx. 13+/- acres. That would necessitate a public notice process. Keep in mind, the final mitigation plan would need
to be approved by the Corps prior to issuance of the individual permit. Constructing the PRM site may also require a
permit. For Ocean City airport, the off-site PRM project was reviewed and permitted under Nationwide Permit 27
separate from the Ocean City airport impact project.
Timing of Mitigation: The individual permit for the impact site would be conditioned to require any required PRM
mitigation to be performed in advance or concurrent with the permitted impacts at airport. Any prospective mitigation
banking credits would need to be released at the time of Corps approval for compensation of impacts (i.e., final bill of
sale from Maple Dam).
1

V/r,
Jason R. Peters, PWS
Senior Project Manager
Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
Regulatory Easton Field Office
: (410) 820-8550 (office)
: (443) 955-0010 (mobile)

☏
☏

-----Original Message----From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 2:05 PM
To: Peters, Jason R CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) <Jason.R.Peters@usace.army.mil>; 'Ace Adkins -MDE-'
<ace.adkins@maryland.gov>; 'Anthony M. Rudy' <arudy@wicomicocounty.org>; John C. Longnaker
<JLongnaker@deltaairport.com>; Noah C. Schuster <NSchuster@deltaairport.com>; Emma E. Wangsness
<EWangsness@deltaairport.com>; 'Klebasko, Mike' <MKlebasko@wetlands.com>
Cc: 'Matthew Wright' <mwright@wrightenvironmental.net>; Tracy J. Saunders <TSaunders@deltaairport.com>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: SBY Preliminary Permitting Discussion
Importance: High
Our apologies- we have a Go To Meeting glitch and will switch to a conference-only line.

Please dial in to the conference line below for the 2pm permit discussion:

1-866-951-1151
PIN: 3545970

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | BlockedWWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM <Blockedhttp://www.deltaairport.com/>

-----Original Appointment----From: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:35 AM
To: 'Peters, Jason R CIV USARMY CENAB (USA)'; 'Ace Adkins -MDE-'; Anthony M. Rudy; John C. Longnaker; Noah C.
Schuster; Emma E. Wangsness; Klebasko, Mike; Mary Ashburn Pearson
Cc: Matthew Wright; Tracy J. Saunders
2

Subject: SBY Preliminary Permitting Discussion
When: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 2:00 PM-3:00 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).
Where: Go To Meeting (see log-in instructions, below)

We have attached a revised exhibit depicting a conservative estimate of wetlands and stream impacts, for our 2pm
discussion.

SBY Preliminary Permitting Discussion
Tue, Jul 21, 2020 2:00 PM - 3:00 PM (EDT)
Please join my meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone.
Blockedhttps://global.gotomeeting.com/join/605534477 <Blockedhttps://global.gotomeeting.com/join/605534477>
Join the conference call:
1-866-951-1151
Conference Room Number: 682-208-664#
New to GoToMeeting? Get the app now and be ready when your first meeting starts:
Blockedhttps://global.gotomeeting.com/install/605534477
<Blockedhttps://global.gotomeeting.com/install/605534477>
CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

3

Mary Ashburn Pearson

Subject:

Kelly Neff -MDE- <kelly.neff@maryland.gov>
Wednesday, August 5, 2020 11:41 AM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
beth.bachur@usace.army.mil; Peters, Jason R CIV USARMY CENAB (USA); Ace Adkins MDE-; Anthony M. Rudy; Klebasko, Mike; Noah C. Schuster; John C. Longnaker; Cheryl A.
Rodriguez
Re: SBY Airport- Mitigation Discussion Request

Categories:

Filed by Newforma

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Thanks for talking with us today about your proposed project. As discussed ...
Here are your mitigation options:
1) MDE cannot accept payment into the ILF Program. The ILF rates haven't been updated since 1991 and do
not reflect current costs to do mitigation. Therefore, we would not be able to meet the State law of no-net
loss of acreage and function. Please note, MDE has been working the last several years to update the ILF
Program, including to revise the ILF rates to reflect realistic costs to complete the mitigation. The proposed ILF
rates are $135,656/acre in the Tangier HUC and $135,381 in the Pocomoke HUC. However, since these rates
have not been approved yet, this is not currently an option. Mike Klebasco wondered if the applicant could
propose to pay the proposed ILF Rates for the portion of mitigation not required by the Corps. This is an
interesting question, but not one that I can answer now. While the current ILF rates are not in regulations,
upper management would need to make that call. I will forward that question to Denise Keehner, to see her
thoughts.
2) Maple Dam has some credit available, however unless your impacts are significantly reduced, this bank will
not have enough available credits to satisfy all of the required mitigation. Additionally, not all potential credits
at Maple Dam are currently available, due to delayed credit release. In looking at the Corps' RIBITS website, it
appears Maple Dam has 8.29 acres mitigation credit available now, with another 10% due to be released very
soon. The 8-digit Federal HUC Tangier is within the primary service area of this bank. The 8-digit Federal HUC
Pocomoke is within the secondary service area of this bank. Any impacts within the Pocomoke being mitigated
at Maple Dam will require discussion of the ecological justification (e.g., how Maple Dam will replace the
functions of this site).
3) Permittee responsible mitigation (PRM). Since there isn't enough mitigation credit at the Maple Dam bank,
you should do a mitigation site search for a PRM site. This site search should start by looking within the same
8-digit State watershed of impact. If you can show that you are unable to find any feasible mitigation sites
within this watershed, you can then move out to the adjacent 8-digit State watersheds (within the same 6digit State watershed).
Please note that you can use a combination of bank and PRM to satisfy your mitigation requirements.
Since it appears the impacts will be split into 2 watersheds, you should determine the amount of impacts
within each watershed, by vegetative type, and conversion vs. full loss. This information should be used to
1

help determine where your mitigation search should start. For example, if your impacts are mostly within the
Pocomoke watershed, you should look for a PRM within that watershed.
Since Wicomico County is the applicant, MDE will not require a financial assurance for the PRM mitigation.
You may consider using the Watershed Resources Registry to help identify mitigation sites:
https://watershedresourcesregistry.org
Please refer to MDE's Mitigation website for guidance on mitigation.
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/WetlandsandWaterways/AboutWetlands/Pages/mitigation.aspx
This page provides relevant up-to-date information on mitigation, including for ILF, banks, PRM. It also has
links to the recent MDE guidance documents:
•
•

Permittee-Responsible Nontidal Wetland Mitigation Approval Process
Components of a Compensatory Mitigation Plan – Guidance for Developing Wetland and Waterway
Mitigation

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks!

To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
C hanging Mary land for the Better

Kelly Neff
Mitigation and Technical Assistance Section Chief
Water and Science Administration
Maryland Department of the Environment
1800 Washington Boulevard
Baltimore, Maryland 21230
kelly.neff@maryland.gov
410-537-4018 (O)
443-463-9722 (C)
Website | Facebook | Twitter

Click here to complete a three question customer experience survey.

On Fri, Jul 31, 2020 at 2:08 PM Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com> wrote:
Beth and Kelly,
As a follow up to the voicemails I left you, the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY) has proposed
several development projects including a runway extension, and is currently preparing an Environmental Assessment
(EA) to review potential environmental impacts of the proposed development.
On behalf of the County, my firm is preparing the E.A. and an associated preliminary engineering analysis; and will soon
be kicking off the runway extension design effort in earnest.

2

As part of the EA, we have conservatively assessed estimated impacts to wetlands (both conversion and
disturbance/fill) which are depicted in the attached, draft exhibits (and which include a 25-foot buffer around
delineated wetlands). Impacts would be ascertained during the follow-on Design phase of the project.
We held a brief “pre-application” phone call with USACE (Jason Peters) and MDE (Ace Adkins) on July 21, 2020 to
discuss the anticipated impacts, the likely types and timelines for permits, and potential mitigation measures. They
recommended we schedule a second call with you to discuss mitigation options for the County in greater detail. I
understand Jason has already briefed you both about the project.
Can you provide your availability for a 30+/- minute call next week (August 3-7)? To get things started, we will suggest
Monday through Friday at either 10am or 2pm.
Thank you very much!
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

Click here to complete a three question customer experience survey.
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Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tyler Walston <twalston@wicomicocounty.org>
Monday, October 26, 2020 10:45 AM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
Anthony M. Rudy; Chris Davidson; 'Klebasko, Mike'; 'Matthew Wright'; John C.
Longnaker; Cheryl A. Rodriguez
Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: 18112 SBY- Forest Conservation Plan

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Hey Mary,
The plan looks good. I would just need to see how the Airport plans to mitigate the 39 acres. The last I heard they were
planning on mitigating off site.
As long as there are not any forests conserved on site it will make the finalization of this project a bit simpler as we
won’t have to record the plat if there isn’t an easement on the property.
Let me know if you need anything else from me. Once we get the mitigation plans I can send out an approval letter.
Tyler
Get Outlook for iOS
From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2020 2:56:21 PM
To: Tyler Walston <twalston@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: Anthony M. Rudy <arudy@wicomicocounty.org>; Chris Davidson <cdavidson@wicomicocounty.org>; 'Klebasko,
Mike' <MKlebasko@wetlands.com>; 'Matthew Wright' <mwright@wrightenvironmental.net>; John C. Longnaker
<JLongnaker@deltaairport.com>; Cheryl A. Rodriguez <CRodriguez@deltaairport.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 18112 SBY- Forest Conservation Plan
[Sent from an email account outside of the Wicomico County network. Use caution when clicking on links or opening
attachments.]
Tyler,
Have you had a chance to review the attached FSD and FCP prepared for the SBY Airport, and to confirm their accuracy?
Please let us know if you need additional information or if you would like to discuss.
Thank you!
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM
1

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Friday, September 25, 2020 2:48 PM
To: 'Tyler Walston' <twalston@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: Anthony M. Rudy <arudy@wicomicocounty.org>; Chris Davidson <cdavidson@wicomicocounty.org>; 'Klebasko,
Mike' <MKlebasko@wetlands.com>; 'Matthew Wright' <mwright@wrightenvironmental.net>; John C. Longnaker
<JLongnaker@deltaairport.com>; Cheryl A. Rodriguez <CRodriguez@deltaairport.com>
Subject: 18112 SBY- Forest Conservation Plan
Tyler,
As a follow-up to our phone conversation yesterday, I am attaching the Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and Forest
Conservation Plan (FCP) prepared for the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY). The plans were
prepared by our sub consultant (Mike Klebasko/WSSI, copied on this email) based on guidance received from discussions
with you in August 2020. For your reference, I have also attached what we understand is currently on file with the
County, which was prepared by Matt Wright/Wright Environmental (also copied on this email).
Some notes:
1. This is an update of the plan that we understand is currently on file with the County Department of Planning and
Zoning (see attached). The attached update includes the development/clearing associated with the projects
reviewed during the E.A. and also carries over the proposed tree clearing within the Airport Business Park which
is depicted in the current plan.
2. As noted on the attached, current plan, we understand that the clearing proposed within the Airport Business
Park is considered to be below the threshold requiring mitigation, and therefore no mitigation is required for
this effort. With the addition of the E.A. projects, the threshold will be exceeded and mitigation will be required
for on-airport impacts. The attached plan update calculates the mitigation required to be 39.87 acres (likely to
be mitigated by purchasing credits at a 2:1 ratio (a total of 79.74 credits)). We understand that forest clearing
on County property can be mitigated using available credits from the existing county forest mitigation bank.
3. From the August 2020 discussions between your office and WSSI, County Planning and Zoning considers the offairport clearing areas to be exempt (meaning, they are not depicted on the FSD/FCP but will require
mitigation). However, please see the attached, draft site plan depicting the areas of off-airport clearing, per
your request.
4. Mitigation is to be conducted during the Design/Permitting phases of the Runway Extension program projects.
Per your request, we have also mailed hard copies of the attached to your attention, to: 125 N Division Street, Room
201, Salisbury, MD 21803.
When you have had time to review the attached, please confirm that the items noted above remain accurate. We are
available as needed should you wish to discuss further.
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM
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Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Ashburn Pearson
Monday, January 4, 2021 12:05 PM
'Steven Miller'
Anthony M. Rudy; 'Tyler Walston'; John C. Longnaker; Megan R. Keaveney; Cheryl A.
Rodriguez
RE: SBY Mitigation meeting Monday at 11:00 am

Steve,
Thank you for organizing this morning’s call to discuss wetland mitigation and Forest Conservation Act (FCA) mitigation
options for the proposed on-airport runway extension and associated projects.
I noted on the call that the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for runway extension and various on-airport
development projects is currently under review with FAA/MAA.
While design has not yet been initiated, the E.A. estimates the following environmental impacts associated with the
runway projects:
Wetlands:
*Approximately 7.2 acres of disturbance and 25.2 acres of conversion; this translates to a need to mitigate
approximately 13.2 acres for the USACE and 38.3 acres for the MDE
*The Airport is currently coordinating a wetlands mitigation plan with USACE and MDE, which will likely involve
purchasing all available credits from the Maple Dam mitigation bank to satisfy USACE-required mitigation,
before considering Permittee-Responsible Mitigation (PRM; i.e., creating wetlands) to satisfy the remainder of
the federally-required credits. For state-required mitigation, the mitigation plan will likely involve purchasing
credits from Maple Dam to satisfy as many state-required credits; after exhausting these, the remaining staterequired credits would be obtained by either making in-lieu payments (pending MDE approval) or PERM.
*Wetlands mitigation is typically eligible for both federal (90%) and state (5%) grant funds.
FCA:

*The draft EA estimates that there are 39.87 acres of on-airport clearing to be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio = 79.74
credits needed
*The draft EA estimates that there are 81 acres of off-airport clearing to be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio = 81 credits
needed. 20 of these are on a County-owned parcel.
*Total, approximate on-airport/County mitigation needs are 79.74 + 20 = 99.74. Total off-airport mitigation
needs are 61.
*On today’s call, the County (Tyler Walston) confirmed that the full 161 acres of mitigation can be
accommodated on the County’s Pirate’s Wharf site, at no cost to the Airport (with the exception of a minor
recordation fee).
I have also included Tony and Tyler on this email- please feel free to “reply all” with additions or edits to this recap.
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM
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Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tyler Walston <twalston@wicomicocounty.org>
Monday, August 31, 2020 7:54 AM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: [EXTERNAL] Salisbury Airport FSD/FCP

Good morning,
The pink highlighted banks are either full or have some other issue that may prevent mitigating in those banks. The
spreadsheet hasn’t been updated in a couple months, so some of those numbers may have changed. Ultimately it is
between the applicant and the bank owner to come up with the mitigation agreement, and we verify that the deduction
is possible when that is submitted to us.
Let me know if you have any other questions.
Tyler
From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 30, 2020 9:19 AM
To: Tyler Walston <twalston@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: 'Klebasko, Mike' <MKlebasko@wetlands.com>; Cheryl A. Rodriguez <CRodriguez@deltaairport.com>; Anthony M.
Rudy <arudy@wicomicocounty.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: [EXTERNAL] Salisbury Airport FSD/FCP
[Sent from an email account outside of the Wicomico County network. Use caution when clicking on links or opening
attachments.]
Tyler,
Thank you for providing our sub consultant, Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc., with a list of County-approved forest
mitigation banks for FCA requirements.
Based on the information in the “Index” tab of the spreadsheet, we will include the following table in the Environmental
Assessment narrative as potential sites for FCA mitigation related to the proposed airport development. Please confirm
that the information and our interpretation of the information is accurate- it was not clear from the spreadsheet what
the pink highlights were, etc. If you do not have the information to fill in the blank cells, we will insert “unavailable” in
those cells.
Name

Tract
Size
(Acres)

Bank Size
(Acres)

Available
Acres

Lejacado, Inc.
Messick / Willing
Philham Acres

34.64

0.00
0.00

Osprey Mitigation Bank

35.16

Barry Glass Mitigat. Bank

45.85

0.00
0.00
1

KilKenny Court
Forest Grove Mitig. Bank
Jason Malone
Petrera Mitig. Bank
Forest Grove
Causey Mitigation Bank (Coulbourn Mill)
Messick Mitigation Bank
Hathaway Mitigation Bank
E.S. Adkins - Jersey Rd.
Philip Perdue Mitigation Bank
Wells Mitigation Bank
Causey Mitigation Bank
Wells Mitigation Bank #2 (see 2012-06)
Harrison Miti Bank
Perdue Mitigation Bank
Harrison Mitigation Bank 2 (resub of 2010-23)
Wells Family Limited
Dunn Mitigation Bank
Etherton Mitigation Bank

106.55
125.42
24.85
125.1
54.6
97.87
29.89
25
6.6
0
44.08
55.3
35.07
16.28
280.28
19.73
35.07
29.36
47.84

101.37

0.00
0.00
0.00
30.48

97.87
29.89
25.00
6.60
63.82
44.08
52.07
35.07
18.85
53.27
18.85
35.07
25.22
46.54

75.31
29.89
19.01
6.60
56.28
44.08
52.07
35.07
0.00
53.27
0.00
35.07
18.36
43.54

Thank you,
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

From: Klebasko, Mike <MKlebasko@wetlands.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 10:48 AM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Salisbury Airport FSD/FCP
Mary Ashburn:
FYI - Attached is a spreadsheet provided by Tyler listing available off-site forest mitigation banks and acreages.
Michael J. Klebasko, PWS | Manager - MD Environmental Services
Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc., a division of The Davey Tree Expert Company

1131 Benfield Boulevard, Suite L | Millersville, Maryland 21108
cell: 410.271.4793| office: 410.672.5990
mklebasko@wetlands.com | www.wetlands.com
Please consider the environment before printing.

AGREEMENT FOR TRANSFER OF INFORMATION
The information in this (these) file(s) is Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc.'s (WSSI's) internal property and has been prepared by WSSI for exclusive use by its staff. It is provided herewith for
information only and is not to be relied upon by any parties other than WSSI's staff and employees. Any reliance thereupon by any party other than WSSI's staff and employees shall be at that
user's sole risk; and said user choosing to rely upon this information agrees, that by relying on it, he/she accepts full responsibility for all work related thereto and agrees to indemnify and hold
WSSI harmless from any and all liability arising from or relating to the use of or reliance upon said information. The party receiving this information is responsible for requesting any future
updated and/or current copy of the information hereon prior to considering this information final. No update notification will be sent. Any comments or questions are to be directed in writing
to the preparer at WSSI. BY EXTRACTING THESE FILES, YOU AGREE TO THESE TERMS AND CONDITIONS UNLESS SUPERSEDED BY OTHER AGREEMENT.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Ashburn Pearson
Thursday, May 14, 2020 11:41 AM
Marilyn Williams
Kimberly A. Marcia; Cheryl A. Rodriguez
RE: 18112 SBY- Tree Removal in Floodplains

Thank you for the quick response, Marilyn! We will move forward knowing no County-level floodplains
coordination would be required.
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

From: Marilyn Williams <mwilliams@wicomicocounty.org>
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 11:55 AM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: 18112 SBY- Tree Removal in Floodplains

Since it is a non-tidal waterway, we would defer to the State so if you are
working with MDE that will satisfy us.

Marilyn Williams
Land Development Coordinator
Wicomico County Dept. of Planning & Zoning
125 N. Division Street, Room 201
Salisbury, Maryland 21801

Phone: 410-548-4810
Fax: 410-548-4941

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 10:42 AM
To: Marilyn Williams <mwilliams@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: Cheryl A. Rodriguez <CRodriguez@deltaairport.com>; Kimberly A. Marcia
<KMarcia@deltaairport.com>; Tyler Walston <twalston@wicomicocounty.org>; Anthony M. Rudy
<arudy@wicomicocounty.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 18112 SBY- Tree Removal in Floodplains

[Sent from an email account outside of the Wicomico County network. Use caution when clicking on
links or opening attachments.]

Marilyn,
The Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY) has identified trees on parcels adjacent to
airport property which may need to be mitigated (removed). My firm is preparing an Environmental
Assessment on the County’s behalf, for this and other airport development projects.
From publicly available FEMA Flood maps, it appears that approximately 9 acres of the identified trees
are within 100-year floodplains (“Zone A”) associated with Horse Bridge Creek (see screenshot with
approximate locations, below). The County’s online GIS mapper does not identify Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area in the vicinity.

Looking at Chapter 149, Floodplain Management, of the County code of ordinances, it is not clear
whether tree removal within a floodplain represents development or encroachment of floodplain
area. Would tree removal within floodplain areas require any permits or special permissions from the
County?
Note that the County will coordinate separately with USACE and MDE as appropriate, for any anticipated
wetland impacts; and with the County as appropriate, for Forest Conservation requirements.
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

Cheryl A. Rodriguez
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Keith Hall <khall@wicomicocounty.org>
Tuesday, August 11, 2020 6:21 AM
Kimberly A. Marcia
Cheryl A. Rodriguez
RE: [EXTERNAL] Salisbury Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY)

Good morning, Kim.
No development projects have been submitted for the properties adjacent to the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico
Regional Airport.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
Keith
Keith D. Hall, AICP
Deputy Director
Wicomico County
Department of Planning, Zoning, and Community Development
Government Office Building
Room 203
P.O. Box 870
Salisbury, MD 21803-0870
Email: Khall@wicomicocounty.org
Telephone: (410) 548-4860
Fax: (410) 548-4955

From: Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 6, 2020 4:20 PM
To: Keith Hall <khall@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: Cheryl A. Rodriguez <CRodriguez@deltaairport.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Salisbury Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY)
[Sent from an email account outside of the Wicomico County network. Use caution when clicking on links or opening
attachments.]
Mr. Hall,
Delta Airport consultants is currently conducting an Environmental Assessment for the Runway Extension at SBY. We
are looking to find out if there is any plans that have been submitted or approved lately for development adjacent to or
1

in the vicinity of the airport. We have read the County’s Comprehensive Plan and wanted to make sure that nothing else
was pending as the plan was dated 2017. We will need to discuss any development in the Cumulative Impact section of
the Environmental Assessment document.
Mr. Soper, your associate who suggested I contact you, did not know of anything recent that has been submitted, but
suggested that you may know of something upcoming as he has only been with the County for six months. Please let us
know if you are aware of any such development, or have any other information to offer.
Thank you for your time,
Kim
Kim Marcia
Project Assistant
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC .
2700 POLO PARKWAY, MIDLOTHIAN, VA 23113
P. 804.275.8301 | M. 617-686-7961
WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM
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June 12, 2020
Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
9711 Farrar Court
Suite 100
Richmond, Virginia 23236
RE:

Environmental Review for SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension - Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional
Airport, Wicomico County, Maryland.

Dear Ms. Pearson:
The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that the southeastern portion of the project site overlaps with a Wetland
of Special State Concern associated with Horsebridge Creek. Wetlands of Special State Concern are regulated, along with
their 100-foot upland buffers, by Maryland Department of the Environment. Your project may need review by Maryland
Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with this wetland.
Also on the southeastern portion of the project site, there are records for state-listed threatened Torrey’s Beakrush
(Rhynchospora torreyana), and for state-listed endangered Dwarf Huckleberry (Gaylussacia dumosa).
The Beakrush was observed along an old logging road in ditches, and the Huckleberry was observed along a narrow strip
of dry road bank with a raised shoulder. We would encourage the applicant to avoid impacts to these areas supporting rare
species.
In addition, our remote analysis suggests that the forested area on this property contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird
habitat. Populations of many bird species which depend on this type of forested habitat are declining in Maryland and
throughout the eastern United States. Interested landowners can contact us for further voluntary guidelines to help conserve
this important habitat.
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions regarding this
information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573.

Sincerely,

Lori A. Byrne,
Environmental Review Coordinator
Wildlife and Heritage Service
MD Dept. of Natural Resources
ER#
Cc:

2020.0543.wi
D. Limpert, DNR

Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Rossi, Ann - FPAC-NRCS, Easton, MD <Ann.Rossi@usda.gov>
Monday, March 23, 2020 4:15 PM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
Kampmeyer, Teresa - NRCS, Salisbury, MD; Glasgow, Rick - NRCS-CD, Salisbury, MD;
Richard Glasgow
RE: Project: SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension - File Transfer - Salisbury-Ocean City:
Wicomico Regional Airport Environmental Assessment - Agency Memo
FormAD-1006.pdf

Dear Ms. Pearson,
Thank you for the invitation to provide initial comments on the planned Environmental Assessment process. The EA
should also include an assessment of potential impacts to prime or important farmlands, according to the Farmland
Protection Policy Act (FPPA). Farmland subject to FPPA requirements does not have to be currently used for cropland. It
can be forest land, pastureland, cropland, or other land, but not water or urban built-up land.
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) provides technical assistance for the FPPA by evaluating the
Farmland Conservation Impact Rating. The assessment is completed on Form AD-1006, Farmland Conversion Impact
Rating (attached). If you submit the AD-1006 and provide a map showing the areas that will be irreversibly converted to
a nonagricultural use (directly or indirectly), we can assist you with completing the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating.
Please contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Annie Rossi
_____________________________________________________________
Ann M. Rossi, CPSS
Resource Soil Scientist
Natural Resources Conservation Service
US Department of Agriculture
28577 Mary’s Court, Suite 3
Easton, MD 21601
443-746-4313

From: Kampmeyer, Teresa - NRCS, Salisbury, MD <teresa.kampmeyer@usda.gov>
Sent: Friday, March 20, 2020 7:52 AM
To: Rossi, Ann - FPAC-NRCS, Easton, MD <Ann.Rossi@usda.gov>; Brewer, James - NRCS, Easton, MD
<james.brewer@usda.gov>
Cc: Glasgow, Rick - NRCS-CD, Salisbury, MD <Rick.Glasgow@md.nacdnet.net>; Richard Glasgow
<richardp.glasgow@maryland.gov>
Subject: FW: Project: SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension - File Transfer - Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Environmental Assessment - Agency Memo
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FYI- Environmental assessments request for Salisbury Airport. Thanks, Teresa
Teresa Kampmeyer
District Conservationist Wicomico/Dorchester
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
Wicomico Field Service Center
2322B Goddard Parkway
Salisbury, Md. 21801
443-210-3697
Cell 410-463-9885
FAX (855) 432-9025
Dorchester Field Service Center
204 Cedar Street
Suite 201
Cambridge, Md. 21613
443-225-7371
Cell 410-463-9885
Fax (885) 580-1948
https://www.md.nrcs.gov

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 12:07 PM
To: Walker, Genevieve J (FAA) <Genevieve.J.Walker@faa.gov>; Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>;
julie_thompson@fws.gov; asolanki@bwiairport.com; joseph.abe@maryland.gov; Jason.R.Peters@usace.army.mil;
mike.schofield@maryland.gov; jack.purdue@maryland.gov; denise.keehner@maryland.gov; ace.adkins@maryland.gov;
lori.byrne@maryland.gov; lcarter@wicomicocounty.org; twalston@wicomicocounty.org;
mwillliams@wicomicocounty.org; khall@wicomicocounty.org; rick.glasglow@MD.nacdnet.net; Kampmeyer, Teresa NRCS, Salisbury, MD <teresa.kampmeyer@usda.gov>; jfehrer@tnc.org
Cc: arudy@wicomicocounty.org; dveatch@wicomicocounty.gov
Subject: RE: Project: SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension - File Transfer - Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Environmental Assessment - Agency Memo
All,
Attached is the agency scoping memo for the Environmental Assessment at the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional
Airport (SBY), which has been revised to reflect FAA feedback. (Revisions highlighted for your convenience).
As is noted in the memo, there will be a brief call hosted by Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. tomorrow at 9am for those
agencies wishing to learn more about the project as the E.A. kicks off.
Call-in information is below:
Dial: 1-866-951-1151
PIN: 2079306
Thank you,
2

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

From: Walker, Genevieve J (FAA) <Genevieve.J.Walker@faa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2020 7:21 AM
To: Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>; julie_thompson@fws.gov; asolanki@bwiairport.com;
joseph.abe@maryland.gov; Jason.R.Peters@usace.army.mil; mike.schofield@maryland.gov;
jack.purdue@maryland.gov; denise.keehner@maryland.gov; ace.adkins@maryland.gov; lori.byrne@maryland.gov;
lcarter@wicomicocounty.org; twalston@wicomicocounty.org; mwillliams@wicomicocounty.org;
khall@wicomicocounty.org; rick.glasglow@MD.nacdnet.net; teresa.kampmeyer@usda.gov; jfehrer@tnc.org
Cc: arudy@wicomicocounty.org; dveatch@wicomicocounty.gov; Mary Ashburn Pearson
<mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: Project: SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension - File Transfer - Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Environmental Assessment - Agency Memo
Please review comments I made on the proposed SOW and adjust this letter accordingly. Also, please state that the FAA
will be conducting consultation with appropriate tribes and the Maryland Department of Historic Trust separately.
I look forward to your re-submittal of this letter.
Genevieve
Genevieve Walker
Environmental Protection Specialist
Washington ADO
13783 Park Center Road, Suite 490S
Herndon, VA 20171
(703) 487-3979

__!__
*---o--(_)--o---*

From: Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 5:54 PM
To: Walker, Genevieve J (FAA) <Genevieve.J.Walker@faa.gov>; julie_thompson@fws.gov; asolanki@bwiairport.com;
joseph.abe@maryland.gov; Jason.R.Peters@usace.army.mil; mike.schofield@maryland.gov;
jack.purdue@maryland.gov; denise.keehner@maryland.gov; ace.adkins@maryland.gov; lori.byrne@maryland.gov;
lcarter@wicomicocounty.org; twalston@wicomicocounty.org; mwillliams@wicomicocounty.org;
khall@wicomicocounty.org; rick.glasglow@MD.nacdnet.net; teresa.kampmeyer@usda.gov; jfehrer@tnc.org
Cc: arudy@wicomicocounty.org; dveatch@wicomicocounty.gov; Mary Ashburn Pearson
<mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Subject: Project: SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension - File Transfer - Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport
Environmental Assessment - Agency Memo
The contents listed below and a Transmittal are attached to this email.
Project Name:

SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension
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Project Number:

18112

From:
To:

Kimberly Marcia (Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.)
Genevieve.J.Walker@faa.gov; julie_thompson@fws.gov; Ashish Solanki, A.A.E. (Maryland
Aviation Administration); joseph.abe@maryland.gov; Jason.R.Peters@usace.army.mil;
mike.schofield@maryland.gov; jack.purdue@maryland.gov;
denise.keehner@maryland.gov; ace.adkins@maryland.gov; lori.byrne@maryland.gov;
lcarter@wicomicocounty.org; twalston@wicomicocounty.org;
mwillliams@wicomicocounty.org; khall@wicomicocounty.org;
rick.glasglow@MD.nacdnet.net; teresa.kampmeyer@usda.gov; jfehrer@tnc.org
arudy@wicomicocounty.org; dveatch@wicomicocounty.gov; Mary Ashburn
Pearson, A.I.C.P. (Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.)
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport Environmental Assessment - Agency
Memo
For your review and comment

CC:
Subject:
Purpose:
Remarks:

Please find attached for your review an agency scoping memo for the
Environmental Assessment at the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional
Airport. If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact Mary
Ashburn Pearson at MAPearson@deltaairport.com directly.

Transferred Files
NAME

TYPE

DATE

TIME

SIZE

18112 SBY agency
coordination memo-3-112020.pdf

Adobe Acrobat
Document

3/11/2020

5:00
PM

210
KB

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender and delete the email immediately.
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March 10, 2020
Revised March 19, 2020
Memorandum
To:

Distribution List- via Email Only

From:

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.

Reference:

Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport,
Environmental Assessment for Proposed Runway Extension, Land
Acquisition/Obstruction Removal, and Various On-Airport Development
Agency Coordination Letter- Invitation to Comment
Agency Coordination Call- Invitation to Participate

Wicomico County, owner and operator of the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional
Airport (SBY), is proposing the above-referenced development at the Airport, including a
runway extension project.
On behalf of the County, Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. is conducting an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to assess the potential environmental impacts of the proposed projects.
The purpose of this letter is to invite interested and involved parties to comment on items
for the applicant to consider during the EA process.
The County will also be hosting an Agency Coordination Call, to establish a preliminary
line of communication between the County/Consultant and review agencies. The call
will be held on Friday, March 20 at 9am and your attendance is encouraged.
Project Background
SBY is a commercial service airport located in Wicomico County, Maryland, on
approximately 1,025 acres. There are two runways at SBY: Runway 14-32, which is the
primary runway, and Runway 5-23, the crosswind runway.
The Proposed Action involves the extension of the southeastern (Runway 32) end of
Runway 14-32. The currently runway length is 6,400 feet; the runway is proposed to be
extended to the southeast by 1,400 feet for an ultimate runway length of 7,800 feet. The
parallel taxiway and associated navigational aids would be extended along with the
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runway. The entire runway would also be shifted 100 feet to the southeast to correct a
safety surface penetration on the Runway14 (northern) end. With the exception of the
relocation of the approach lighting system, the runway extension work would be limited
to dedicated airport property.
In addition, the Proposed Action includes land acquisition (both easement and fee) to
meet Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) design standards; obstruction (tree) removal;
and various, airfield improvement projects, which are listed below and depicted in the
attached exhibits:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Acquire 298± acres of avigation easements to protect future airspace surfaces
on the Runway 32 end
Acquire 33± acres of land via fee simple acquisition within the future Runway 32
RPZ
Acquire 5± acres of land within the existing Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) for
Runway 14
Acquire 15± acres of avigation easements to protect airspace surfaces to Runway
14
Remove/mitigate 9± acres of tree penetrations to existing Part 77 airspace
surfaces to the Runway 14 end, both on and off airport
Remove/mitigate 170± acres of tree penetrations to future Part 77 airspace
surfaces associated with the Runway 32 extension
Various on-airport development
• Future Cargo Facility
• Manufacturing Facility
• Future General Aviation (GA) Apron and Hangars
• Box Hangars
• Fuel Farm
• Future Corporate Hangars
• Apron Expansion and Hangar Relocation
• Future Corporate/FBO Hangar
• Expand Commercial Terminal Parking Lot
• Expand Rental Car Parking Lot
• Rental Car Storage Building

Eligible portions of the development are anticipated to be co-funded by the FAA,
Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA), and the County. SBY is a federally obligated
airport.
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Environmental Analysis
The EA is to be prepared in accordance with FAA guidelines, including FAA Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures. Individual environmental categories are
to be analyzed to assess potential environmental impacts of the proposed development.
Select categories are discussed below:
Air Quality: Wicomico County is in attainment for the six National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and therefore general conformity requirements do not apply to the
proposed construction. A construction emissions inventory and an operational emissions
inventory are to be prepared for disclosure purposes. A construction emissions inventory
is to be prepared using the Airport Construction Emissions Inventory Tool (ACEIT) and
default emissions factors based on the location and type of project, to provide a general
estimation of anticipated construction-related emissions. The construction emissions
inventory is to be conducted for each calendar year of airfield construction for EPA’s
criteria pollutants.
An operational emissions inventory is to be conducted using the FAA Aviation
Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) and the most appropriate emission inventory
guidelines, tools and methods. The operations inventory is to be conducted for a future
year (Build) with and without (No Build) the Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action).
Biotic Resources: The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) database lists nine species of migratory birds, including
the Bald Eagle, which could be in the vicinity of SBY and impacted by airport
development. The IPaC database did not identify federally protected proposed,
candidate, threatened, or endangered species, nor did it identify any critical habitat on
and around the airport property. Previously conducted coordination with the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has confirmed there are no State records for
listed plant or animal species within the airport property boundaries.
Coordination with the appropriate review agencies (including USFWS, Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE), and Maryland Department of Natural Resources
(MDNR) is to be conducted during the EA. Based on the results of the preliminary
coordination, no field surveys are included in the EA scope of work.
The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) requires evaluating existing forest resources
and forest impacts in a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and Forest Conservation Plan (FCP)
prior to local approval of grading or sediment control permits (affecting 40,000 square
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feet or greater). A FSD and FCP are to be conducted during the EA, and submitted to
the Wicomico County Department of Planning and Zoning for review and approval. The
FCP is to make recommendations for mitigation to satisfy the FCA, but no mitigation is to
be conducted during the EA.
Coastal Resources: Wicomico County is located within the Maryland Coastal Zone. To
adhere to Section 307 of the CZMA, a determination is to be made during the EA that
the federal activity is consistent with the goals and objectives of the State’s Coastal Zone
Management Program (CZMP), in conjunction with MDNR and MDE.
Historic, Architectural, Archeological and Cultural Resources: A Phase 1 Cultural
Resources survey was conducted in 2000 on airport property and surrounding lands (a
total of approximately 1,366 acres). No resources eligible for listing on the NRHP were
identified. The appropriate coordination with MHT is to be conducted to confirm the
agency’s previous “No Impact” determination within the previously surveyed areas, and
to request a project review of any additional project area which was not included in the
previous coordination effort.
Noise and Noise Compatible Land Use: The airport property is located within an Airport
Business zoning designation and is bordered by agricultural and industrial land uses which
are generally considered to be compatible with airport operations. Existing and future
aircraft-related noise contours are to be prepared in increments of Five Yearly Day-Night
Average Sound Level (DNL) - (60, 65, 70 and 75 decibels (dB)). If significant impacts are
identified, noise mitigation measures are to be recommended in the EA document.
Wetlands: A wetlands delineation is to be conducted during the EA to identify wetlands
within the study area, and to estimate impacts by each proposed, Build alternative. No
mitigation or permitting activities are included in the EA scope of work.
Public Involvement: Two informational briefings are to be held to inform affected
property owners of the project purpose, sequence, and next steps. One public open
house is to be held in spring 2020 to inform the greater public of the project subject to
federal and local hygiene guidance related to the Covid-19 pandemic.
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Please send comments to the address below or to mapearson@deltaairport.com no later
than March 27, 2020.
Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
2700 Polo Parkway
Midlothian, Virginia 23113
If you have any questions or need further information, please do not hesitate to contact
me. Please advise if you plan on attending the March 20, 2020 agency coordination call.
Thank you!
cc:

Ms. Dawn R.H. Veatch, Airport Manager

March 19, 2020
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Agency Distribution List- Via Email Only
Note that Coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) and Native American tribes who have
shown interest in the County is to be conducted by FAA at a future date
Federal Agencies
Genevieve J. Walker
Environmental Protection Specialist, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Washington Airports District Office, AEA-WAS-ADO
genevieve.j.walker@faa.gov
United States Fish and Wildlife Service- Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office
Julie Thompson, Strategic Resource Conservation
Julie_thompson@fws.gov
United States Army Corps of Engineers- Baltimore District, Easton Field Office
Wetlands/Regulatory Permits
Jason Peters
Jason.R.Peters@usace.army.mil
State Agencies
Mr. Ashish Solanki
Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA)
asolanki@bwiairport.com
Mike Schofield, Forest Manager
Maryland Department of Natural Resources- Forest Service
Mike.schofield@maryland.gov
Jack Purdue
Maryland Department of Natural Resources- Forest Resource Planning
Jack.Purdue@maryland.gov
Denise Keehner, Program Manager
Maryland Department of the Environment, Wetlands and Waterways Program
denise.keehner@maryland.gov
Ace Adkins, Nontidal Wetlands
Maryland Department of the Environment, Wetlands and Waterways Program
Ace.adkins@maryland.gov
Mr. Joseph Abe, Coastal Policy Coordination Section Chief
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Joseph.abe@maryland.gov
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Ms. Lori Byrne, Environmental Review Coordinator
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Service
Lori.byrne@maryland.gov
Local and Private Agencies
Wicomico County- Department of Planning, Zoning, and Community Development
Lori Carter, Director
lcarter@wicomicocounty.org
Wicomico County- Department of Planning, Zoning, and Community Development
Tyler Walston, Environmental Planner
twalston@wicomicocounty.org
Wicomico County- Department of Planning, Zoning and Community Development
Marilyn Williams, Land Planner
mwilliams@wicomicocounty.org
Salisbury/Wicomico Metropolitan Planning Organization
Keith Hall, AICP, Executive Director
khall@wicomicocounty.org
Wicomico Soil Conservation District
Richard Glasglow
Rick.Glasglow@MD.NACdnet.net
USDA
Teresa Kampmeyer
Teresa.Kampmeyer@usda.gov
Nature Conservancy
Joseph W. Fehrer, Coastal and Lower Shore Project Manager
jfehrer@tnc.org
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AVIGATION EASEMENT

Purpose of Acquisition

Wicomico County, Maryland
Chesapeake Airport Properties, LLC
Harvest Cove, LLC
Walston, David J. & Bonnie L.
Walston John C. Jr. & Walston Steve J. T/C
B&G Investments LLC

RPZ Control
Obstruction Removal
Obstruction Removal
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Obstruction Removal
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RUNWAY 32
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State of Maryland, Dept. of Natural Resources
The Nature Conservancy
Wicomico County, Maryland
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¹ Total acreage is to be confirmed with a boundary survey.

10' BUFFER OBSTRUCTION

² Ownership collected from local tax records.
NA

[I]

³ Full acquisition and relocation possible based on County's preliminary discussions with property owner.

PROPOSED ACTION

EXHIBIT

SALISBURY-OCEAN CITY: WICOMICO REGIONAL AIRPORT
www.deltaairport.com
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Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Laura P. Sanford -DNR- <laura.sanford@maryland.gov>
Wednesday, March 10, 2021 3:47 PM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
Walker, Genevieve J (FAA); Roy G. Lewis; Cheryl A. Rodriguez; Anthony M. Rudy; Jack
Perdue -DNRRe: 18112 SBY EA- DNR Land Acquisition Discussion

Hi Mary,
This looks good. I added one caveat about BPW, but everything else looks good and I appreciate the
re-cap! It was nice to virtually meet everyone.
Laura
On Wed, Mar 10, 2021 at 3:26 PM Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com> wrote:
Laura,

Thank you for your time this afternoon on a TEAMS call discussing Wicomico County’s airport development program
and the proposed fee and avigation (airspace) easement acquisition of a parcel of land owned by DNR adjacent to the
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY).

We understand from the discussion that DNR is amenable to seeking BPW approval for the sale of property
interest to Wicomico County for airport development purposes, and to negotiating with the County at the appropriate
time.

Once FAA issues its determination on the environmental assessment (EA) and the EA project is finalized (anticipated
spring 2021), the land acquisition process may begin in earnest with FAA’s participation.

If you have questions in the meantime, please do not hesitate to reach out to me or to Roy Lewis
(rlewis@deltaairport.com).

Thank you,

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager

1

DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

--

To help protect y ou r priv acy , Microsoft Office prev ented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

Laura Sanford
Associate Director
Real Property Acquisition & Management
Department of Natural Resources
580 Taylor Ave., E-4
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
laura.sanford@maryland.gov
(410) 349-7886 (Work Cell)
Website | Facebook | Twitter

Click here to complete a three question customer experience survey.
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Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jack Perdue -DNR- <jack.perdue@maryland.gov>
Thursday, January 31, 2019 12:24 PM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
Kimberly A. Marcia; dveatch@wicomicocounty.org; thayes@wicomicocounty.org
Re: Salisbury Airport- Proposed Easement and Tree Clearing

Categories:

Filed by Newforma

Hello Mary, I just tried to call you but there was no answer.
The Salisbury Airport proposal has successfully gone through our DNR internal review
process.
And I have finally got the leadership at DNR to review the project and have given me
the go ahead to discuss the next steps.
Now that we are at the point where we need to discuss details — areas to be purchased,
areas to be included in an easement, any environmental reviews that have been
completed or will need to be, etc.
Please call me when you get a chance to let me know what has transpired on your end
since we last spoke.
Thanks ~ Jack
On Thu, Nov 1, 2018 at 8:35 AM Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com> wrote:
Jack,
See the responses in red, below. Please let us know if you need anything else at this time.
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 F. 804.275.8371
From: Jack Perdue -DNR- [mailto:jack.perdue@maryland.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 5:00 PM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Cc: Mike Schofield <mike.schofield@maryland.gov>; Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>
Subject: Re: Salisbury Airport- Proposed Easement and Tree Clearing
Hi Mary, I have submitted the Salisbury airport proposal to the DNR review team.
1

One question that has already been raised is in what parcels is the airport is interested? The only
DNR-owned parcel involved in the program is the previously referenced parcel, Map 50, Parcel 26.
I see that the 37 ac block fee simple acquisition parcel is highlighted in the yellow on the maps.
And the aviation easement is in purple, but that in total seems more than 60 acres.
Is the aviation easement alone ~60 acres?
If possible, a more explicit map may provide answers to those questions. Please see the exhibit,
attached. The avigation easement is proposed over the remainder of the parcel and encompasses approximately 205
acres. The 60 acre figure referenced the amount of proposed tree removal proposed to occur on the parcel, based on
tree obstructions identified during the master planning effort.
Also, purchasing only a portion of that parcel essentially makes the remainder less likely to
remain in our forest management program.
Would an expansion of the area be considered? During the negotiation phase of the land acquisition
process, the specific treatment of each parcel can be discussed (amount of fee simple and easement purchase, or a
combination). During that time, the County can express its intent to purchase more than the recommended 37 acres, if
that is its intent. We anticipate officially kicking off the land acquisition process in the next 30-60 days, upon receiving
Notice to Proceed from the County and can make ourselves available for a meeting with DNR once the project kicks off,
if you would desire.
Also, if the area is sold, DNR would be interested in harvesting those trees before the purchase.
DNR is free to harvest the timber on the parcel before the sale. Please coordinate with us as you learn more about this
possibility; currently, we have sub consultants poised to begin work on Forest Stand Delineations and compliance with
the Maryland Forest Conservation Act based on the assumption that the County would be removing the trees on that
parcel.
Would there be requirements in how the site is left afterward? If the area were sold as-is, the area
would likely be clear-cut after acquisition for both RPZ and obstruction mitigation purposes.
This question may be premature, but worth considering.
Thanks ~ Jack
On Sat, Sep 8, 2018 at 3:36 PM Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com> wrote:
Mike,
Thank you for your time on the phone on Tuesday, September 4 discussing the proposed runway extension project at
the Salisbury-Ocean City Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY) and its impact on an adjacent parcel of land owned by DNR
(Map 50, Parcel 26).
I understand from our conversation that this parcel is currently being used by DNR for fiber harvest (silviculture).
As we discussed, the proposed runway extension would require the fee simple acquisition of approximately 37 acres
of this parcel; in addition, an avigation easement is proposed over the full parcel, to ensure the County can remove
trees which are currently identified as airspace obstructions, or which may become penetrations in the future. The
proposed runway extension would require the removal of approximately 60 acres of trees (see the attached exhibits).
The proposed fee simple acquisition and obstruction removal are required by FAA.
2

As I understand from our phone conversation, the “steps to acquisition” are:
1) Submittal of a project request package to DNR (Jack Purdue, copied on this email); dissemination by Jack and review
by interdisciplinary DNR team
2) Presentation to the Secretary (Mark Belton) and state Board of Public Works
3) Vote by the Board and approval by Governor, Comptroller and Treasurer (Board)
This runway extension is a County priority and I expect that the County will be willing to provide the support and
resources required to expedite the acquisition process.
I have attached some exhibits to this email detailing the proposed acquisition and identified obstructions. We are
referring to the parcel as “Parcel 27” in our planning documents.
Jack- please review and, when convenient, please let me know what additional information you will need for the
project request package. I should be in the office all week- please feel free to give me a call directly should you wish to
discuss further.
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
9711 FARRAR COURT, SUITE 100, RICHMOND, VIRGINIA, 23236
P. 804.955.4556 F. 804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

--

dnr.maryland.gov

Jack Perdue
Forest Resource Planning
Maryland Forest Service
Department of Natural Resources
580 Taylor Ave., E-1
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
410-260-8505 (office)
jack.perdue@maryland.gov
Click here to complete a three question customer experience survey
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Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Ashburn Pearson
Thursday, March 11, 2021 11:54 AM
Deborah Barber
'Walker, Genevieve J (FAA)'; Roy G. Lewis; Cheryl A. Rodriguez
18112 SBY EA- TNC Easement Acquisition Discussion

Deborah,
Thank you for your time this morning on a TEAMS call discussing Wicomico County’s airport development program and
the proposed avigation (airspace) easement acquisition over a portion of a parcel of land owned by The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) adjacent to the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY).
We understand from the discussion that TNC is amenable to the sale of property interest to Wicomico County for
airport development purposes, and to negotiating with the County at the appropriate time.
Once FAA issues its determination on the environmental assessment (EA) and the EA project is finalized (anticipated
spring 2021), the land acquisition process may begin in earnest with FAA’s participation.
If you have questions in the meantime, please do not hesitate to reach out to me or to Roy Lewis
(rlewis@deltaairport.com).
Thank you,

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM
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Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joseph Fehrer <jfehrer@TNC.ORG>
Monday, January 14, 2019 11:42 AM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
RE: 18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal

Categories:

Filed by Newforma

Got it, thanks Mary.

Joe

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 11:23 AM
To: Joseph Fehrer <jfehrer@tnc.org>
Cc: Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: 18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal
Thank you for the follow up Joe! We are still awaiting NTP from the County on this land acquisition project- stay tuned!
-Mary Ashburn
From: Joseph Fehrer <jfehrer@TNC.ORG>
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 11:20 AM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Cc: Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: 18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal
Hi Mary,
Happy New Year! I’m looping back around to inquire about meeting later this winter or early spring to discuss the
easement. Let me know when you plan to be in the area.

Best regards,
Joe

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 2:13 PM
To: Joseph Fehrer <jfehrer@tnc.org>

1

Cc: Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: 18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal
Joe,
We will be in touch once the County has given us NTP on the land effort and has approved easement language.
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 F. 804.275.8371
From: Joseph Fehrer [mailto:jfehrer@TNC.ORG]
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 2:09 PM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: 18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal
Hi Mary,
Thanks for getting back to me; I’ll be on business travel the next several days with very limited [cell] phone and no
internet connection. I would like to meet with you and sometime this winter, preferably in the new year, would be fine.
Per your email it appears the easement language is specific to the site and landowners, that said, do you have a
template or a draft of the preferred easement? I’m assuming you have a starting point for the negotiations which would
be very helpful for me/us.
I’ll look forward to meeting you this winter and hope to be in touch by phone before then.

With best regards,
Joe

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 1:20 PM
To: Joseph Fehrer <jfehrer@tnc.org>
Cc: 'Dawn Veatch' <dveatch@wicomicocounty.org>; 'Jacqueline Benton-Ware' <jbentonware@wicomicocounty.org>;
Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: 18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal
Joe,
2

Thank you for your return call today around lunchtime- I returned it at 1:15-ish and am sorry we keep missing each
other.
The proposed avigation easement over the parcel would be to protect the airspace surrounding the airport from
encroaching trees. As the Airport Sponsor, Wicomico County is required by FAA to remove these obstructions to
airspace.
The specific wording of the easement would be negotiated during the land acquisition effort which is slated to begin this
winter. Typically, these types of easements prevent the erection or growth of manmade or natural penetrations to
airspace, and give the Airport Sponsor the right of ingress/egress to remove penetrations that the property owner
allows to interfere with airspace surfaces.
We are happy to meet with you on-site, per your request, to discuss further, and suggest scheduling something closer to
winter-spring 2018-2019. We will reach out once the land acquisition project is underway; in the meantime, please feel
free to call me directly with questions related to the project.
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 F. 804.275.8371
From: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Sent: Monday, October 08, 2018 11:33 AM
To: jfehrer@tnc.org
Cc: Dawn Veatch <dveatch@wicomicocounty.org>; Jacqueline Benton-Ware <jbentonware@wicomicocounty.org>;
Kimberly A. Marcia <KMarcia@deltaairport.com>
Subject: FW: 18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal
Joe,
I missed you by phone, but want to touch base on behalf of the County to discuss the Airport’s proposed avigation
easement over a parcel of land (Map 50, Parcel 86) owned by the Nature Conservancy. The proposed easement and
obstruction removal is related to a proposed runway extension at SBY.
We previously reached out to Deborah Barber, Director of Land Management at Nature Conservancy, on September 6,
2018. I have attached the initial email which provides more information on the identified tree obstructions.
I am happy to answer your questions and discuss the proposed projects in more detail when convenient- I can be
reached via email and office phone (see below), and am on my cell phone this afternoon (540-520-8182).
Thank you,

Mary Ashburn

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
3

DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 F. 804.275.8371
From: Joseph Fehrer <jfehrer@TNC.ORG>
Date: October 4, 2018 at 2:56:28 PM AST
To: "dveatch@wicomicocounty.org" <dveatch@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: Gabriel Cahalan <gcahalan@tnc.org>, Chase McLean <chase.mclean@TNC.ORG>
Subject: 18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal
Dear Ms. Veatch,
I received your contact information from my colleague Gabe Cahalan regarding the proposed runway expansion. For
background; I have management responsibility [with Gabe Cahalan and Chase McLean; Cc’ed here] for The Nature
Conservancy’s Eastern Shore Preserves including Nassawango, our largest land holding in MD.
In the spring of 2008 I worked with your predecessor, Bob Bryant [Airport Manager] and Ms. Tara Eschenfelder of Delta
Airport Consultants regarding “hazard trees” and their removal on our adjacent property, (Tax Map 50, Parcel 86).
I’d like to schedule a meeting with you and a representative of Delta Airport Consultants to discuss the runway
expansion, scope of work and timeline(s) and [begin a conversation] to help us better understand the structure and
scope of the “Obstruction Removal Easement”.

With best regards,
Joe
Joseph W. Fehrer
Coastal & Lower Shore Project Manager
The Nature Conservancy, MD/DC Chapter
Lower Shore Project Office
3816 Old Furnace Rd.
Snow Hill, MD 21863
410-430-1743 cell
Virginia Coast Reserve, VA Chapter
P.O. Box 158
11332 Brownsville Rd.
Nassawadox, VA 23413
757-414-9225 office
410-430-1743 cell
jfehrer@tnc.org
In 69 countries around the world and all 50 states, The Nature Conservancy is working to conserve the lands and waters
on which all life depends.

“Civilization exists by geological consent, subject to change without notice”
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Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Ashburn Pearson
Thursday, September 6, 2018 2:43 PM
dbarber@tnc.org
Kimberly A. Marcia
18112 SBY- Proposed Easement Acquisition and Obstruction Removal

Categories:

Filed by Newforma

Deborah,
Thank you for your time on the phone today discussing the trees which have been identified as obstructions to airspace
on a parcel adjacent to the Salisbury-Ocean City Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY), owned by the Nature Conservancy.
The trees would become airspace obstructions when the runway is extended to the southeast, which the County is
currently proposing in the short term (within the next 3-5 years). Runway construction would remain within the airport
property boundary. The obstructions must be mitigated per FAA requirements; typically this means removed at the
stump.
The parcel is identified by County tax records as Map 50, Parcel 86, and is almost 200 acres. Happily, obstructions were
identified only within the inner 5 +/- acres (see red area circled, below).
Typically, FAA recommends that Airport Sponsors secure an avigation easement over off-airport parcels where
obstructions have been identified, to secure the permissions to remove the offending trees (and to ensure that future
obstructions are removed if/when they appear).
As we discussed, please forward this email and my contact information to the appropriate staff member who has
worked on similar issues with SBY airport in the past.
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Thank you for your time,
Mary Ashburn
M a r y As h b u r n P e a r s o n , AI C P
Project Manager
D E L T A AI R P O R T C O N S U L T AN T S , I N C .
9 7 1 1 F AR R AR C O U R T , S U I T E 1 0 0 , R I C H M O N D , V I R GI N I A, 2 3 2 3 6
P . 8 0 4 . 9 5 5 . 4 5 5 6 F . 8 0 4 . 2 7 5 . 8 3 7 1 W W W . D E L T A AI R P O R T . C O M
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Ashburn Pearson
Thursday, July 16, 2020 8:36 AM
'Lee Outen'
Anthony M. Rudy; Cheryl A. Rodriguez
RE: [EXTERNAL] FW: Walston Switch Closure - Preliminary Traffic Data

Understood- thank you Lee!
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

From: Lee Outen <louten@wicomicocounty.org>
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 9:43 AM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] FW: Walston Switch Closure - Preliminary Traffic Data
The County does not have any plans for additional studies at this time.
Thanks

R. Lee Outen
Superintendent of Roads
Wicomico County Maryland
PO Box 1897
Salisbury, MD 21802
410-548-4872(Office)
410-548-4877 (fax)
410-202-9880 (cell)

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 11:31 AM
To: Lee Outen <louten@wicomicocounty.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Walston Switch Closure - Preliminary Traffic Data

[Sent from an email account outside of the Wicomico County network. Use caution when clicking on
links or opening attachments.]

Lee,

My firm is preparing an Environmental Assessment for the proposed airport development at SalisburyOcean City: Wicomico Regional Airport. The development plan includes the termination of Walston
Switch Road into a cul-de-sac. We understand the road was terminated in March 2020; the County
previously provided the attached preliminary traffic studies for our use in preparing the report. (Traffic
impacts are one item that are typically discussed in Environmental Assessments).
Did the County prepare additional traffic impact studies related to the closure of Walston Switch Road
and if so, are you able to provide a copy for inclusion in the Airport’s Environmental Assessment
narrative?
Thank you,
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

From: Anthony M. Rudy <arudy@wicomicocounty.org>
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 3:56 PM
To: John C. Longnaker <JLongnaker@deltaairport.com>
Subject: FW: Walston Switch Closure - Preliminary Traffic Data
John,
Not sure if you wanted this information for anything or simply to file.
TONY RUDY, A.A.E.
Assistant Airport Manager

5485 Airport Terminal Road, Unit A
Salisbury, MD 21804
T: 410.548.4827 |
Flying from SBY Regional Airport will make you love flying again!
Airline | Airport | News | Calendar |

From: Weston Young <wyoung@wicomicocounty.org>
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 11:32 AM
To: Dawn Veatch <dveatch@wicomicocounty.org>; Anthony M. Rudy <arudy@wicomicocounty.org>
Subject: FW: Walston Switch Closure - Preliminary Traffic Data
For your files.

While Public Works will direct this process, the closure of Walston Switch will have a positive impact at
the intersection of Mt. Hermon/Walston and a negative impact on the intersection of Mt.
Hermon/Airport.
Weston
From: Dallas Baker
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 2:42 PM
To: Weston Young <wyoung@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: Antonio Fascelli <afascelli@wicomicocounty.org>; Lee Outen <louten@wicomicocounty.org>
Subject: Walston Switch Closure - Preliminary Traffic Data

Wes,
Attached are the preliminary traffic numbers for Walston Switch at Mt. Hermon (turning
movement counts) and Mt. Hermon at Airport Road (crash data).
In a nutshell, 715 vehicles headed south along Walston Switch from Mt. Hermon. We’ve
got counters out now at Walston & Airport so we can figure out how many of those 715
are heading to the airport and how many turn into the subdivision.
As for crashes at Mt. Hermon & Airport Rd., there were 2 in 5 years. One personal
injury, one property damage. Overall, a very safe intersection despite the skewed
geometry.
Dallas

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration Data Services Engineering Division
Turning Movement Count Study - Field Sheet
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S2005220001
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Wicomico
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0

0

0

3

3

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

2

0

2

0

1

5

0

6

12

23:15

0

0

1

1

2

0

0

3

0

3

0

0

3

1

4

0

2

3

0

5

14

23:30

0

2

1

1

4

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

4

0

4

0

3

6

0

9

18

23:45

0

2

0

2

4

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

7

0

7

0

3

1

1

5

17

0:00

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

0

3

0

3

5
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Station ID:

S2005220001

County:

Wicomico

Date:

Thursday 03/28/2019

Town:

none

Location:

MD 350 at Walston Switch Rd

Weather:

Sunny/Clear

Interval
(dd):

15 min
PEAK
HOURS

AM PERIOD
6:00AM-12:00PM

Comments:

Start

End

07:15

08:15

Volume
700

LOS

V/C

A

0.34

PM PERIOD
12:00PM-19:00P

Start

End

Volume

LOS

V/C

16:30

17:30

746

A

0.33

TOTAL:

0

343

547

963

1853

0

50

463

105

618

0

85

1760

322

2167

0

1006

1730

83

2819

7457

AM Peak:

0

17

42

86

145

0

6

52

5

63

0

6

248

37

291

0

103

96

2

201

700

PM Peak:

0

39

61

91

191

0

3

35

14

52

0

7

153

22

182

0

91

217

13

321

746
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Station ID:

S2005220001

County:

Wicomico

Date:

Thursday 03/28/2019

Town:

none

Location:

MD 350 at Walston Switch Rd

Weather:

Sunny/Clear

Interval
(dd):

15 min

Hour
Ending

PEAK
HOURS

School
Children

AM PERIOD
6:00AM-12:00PM

Comments:

Start

End

07:15

08:15

Volume
700

LOS

V/C

A

0.34

PM PERIOD
12:00PM-19:00P

Start

End

Volume

LOS

V/C

16:30

17:30

746

A

0.33

Walston Switch Rd

Walston Switch Rd

MD 350

MD 350

North Leg

South Leg

East Leg

West Leg

Pedestrians

Bicycles

School
Children

Pedestrains

Bicycles

School
Children

Pedestrians

Bicycles

School
Children

Pedestrians

Bicycles

0:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

6:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

6:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

6:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

6:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

7:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

7:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

7:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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Station ID:

S2005220001

County:

Wicomico

Date:

Thursday 03/28/2019

Town:

none

Location:

MD 350 at Walston Switch Rd

Weather:

Sunny/Clear

Interval
(dd):

15 min
PEAK
HOURS

AM PERIOD
6:00AM-12:00PM

Comments:

Start

End

07:15

08:15

Volume
700

LOS

V/C

A

0.34

PM PERIOD
12:00PM-19:00P

Start

End

Volume

LOS

V/C

16:30

17:30

746

A

0.33

7:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

8:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8:15

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

9:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

9:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

9:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

9:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

10:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

10:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

10:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

10:45

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

11:00

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

11:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

11:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

11:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12:30

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12:45

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

13:00

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

13:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

13:30

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

13:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

14:00

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

14:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

14:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

14:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

15:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

15:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

15:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

15:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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Station ID:

S2005220001

County:

Wicomico

Date:

Thursday 03/28/2019

Town:

none

Location:

MD 350 at Walston Switch Rd

Weather:

Sunny/Clear

Interval
(dd):

15 min
PEAK
HOURS

AM PERIOD
6:00AM-12:00PM

Comments:

Start

End

07:15

08:15

Volume
700

LOS

V/C

A

0.34

PM PERIOD
12:00PM-19:00P

Start

End

Volume

LOS

V/C

16:30

17:30

746

A

0.33

16:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

17:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

17:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

17:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

17:45

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

4

0

18:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

18:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

18:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

18:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

19:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

19:15

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

19:30

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

19:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

20:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

20:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

20:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

20:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

21:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

21:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

21:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

21:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

22:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

22:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

22:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

22:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

23:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

23:15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

23:30

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

23:45

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0:00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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Station ID:

S2005220001

County:

Wicomico

Date:

Thursday 03/28/2019

Town:

none

Location:

MD 350 at Walston Switch Rd

Weather:

Sunny/Clear

Interval
(dd):

15 min
PEAK
HOURS

AM PERIOD
6:00AM-12:00PM

Comments:

Start

End

07:15

08:15

Volume
700

LOS

V/C

A

0.34

PM PERIOD
12:00PM-19:00P

Start

End

Volume

LOS

V/C

16:30

17:30

746

A

0.33

Total:

0

6

7

0

6

0

0

3

0

0

10

4

AM Pe

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

PM Pe

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0
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Station ID:

S2005220001

County:

Wicomico

Date:

Thursday 03/28/2019

Town:

none

Location:

MD 350 at Walston Switch Rd

Weather:

Sunny/Clear

Interval
(dd):

15 min
PEAK
HOURS

AM PERIOD
6:00AM-12:00PM

Comments:

Start

End

07:15

08:15

Volume

LOS

V/C

A

0.34

700

PM PERIOD
12:00PM-19:00P

Start

End

Volume

LOS

V/C

16:30

17:30

746

A

0.33

3644
1853

Turning Movement Summary

1791
LEG 1
Walston Switch Rd

1969

Quadrant

R
963

2773

343

665

U

Quadrant

0
R

L

1006

1760

T

T

1730

85

L

R

83

0

U

0
133

Quadrant

U

50

463

L

2167
LEG 3

322

MD 350

MD 350

2819

L

547

0

U
LEG 4

5592

T

4345

2178

105

T

R

190

Quadrant

54

Quadrant

Walston Switch Rd
LEG 2

715

618
1333
337

AM Peak Hour

145

192
LEG 1
Walston Switch Rd

Quadrant

R

189

T
86

340

37

R

L

103

248

T

T

96

6

L

0

U

2

8

U

6

52

L

T

291

LEG 3

0

0
Quadrant

0

U

R

201

17

MD 350

MD 350

LEG 4

541

U

L

42

409

118

5
11

R

Quadrant

Walston Switch Rd

LEG 2
50

63
113
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Station ID:

S2005220001

County:

Wicomico

Date:

Thursday 03/28/2019

Town:

none

Location:

MD 350 at Walston Switch Rd

Weather:

Sunny/Clear

Interval
(dd):

15 min
PEAK
HOURS

AM PERIOD
6:00AM-12:00PM

Comments:

Start

End

07:15

08:15

Volume

LOS

V/C

A

0.34

700

PM PERIOD
12:00PM-19:00P

Start

End

Volume

LOS

V/C

16:30

17:30

746

A

0.33

339
191

PM Peak Hour

148
LEG 1
Walston Switch Rd

182

Quadrant

R

T
91

U

247

0

22

L

91

153

T

T

217

7

L

R

13

0

U

0
Quadrant

Quadrant

0

16

U

3

35

L

T

182

R

452

LEG 3

321

61

U
39

MD 350

MD 350

LEG 4

568

L

61

270

14
21

R

Quadrant

Walston Switch Rd
LEG 2

81

52
133

Page 10 of 10

Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lee Outen <louten@wicomicocounty.org>
Friday, May 21, 2021 10:40 AM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
Anthony M. Rudy; Cheryl A. Rodriguez
RE: [EXTERNAL] 18112 SBY traffic data

Walston Switch Rd has been closed for over a year now. I believe Mr. Young’s comment referencing a negative impact
on the intersection of Mt. Hermon Rd and Airport Rd was simply because the traffic that once utilized Walston Switch Rd
would now need to use the other intersection. We have not experienced any abnormal conditions since the road was
closed., and if anything, have seen a reduction in crashes due to the signalization of the Walston Switch and Mt.
Hermon intersection. There was some initial frustration from residents, however, our office has not fielded any concerns
since the road was initially closed. The County conducts traffic counts on an as needed basis when we are experiencing a
problem. There has not been a problem presented to us regarding this, therefore, there have not been any traffic counts
conducted.
Our overall experience is that closing Walston Switch Rd, more than a year ago, has not presented any additional safety
concerns or a decrease in the level of service.
Please let me know if you have any other questions.
Thanks

R. Lee Outen
Superintendent of Roads
Wicomico County Maryland
PO Box 1897
Salisbury, MD 21802
410-548-4872(Office)
410-548-4877 (fax)
410-202-9880 (cell)

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2021 2:20 PM
To: Lee Outen <louten@wicomicocounty.org>
Cc: Anthony M. Rudy <arudy@wicomicocounty.org>; Cheryl A. Rodriguez <CRodriguez@deltaairport.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 18112 SBY traffic data

[Sent from an email account outside of the Wicomico County network. Use caution when clicking on links or
opening attachments.]

1

Lee,
Thank you for your time this afternoon discussing the traffic impacts of the Walston Switch Road closure. Below is the
clarification request we have received from FAA, which references the attached email:
We had a question about the statement in the EA from Weston Young (email dated March 27th). “While Public Works will
direct this process, the closure of Walston Switch will have a positive impact at the intersection of Mt. Hermon/Walston
and a negative impact on the intersection of Mt. Hermon/Airport. “ Can you elaborate on the negative impacts to the
Mt. Hermon/Airport intersection? There appeared to be only two accidents over the period they reviewed… Not sure
what the negative impact is..
Our interpretation of Weston’s comment is the decrease of trips (positive impact) on the Mt. Hermon/Walston Switch
intersection (because the travelers accessing the airport would no longer be using Walston Switch Road) and an increase
of trips (negative impact) on the Mt. Hermon/Airport Road intersection (because travelers accessing the airport would
now be using Airport Road). Can you think of another interpretation of Weston’s comment?
Does the County conduct traffic studies (traffic counts, Level of Service analysis) on these roads and if so, would you
have any additional data documenting changes to these roads/intersections following the closure of Walston Switch
Road?
As a rough analysis, it seems that we could just assume that the 715 vehicles using the Walston and Mt. Hermon
intersection before the closure, would now be using the Mt. Hermon and Airport Road intersection to travel south. If
there were LOS issues due to the additional traffic on this intersection, the County would likely know about it by now!
Thank you,

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
P. 804.955.4556 | WWW.DELTAAIRPORT.COM

2

3/18/2021

State of Maryland Mail - Project: SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension - File Transfer - SBY draft Environmental Assessment- for clearingho…

MDP Clearinghouse -MDP- <mdp.clearinghouse@maryland.gov>

Project: SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension - File Transfer - SBY draft Environmental
Assessment- for clearinghouse circulation
1 message
MPearson@deltaairport.com <MPearson@deltaairport.com>
Reply-To: MPearson@deltaairport.com
To: mdp.clearinghouse@maryland.gov

Thu, Mar 18, 2021 at 11:05 AM

Project: 18112 SBY-EA for Runway 32 Extension
Notification about File Transfer SBY draft Environmental Assessment- for clearinghouse
circulation

Remarks
Hello,
Please see attached a draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for Phase One Development at the
Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico Regional Airport (SBY).
The EA is currently in the 30-day public/agency review and comment period, from March 18,
2021 to April 16, 2021.
If you need anything else, please let us know.
Thank you,
Mary A. Pearson, AICP
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
804-955-4556
mapearson@deltaairport.com

Download all files

File Transfer Info
Purpose: For your review and comment
Expiration Date: 4/17/2021

Transferred Files
18112 SBY EA Draft-v5.pdf

3/15/2021

3:42 PM

17,257 KB

Additional Links
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zqmUUzn8AjcaDTDv6Hw02zynzGraoNuBUjadi7lBMnxB8d/u/0?ik=bc5d25d07f&view=pt&search=all&permthid=… 1/2
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Larry Hogan, Governor
Boyd Rutherford, Lt. Governor

Robert S. McCord, Secretary
Sandy Schrader, Deputy Secretary

March 18, 2021

Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
9711 Farrar Court, Suite 100
Richmond, VA 23236
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS
State Application Identifier: MD20210318-0200
Reply Due Date:
04/14/2021
Project Description: Environmental Assessment (EA): Runway Extension, Land Acquisition / Obstruction Removal, and
On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
Project Address:
5485 Airport Terminal Road, Salisbury, MD 21804
Project Location:
Municipality(ies) of Wicomico-City of Salisbury
Clearinghouse Contact: Myra Barnes
Dear Ms. Ashburn Pearson:
Thank you for submitting your project for intergovernmental review. Your participation in the Maryland Intergovernmental
Review and Coordination (MIRC) process helps to ensure that your project will be consistent with the plans, programs, and
objectives of State agencies and local governments.
We have forwarded your project to the following agencies and/or jurisdictions for their review and comments: the Maryland
Department(s) of Transportation, the Environment, Natural Resources; and the Maryland Department of Planning; including
the Maryland Historical Trust. A composite review and recommendation letter will be sent to you by the reply due date. Your
project has been assigned a unique State Application Identifier that you should use on all documents and correspondence.
Please be assured that we will expeditiously process your project. The issues resolved through the MIRC process enhance the
opportunities for project funding and minimize delays during project implementation.
If you need assistance or have questions, contact the State Clearinghouse staff noted above at 410-767-4490 or through e-mail
at myra.barnes@maryland.gov. Thank you for your cooperation with the MIRC process.

Sincerely,

Myra Barnes, Lead Clearinghouse Coordinator
MB:MB
Enclosure(s)
cc: Marilyn B. Williams - WCMC
21-0200_NRR.NEW.docx

Maryland Department of Planning • 301 West Preston Street, Suite 1101 • Baltimore

• Maryland • 21201

Tel: 410.767.4500 • Toll Free: 1.877.767.6272 • TTY users: Maryland Relay • Planning.Maryland.gov

MD20210318-0200 FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
Environmental Assessment (EA): Runway Extension, Land Acquisition /
Obstruction Removal, and On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure

Marilyn B. Williams - WCMC

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)
----MD

Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager,
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
9711 Farrar Court, Suite 100
Richmond, VA 23236

Mary Ashburn Pearson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

myra.barnes@maryland.gov
Thursday, April 15, 2021 12:29 PM
Mary Ashburn Pearson
myra.barnes@maryland.gov; mwilliams@wicomicocounty.org
Review and Recommendation of Clearinghouse Project: MD20210318-0200

Hello Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson,
The following link below includes the State Clearinghouse Review and Recommendation letter for your project,
Environmental Assessment (EA): Runway Extension, Land Acquisition / Obstruction Removal, and On-Airport Facilities
and Airfield Infrastructure.
Click this link to view the letter, https://apps.planning.maryland.gov/EMIRC_Files/MD20210318-0200.zip . This is a 17
MB file.
Thank you.
Myra Barnes, Lead Clearinghouse Coordinator
myra.barnes@maryland.gov
Please take our customer service survey.
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Larry Hogan, Governor
Boyd Rutherford, Lt. Governor

Robert S. McCord, Secretary
Sandy Schrader, Deputy Secretary

April 15, 2021

Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
Project Manager,
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
9711 Farrar Court, Suite 100
Richmond, VA 23236

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE RECOMMENDATION
State Application Identifier: MD20210318-0200
Applicant: Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
Project Description: Environmental Assessment (EA): Runway Extension, Land Acquisition / Obstruction Removal,
and On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
Project Address: 5485 Airport Terminal Road, Salisbury, MD 21804
Project Location: Municipality(ies) of Wicomico-City of Salisbury
Approving Authority: U.S. Department of Transportation DOT
Recommendation: Consistent Contingent Upon Certain Actions
Dear Ms. Ashburn Pearson:
In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland Regulation 34.02.01.04-.06, the State
Clearinghouse has coordinated the intergovernmental review of the referenced project. This letter, with attachments,
constitutes the State process review and recommendation. This recommendation is valid for a period of three years from
the date of this letter.
Review comments were requested from the Maryland Department(s) of Natural Resources, Transportation, the
Environment; and the Maryland Department of Planning, including the Maryland Historical Trust.
The Maryland Department(s) of Natural Resources, and Transportation; and the Maryland Department of Planning,
including the Maryland Historical Trust found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs, and objectives.
Our Department (Planning) noted that the project site is located within a County Certified Priority Funding Area (Eligible
for State Funding), and is aligned with the State Planning Visions of "Transportation" and "Implementation". The
proposed safety-related improvements at the Salisbury-Ocean City: Wicomico County Airport are consistent with the
2020 Airport Master Plan, which was approved by local elected officials and accepted by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) in the summer of 2020. Improvements include a runway extension, land acquisition, termination of
Walston Switch Road into a cul-de-sac, obstruction removal, construction of new cargo hangars, fuel farm, corporate
hangars, expanded apron, expanded parking lot and a new rental car facility. These improvements fall within
appropriately zoned airport-related uses.

Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
April 15, 2021
Page 2
State Application Identifier: MD20210318-0200

The Maryland Historical Trust has determined that the project will have "no effect" on historic properties and that the
federal and/or State historic preservation requirements have been met.
The Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) stated that their finding of consistency is/are contingent upon the
applicant taking the action(s) summarized below.
1.
Any above ground or underground petroleum storage tanks, which may be utilized, must be installed and
maintained in accordance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations. Underground storage tanks must be
registered and the installation must be conducted and performed by a contractor certified to install underground storage
tanks by the Land and Materials Administration in accordance with COMAR 26.10. Contact the Oil Control Program at
(410) 537-3442 for additional information.
2.
If the proposed project involves demolition – Any above ground or underground petroleum storage tanks that may
be on site must have contents and tanks along with any contamination removed. Please contact the Oil Control Program
at (410) 537-3442 for additional information.
3.
Any solid waste including construction, demolition and land clearing debris, generated from the subject project,
must be properly disposed of at a permitted solid waste acceptance facility, or recycled if possible. Contact the Solid
Waste Program at (410) 537-3315 for additional information regarding solid waste activities and contact the Resource
Management Program at (410) 537-3314 for additional information regarding recycling activities.
4.
The Resource Management Program should be contacted directly at (410) 537-3314 by those facilities which
generate or propose to generate or handle hazardous wastes to ensure these activities are being conducted in compliance
with applicable State and federal laws and regulations. The Program should also be contacted prior to construction
activities to ensure that the treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous wastes and low-level radioactive wastes at the
facility will be conducted in compliance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations.
5.
The proposed project may involve rehabilitation, redevelopment, revitalization, or property acquisition of
commercial, industrial property. Accordingly, MDE's Brownfields Site Assessment and Voluntary Cleanup Programs
(VCP) may provide valuable assistance to you in this project. These programs involve environmental site assessment in
accordance with accepted industry and financial institution standards for property transfer. For specific information about
these programs and eligibility, please Land Restoration Program at (410) 537-3437.
6.
Borrow areas used to provide clean earth back fill material may require a surface mine permit. Disposal of excess
cut material at a surface mine may requires site approval. Contact the Mining Program at (410) 537-3557 for further
details.
7.
If a project receives federal funding, approvals and/or permits, and will be located in a nonattainment area or
maintenance area for ozone or carbon monoxide, the applicant needs to determine whether emissions from the project will
exceed the thresholds identified in the federal rule on general conformity. If the project emissions will be greater than 25
tons per year, contact Brian Hug, Air and Radiation Management Administration, at (410) 537-4125 for further
information regarding threshold limits.
8.
Construction, renovation and/or demolition of buildings and roadways must be performed in conformance with
State regulations pertaining to ""Particulate Matter from Materials Handling and Construction"" (COMAR 26.11.06.03D),
requiring that during any construction and/or demolition work, reasonable precaution must be taken to prevent particulate
matter, such as fugitive dust, from becoming airborne. "

Ms. Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP
April 15, 2021
Page 3
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9.

Additional comments from the Water and Science Administration are attached.

Any statement of consideration given to the comments should be submitted to the approving authority, with a copy
to the State Clearinghouse.
The State Application Identifier Number must be placed on any correspondence pertaining to this project. The State
Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the approving authority cannot accommodate the recommendation.
Please remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations. If you need assistance or
have questions, contact the State Clearinghouse staff person noted above at 410-767-4490 or through e-mail at
myra.barnes@maryland.gov. Also please complete the attached form and return it to the State Clearinghouse as
soon as the status of the project is known. Any substitutions of this form must include the State Application Identifier
Number. This will ensure that our files are complete.
Thank you for your cooperation with the MIRC process.
Sincerely,

Myra Barnes, Lead Clearinghouse Coordinator
MB:MB
Enclosure(s)
cc: Marilyn B. Williams - WCMC
Ian Beam - MDOT
Amanda Redmiles - MDE
21-0200_CRR.CLS.docx

Tony Redman - DNR
Tracey Gordy - MDPLL

Bihui Xu - MDPI-T
Beth Cole - MHT

Larry Hogan, Governor
Boyd Rutherford, Lt. Governor

Robert S. McCord, Secretary
Sandy Schrader, Deputy Secretary

PROJECT STATUS FORM
Please complete this form and return it to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of notification that the project has been
approved or not approved by the approving authority.
TO:

Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Department of Planning
301 West Preston Street
Room 1104
Baltimore, MD 21201-2305

DATE: ______________________
(Please fill in the date form completed)

FROM: _______________________________
(Name of person completing this form.)
RE:

PHONE: _____-____-_________
(Area Code & Phone number)

State Application Identifier:
MD20210318-0200
Project Description:
Environmental Assessment (EA): Runway Extension, Land Acquisition /
Obstruction Removal, and On-Airport Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure

PROJECT APPROVAL
This project/plan was:

Approved

Approved with Modification

Name of Approving Authority:

Disapproved
Date Approved:

_______________________________________________________________________

___________________

FUNDING APPROVAL
The funding (if applicable) has been approved for the period of:
___________________________, 201____ to ___________________________, 201____ as follows:
Federal $:
Local $:
State $:
___________________
___________________

____________________

Other $:
____________________

OTHER
Further comment or explanation is attached

Maryland Department of Planning • 301 West Preston Street, Suite 1101 • Baltimore

• Maryland • 21201

Tel: 410.767.4500 • Toll Free: 1.877.767.6272 • TTY users: Maryland Relay • Planning.Maryland.gov
MDPCH-1F

Construction Stormwater Antidegradation Checklist – Version 1.1
This checklist is intended to be used as guidance for evaluating any portion of your construction site that is
located with a watershed that is identified by the Department1 or the EPA, as a Tier II for antidegradation
purposes. This Checklist 2is acceptable for use in documenting your antidegradation review and ensuring
protection of Tier II resources during construction. This form, or other appropriate written evaluation, may be
uploaded with your NOI or provided to the Industrial Stormwater Permits Division at the Maryland Department
of the Environment. The information provided to the Department addresssing the antidegredation review shall
be clearly marked on the erosion and sediment control (E&SC) plan and approved by the appropriate approval
authority pursuant to COMAR 26.17.01.
Project Name: __________________________________________________
General Permit Number (MD):___________________

OR, if not available,

County or State ESC Plan Identifier: _____________________
County:________________

Site Map #_________ Parcel #___________

Applicant Signature: _______________________

Date Complete: ________

Do all Tier II watersheds impacted by the proposed activity have assimilative capacity (1)?
If the proposed activity is to a stream segment which doesn’t have assimilative capacity, you will
need to consult with the Department’s Tier II staff on available options and list the findings here.
Comments: ________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
Were any waivers granted by the Approval Authority for stormwater controls for this project? For
projects in Tier II watersheds, waivers need to be fully justified in light of the potential to impact
water quality. A waiver that was granted that could lead to degradation would require modeling or
other evidence that the lack of stormwater controls will not impact the receiving waters.
Verify whether you will meet the following minimum Stabilization Criteria.
After initial soil disturbance or redisturbance, permanent (2011 ESC Handbook Section B-4-5) or
temporary (2011 ESC Handbook Section B-4-4) stabilization is required within:
i.
Three (3) calendar days as to the surface of all perimeter controls, dikes, swales, ditches,
perimeter slopes, and all slopes steeper than 3 horizontal to 1 vertical (3:1); and
ii.
Seven (7) calendar days as to all other disturbed areas on the project site except for those
areas under active grading.

1

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Use the interactive Tier II webmap located at:
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/TMDL/WaterQualityStandards/Pages/HighQualityWatersMap.aspx to assist
you. On the map, Tier II watersheds colored orange have NO assimilative capacity.
2
Alternative forms may be approved by the Department, if they contain the information in this checklist.

Antidegradation Checklist – Version 1.1 5/19/2020
Appendix C: Page 2 of 4
Verify Increased Inspection Frequency for activity within Tier II Watershed.
For any portion of the site that discharges to a water that is identified by the Department as Tier II
for antidegradation purposes, more frequent inspections are beneficial. Will you inspect at least
once every four (4) calendar days?
Verify Piles are located outside the Stream Protection Zone.
For stockpiles or land clearing debris piles composed, in whole or in part, of sediment and/or soil
(2011 ESC Handbook Section B-4-8), locate the piles outside of any Stream Protection Zones.
Were there any E&SC exemptions to the requirements for Protections in the Stream Protection
Zone below? Note: The list of potential exemptions are listed at the end of this checklist. If
exemptions were applicable make sure to include them in the plan.
Comments: ______________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
Have you Verified your Stream Protection Zone Considerations below?

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

All additional controls selected in Compliance Alternative 2, to meet the Stream Protection
Zone Considerations below shall be clearly marked on the erosion and sediment control
(E&SC) plan and approved by the appropriate approval authority pursuant to COMAR
26.17.01. You are required to document in your E&SC plan where the natural buffer width
that is retained (where you are implementing alternative 1 below) and you must document
the reduced width of the buffer you will be retaining and document the additional erosion
and sediment controls you will use (where you will be implementing alternative 2 below).
Comments: ______________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Stream Protection Zone Alternative 1: Provide and maintain an undisturbed natural buffer
within the Stream Protection Zone (an average of 100 feet from edge of stream).

Yes/No

Comments: ______________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Stream Protection Zone Alternative 2: Provide and maintain an undisturbed natural buffer
that is less than an average of 100 feet and is supplemented by additional erosion and
sediment controls. The acceptable additional erosion and sediment controls include,
but are not limited to, those listed in the 2011 ESC Handbook. Those controls are
accelerated stabilization, redundant controls, upgraded controls, passive or active
chemical treatment, or a reduction in the size of the grading unit. These options are
provided below, which are the controls that must be considered and, once selected,
implemented when construction activity occurs within these Stream Protection Zones.
The local approval authorities may provide additional options that provide similar
protection. Check each that apply below.
Comments: ______________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Yes/No

Antidegradation Checklist – Version 1.1 5/19/2020
Appendix C: Page 3 of 4
□

a: Accelerated Stabilization Requirements
Earth disturbance must be stabilized as soon as possible and as dictated by the approved plan
(e.g., seed and mulch, soil stabilization matting, rip rap, sod, pavement):
● At a minimum, all perimeter controls (e.g., earth dikes, sediment traps) and slopes
steeper than 3:1 require stabilization within three calendar days and all other disturbed
areas within seven calendar days
● Accelerated stabilization (e.g., same day stabilization) may be required based on site
characteristics or as specified by the approval authority

Comments: ________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
□
b: Redundant Controls

Runoff must pass through two sediment control devices in series. The following are examples
of possible combinations:
● When dewatering sump areas or sediment traps or basins, discharge sediment laden
water first to a portable sediment tank and then a filter bag
● Install parallel rows of a perimeter filtering control or a combination thereof of silt
fence, super silt fence, and filter logs (e.g., two rows of parallel silt fence or a row of
filter log parallel to a row of super silt fence)
Comments: ________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
□
c: Upgrade Controls

The following are examples of possible upgrades:
● Upgrade from silt fence to super silt fence
● Upgrade from temporary stone outlet structure to temporary gabion outlet structure
● Upgrade all sediment traps and basins to control additional storage volume; increase
the required storage volume from 3,600 cubic feet/acre to 5,400 cubic feet/acre
● Upgrade standard inlet protection type A to type B and at grade inlet protection to
gabion inlet protection
Comments: ________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
□
d: Passive or Active Chemical Treatment

The use of chemical additives requires permit coverage and considerations related to potential
aquatic toxicity. https://mdewwp.page.link/ChemAddReview.
Comments: ________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________

Antidegradation Checklist – Version 1.1 5/19/2020
Appendix C: Page 4 of 4
□

e: Reduction in the Size of the Grading Unit
● Require grading unit limitations to 10 acres of earth disturbance inside the Stream
Protection Zone
● Require grading unit limitations to 20 acres for any earth disturbance that is adjacent to
and contiguous with earth disturbances inside the Stream Protection Zone

Comments: ________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
□
f: Prerogative of Approval Authorities

The additional controls described above for projects in Stream Protection Zones are examples
of accelerated stabilization, redundant controls, upgraded controls, passive or active chemical
treatment, or a reduction in the size of the grading unit. Approval authorities may use these
examples as a guide when approving projects, but may also apply further erosion and sediment
control measures based on local site conditions and best professional judgement.
Comments: ________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________

Exemptions to the requirements for Protections in the Stream Protection Zone:
• The following disturbances within the Stream Protection Zone are exempt from the requirements this
guidance:- Construction approved under a CWA Section 404 permit; or- Construction of a water-dependent
structure or water access areas (e.g., pier, boat ramp, trail).
• If there is no discharge of stormwater to Waters of this State through the area between the disturbed
portions of the site and receiving waters, you are not required to comply with the requirements in this guidance.
This includes situations where you have implemented controls measures, such as a berm or other barrier, which
will prevent such discharges.
• Where no natural buffer exists due to preexisting development disturbances (e.g., structures, impervious
surfaces) that occurred prior to the initiation of planning for the current development of the site, you are not
required to comply with the requirements in this guidance.
Where some natural buffer exists but portions of the area within the Stream Protection Zone are
occupied by preexisting development disturbances, you are required to comply with the requirements in
this guidance. Clarity about how to implement the compliance alternatives for these situations is
provided upon request from the Department.
• For “linear construction sites” , you are not required to comply with this requirement if site constraints (e.g.,
limited right-of-way) make it infeasible to implement one of the above compliance alternatives, provided that,
to the extent feasible, you limit disturbances within Stream Protection Zone. You must also document in the
Checklist your rationale for why it is infeasible for you to implement one of the above compliance alternatives,
and describe any buffer width retained and supplemental erosion and sediment controls installed.

MDE Tier II Alternatives Analysis – Minimization Alternatives V 1.1 (7/9/2020)

Maryland Department of the Environment
Antidegradation Review Report Form
Alternatives Analysis – Minimization Alternatives
Purpose
This form is designed to help applicants assemble a complete Tier II Review report. This form specifically
addresses calculating Tier II resource impacts, and evaluating alternatives that minimize water quality
degradation from unavoidable impacts to Tier II watersheds and streams. This analysis is applicable to
all areas of the whole and complete project within a Tier II watershed.
The Department will use this information to determine whether or not the applicant evaluated all
reasonable alternatives to minimize water quality degradation. MDE may provide additional comments,
conditions, or requirements, during the course of the review.

Fill in all that apply:
1. Project Name: ________________________________________________________
2. County ESC Plan Identifier: _______________________________________________
3. Nontidal Wetlands & Waterways Construction Tracking Number: 20206_ _ _ _
4. General Permit Number: __________________________________________________
5. Other Application Type and Number: ________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
Applicant Signature: ____________________________

Date Complete: ____________

Background
Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.08.02.04-1 (G(3)) states that “If the Department determines
that the alternatives that do not require direct discharge to a Tier II water body are not cost effective, the
applicant shall: (a) Provide the Department with plans to configure or structure the discharge to minimize
the use of the assimilative capacity of the water body”.
To demonstrate that appropriate minimization practices have been considered and implemented,
applicants must identify any minimization practices used when developing the project, calculate major Tier
II resource impacts, consider alternatives for impacts, and adequately justify unavoidable impacts. Further
water quality impact minimization such as mitigation or out-of-kind offsets may be required.
Additionally, applicants are required to coordinate with the County or appropriate approval authority when
developing construction plans, and incorporate additional practices as indicated by the guidance provided
in the Construction Stormwater Antidegradation Checklist. This checklist, as well as the other portions of
the Tier II Review Report are required prior to receiving many permits and authorizations from MDE.

Page 1 of 8
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Instructions and Notes
1. Review all of the information in this document carefully. Prepare a report to address all of the
analysis required by this document. Submit all Tier II analysis and documentation together.
2. Do not leave any response blank. Please mark “N/A” for any questions or sections that are not
applicable until you reach the end of the document.
3. Provide sufficient supporting documentation for narratives.
4. The level of analysis necessary, and amount of documentation that may be needed to determine
if impacts have been adequately addressed, is dependent upon project size, scope, and scale of
relative impacts to Tier II resources. Please develop responses accordingly.
5. Reports/responses shall be submitted in electronic format, as well as paper. Full plans are not
required unless requested over the course of the review.
6. Direct any questions regarding this form to Angel Valdez at angel.valdez@maryland.gov, or by
phone at 410-537-3606.

Minimization Alternative Analysis Final Documentation Checklist




Signature & Date MDE Tier II Alternatives Analysis – Minimization Alternative form (page 1)
Resource Impact Analysis (Complete the analysis for each Tier II watershed affected)










Tier II Stream Buffer Impacts







Impact Calculation
Impact Minimization
Impact Mitigation
Impact Justification
Stream Buffer Exhibit
Forest Cover Impacts







Impact Calculation
Impact Minimization
Impact Mitigation
Impact Justification
Forest Cover Exhibit
Impervious Cover







Impact Calculation
Impact Minimization
Impact Mitigation
Impact Justification
Impervious Cover Exhibit
Mitigation & Other Potential Requirements




Plans
Signature & Date (Page 8)
Construction Stormwater Antidegradation Checklist
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Tier II Resource Impacts
Sufficient riparian buffers, ample watershed forest cover, and lower levels of impervious cover are essential
to maintaining high quality waters. This project may permanently reduce riparian buffers and forest cover,
or increase impervious cover within Tier II watersheds leading to a decrease in water quality. Depending
upon project specific impacts, MDE may require monitoring, additional BMPs, expanded buffers in Table 1,
and other studies prior to approval. This analysis is applicable to all areas of the whole and complete
project within a Tier II watershed.
MDE will use the following information to determine permanent impacts to Tier II watershed
resources. Complete the analysis for each Tier II watershed the proposed project may impact.
A. Tier II Stream Buffers
1. Instructions:
a. If no stream buffer impacts are proposed (within 100’ of stream), mark this section
N/A and proceed to Section B, Forest Cover.
b. Insert the Tier II watershed name at the top of each box.
c. “Impacted” stream segments are those disrupted by road crossings, other
infrastructure, construction (ex. sewer lines), or otherwise buried
d. Calculate buffer averages for 2(f) below on a stream segment-by-segment basis.
e. Explain in detail alternatives considered, and any actions taken

A. Tier II Stream Buffers - - Tier II Watershed: __________________________
2. Calculation of Permanent Riparian Buffer Impacts to State Regulated
Waters

a. Combined length of on-site stream segments:
b. Combined length of EXISTING, pre-development, impacted stream
segments:
c. Combined length of PROPOSED, post-development, impacted stream
segments:
d. Total post-development impacted stream segments

2(b) + 2(c)=

e. Total post-development unimpacted stream segments

2(a) - 2(d) =
f.

Combined length of streams, post-development, with an average 100’ buffer,
based on the value in 2(e):

g. Potential Tier II Buffer Impacts

2(e) - 2(f) =

Page 3 of 8

Linear Feet +/LEFT
Bank

Right
Bank
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A. Tier II Stream Buffers - - Tier II Watershed: __________________________
3. Buffer Impact Minimization:
Evaluate on-site alternatives for buffer impacts for segments identified in 2(g). Examples include
minimizing ROW, narrowing paths, alternate routes for walkways, roads, crossings, etc. to avoid buffer
impacts.
4. Buffer Impact Mitigation:
Mitigation or offsets can occur both on and off-site. On-site, the intent is to achieve a 100’ average
stream buffer width.
Per segment, locate areas where impacts to the 100’ buffer are unavoidable. Include those impacts in
the mitigation/offset alternatives analysis. Conditions under section D shall apply.
a) Evaluate on-site alternatives to identify areas where buffers could be expanded beyond the
minimum 100’ to offset areas of unavoidable buffer width constraints.
b) If there are no on-site areas, evaluate off-site areas, within the Tier II watershed, where buffers
could be improved, expanded, or established.
5. Buffer Impact Justification:
If there are any remaining unavoidable impacts, provide narrative justification and supporting
documentation for impacts. Reasons may include existing infrastructure, clearance necessary to comply
with regulation, no alternative location for stormwater management, property boundary, etc.
6. Buffer Exhibit
Prepare a Tier II Buffer Exhibit for on-site streams. Dependent upon the number of segments, multiple
sheets (8 ½” by 11”) may be used. On an overview, label each segment (a, b, c…) and provide a
tabular summary, per bank-segment (e.g., left bank of segment a), of average buffer width.
In addition to on-site streams, the exhibit shall display the following information:
 100- foot riparian buffer. (symbolize with a line)
 Areas where the post-construction stream buffer are +/- 100 feet. (symbolize with shading,
hatches, or dots, etc.)
 On-site areas where buffers could be maintained at a distance of greater than a 100’ if there are
unavoidable constraints in some locations. (symbolize with shading, hatches, or dots, etc.)
Table 1: Expanded Tier II Riparian Buffer
Adjusted Average Optimal Buffer Width Key (in Feet)
Slopes (%)
Soils
0-5%
5-15%
15-25%
>25%
ab
100
130
160
190
c
120
150
180
210
d
140
170
200
230
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B. Tier II Forest Cover
1. Instructions:
a. If there is no net forest cover loss within the impacted Tier II watershed, mark this
section N/A and proceed to Section C, Impervious Cover.
b. Insert the Tier II watershed name at the top of each box.
c. “Potential Constraints” include forest loss due to ROW, property boundaries,
regulatory requirements, etc.
d. Explain in detail alternatives considered, and any actions taken
B. Tier II Forest Cover - - Tier II Watershed: ________________________________
2. Calculation of Permanent Forest Cover Impacts

Acres
+/-

a. Total on-site forest cover, EXISTING:
b. Total on-site forest cover, POST-PROJECT:
c. Total off-site reforestation or restoration, IN the Tier II Watershed listed above:
d. Permanent forest loss due to potential constraints:
e. Total forest cover retained in Tier II Watershed

2(b) + 2(c) =
f.

Total forest cover loss in Tier II Watershed

2(e) – 2(a) =
B. Tier II Forest Cover - - Tier II Watershed: __________________________________
3. Forest Cover Loss Minimization
If 2(d) is greater than 0, or if 2(f) is a negative value, evaluate on-site alternatives for forest cover
impact minimization. Examples include minimizing ROW, alternate routes for roads, crossings, etc. to
avoid forest cover impacts.
4. Forest Cover Loss Mitigation
To achieve no net negative impact as a result of the proposed activity, the applicant shall consider
alternatives to mitigate impacts 'in-kind', for forest cover loss, to the maximum extent economically
feasible. Provide additional information regarding the value in 2(c). Once those options are exhausted,
applicants shall evaluate out-of-kind alternatives within the Tier II watershed that will help offset water
quality impacts. These out-of-kind alternatives include impervious cover disconnection or retrofits,
stream restoration, buffer enhancement, etc.
5. Forest Cover Loss Justification
If there are any remaining unavoidable impacts to forest cover, provide narrative justification and
supporting documentation for impacts. Reasons may include existing infrastructure, clearance
necessary to comply with regulation, no alternative location for stormwater management, property
boundary, etc.
6. Forest Cover Exhibit
On an 8 ½” by 11” sheet(s), prepare an on-site Tier II Forest Cover Exhibit. Using varying symbology,
show a basic site layout relative to 2(a), 2(b), and 2(d) above. Prepare a separate exhibit regarding any
off-site reforestation, or out-of-kind mitigation opportunities in accordance with Section D.
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C. Impervious Cover
1. Instructions:
a. If ESD is used to treat all new, on-site, post-construction stormwater, mark this
section N/A and proceed to Section D, Mitigation and Other Potential Requirements.
b. Insert the Tier II watershed name at the top of each box.
c. Explain in detail alternatives considered, and any actions taken.

C. Tier II Impervious Cover - - Tier II Watershed: ________________________________
2. Calculation of Impervious Cover Increase

Acres
+/-

a. Total additional (new) impervious cover, POST-PROJECT:
b. Total additional (new) impervious cover treated with ESD practices, POST PROJECT:
c. Total impervious cover not treated with ESD practices, POST-PROJECT:

2(a) – 2(b) =

C. Tier II Impervious Cover - - Tier II Watershed: __________________________________
3. Impervious Cover Minimization
If 2(c) is greater than 0, evaluate on-site alternatives for impervious cover impact minimization by
identifying additional areas where ESD stormwater management practices can be utilized.
4. Impervious Cover Offsets
Add the area-acres of remaining unavoidable impervious cover increases (not treated with ESD) to the
total targeted for mitigation under Section B(4). Increases such as these can be mitigated with forest
cover restoration/afforestation, or through off-site mitigation alternatives such as impervious cover
disconnection or retrofits, stream restoration, buffer enhancement, etc.
5. Impervious Cover Justification
If there is any remaining unavoidable addition of impervious surface acreage (not treated with ESD) and
which is not offset, provide narrative justification and supporting documentation for impacts. Reasons
may include existing infrastructure, clearance necessary to comply with regulation, no alternative
location for stormwater management, property boundary, etc.
6. Impervious Cover Exhibit
On an 8 ½” by 11” sheet(s), prepare an on-site Tier II Impervious Cover Exhibit. Using varying
symbology, show a basic site layout relative to 2(a), 2(b), and 2(c) above. Prepare a separate exhibit
regarding any off-site reforestation, or out-of-kind mitigation opportunities in accordance with Section D.
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D. Tier II Mitigation and Other Potential Requirements
1. If mitigation is necessary:
a. In-kind mitigation shall occur at a target ratio of 1:1.
b. In order to satisfy the requirements of the Antidegradation Review, an applicant
must demonstrate that they have conducted a robust alternatives analysis,
including mitigation as a means for additional minimization of unavoidable impact to
Tier II resources.
c. MDE strongly recommends pre-application meetings.
d. Regardless of application status, prepare preliminary analysis, including:
i.
Preliminary site search for potential properties
ii.
Basic exploration of out-of-kind possibilities, such as restoration, impervious
cover retrofit or removal, etc.
e. Mitigation is required for unavoidable net forest cover loss.
f. The greater the net loss, the higher the restoration target.

D. Tier II Mitigation and Other Potential Requirements
2. Mitigation Plan Components
a. Statement of unavoidable impacts to Tier II waters. This is total loss calculated in Section A
(2)h, Section A(2)i, Section B (2)f, and Section C (2)c. Identify values specifically associates
with stream buffers, forest cover, and impervious cover. Tabular totals shall be broken
according to resource type and Tier II watershed impacted. The accompanying narrative shall
include a summary of why impacts are considered unavoidable.
b. Preferred mitigation alternatives analysis within the impacted Tier II watershed. The order of
mitigation alternatives is as follows:
i.
In-kind, on-site
ii.
In-kind, off-site
iii.
Out-of-kind, on-site
iv.
Out-of-kind, off-site
c. Mitigation site alternative analysis. Establish site search criteria. All locations must be located
within the affected Tier II watershed identified for each unavoidable impact calculated in 2(a).
Tabular totals shall include the amount of mitigation/offset selected alternatives achieve.
Include maps of each mitigation property.
d. Protection Mechanism. Explain the plan proposed to ensure that all areas identified for
mitigation shall be protected in perpetuity. Permittees shall be required to provide
documentation in the form of covenants, landowner agreements, deed details, etc. as well as
financial assurances. This shall be provided no more than 60 days after completion.
e. Site Description. Provide site address, name of property if known, map and parcel number, and
centroid coordinates in latitude/longitude. Include maps of each mitigation property. Maps
shall include natural resources (i.e. existing forest cover, streams, wetlands, etc.), roads,
railways, and any other important identifying features. Maps shall include natural resources
(i.e. existing forest cover, streams, wetlands, etc.), roads, railways, and any other important
identifying features.
f. Planting plan: Reforestation shall incorporate optimum vegetation selection guidance provided
in the State Forest Conservation Technical Manual, 3rd edition, 1997 by Maryland Department
of Natural Resources.
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D. Tier II Mitigation and Other Potential Requirements
2. Mitigation Plan Components, Continued
g. Monitoring Reports. Properties shall be monitored for a minimum of five years to ensure site
success. Reports shall provide visuals of establishment progress, as well as narrative
descriptions. Include any issues encountered, overcome, and potential changes that may be
necessary to meet objectives.
D. Tier II Mitigation and Other Potential Requirements
3. Other Potential Requirements
a. pH Monitoring and Corrective Action Plan. Often associated with in-stream grout activities.
b. Compaction Management Plan. Often associated with linear activities, such as pipelines.
c. Water Quality Monitoring and Corrective Action Plan. Associated with projects with in-stream
impacts.
d. Biological Monitoring. Project requirement for complex projects with direct or significant
impacts.
e. Hydraulic Analysis. Projects may include direct or significant near-stream disturbances, such as
grading, vegetative removal, watershed boundary changes, etc.
f. Other requirements. To address unique impacts specific to the activity or site.
g. Social and Economic Justification. Depending upon the scope of impacts to Tier II resources
and streams, applicants may be required to provide additional documentation to justify the
permitting of an activity that will degrade Tier II streams, on an socio-economic basis.

Applicant Signature: ________________________________________ Date: _____________

Provide a hardcopy responses to:
Maryland Department of the Environment
Environmental Assessment and Standards Program
Antidegradation Implementation Coordinator
ATTN: Angel D. Valdez
1800 Washington Blvd
Baltimore, Maryland 21230
Provide an electronic response, by CD to the address above, or a way to download the response from
secure cloud-based site, email: to Angel Valdez at angel.valdez@maryland.gov.
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(EA): Runway Extension, Land Acquisition / Obstruction Removal, and On-Airport
Facilities and Airfield Infrastructure
Maryland Department of the Environment – WSA/IWPP

REVIEW FINDING:

R2 Contingent Upon Certain Actions
(MD2021 0318-0200)

Direct any questions regarding the Antidegradation Review to Angel Valdez
via email at angel.valdez@maryland.gov, or by phone at 410-537-3606.
Special protections for high-quality waters in the local vicinity, which are identified
pursuant to Maryland’s anti-degradation policy.
Anti-degradation of Water Quality: Maryland requires special protections for
waters of very high quality (Tier II waters). The policies and procedures that
govern these special waters are commonly called “anti-degradation policies.”
This policy states that “proposed amendments to county plans or discharge
permits for discharge to Tier II waters that will result in a new, or an increased,
permitted annual discharge of pollutants and a potential impact to water quality,
shall evaluate alternatives to eliminate or reduce discharges or impacts.”
Satisfactory completion of the Tier II Antidegradation Review is required to
receive numerous State permits, such as those for wastewater treatment,
nontidal wetlands disturbance, waterways construction, and coverage under the
general construction permit.
The Tier II review is applicable to all portions of the whole and complete project
within the Tier II watershed of Nassawango Creek 3. The review is, at a
minimum, a two-step alternatives analysis process. The initial analysis considers
if the activity can avoid any impacts to Tier II waters (alternative site or potentially
by strategic design). The second analysis considers minimization alternatives to
limit associated water quality degradation. This includes BMP considerations for
erosion and sediment controls, mitigation for net loss of vital resources such as
forest cover, and justification for unavoidable impacts. Under certain
circumstances, MDE may require a third analysis which justifies the project
based on social or economic rationale.
MDE is revising the overall Tier II review procedures by creating or updating
forms to assist with the no-discharge alternatives analysis, minimization analysis,
temporary impacts, and social and economic justification. Completion of these
forms is required for permitting and other approvals.

Tier II No-Discharge Analysis Form V1.2:1
1. Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.08.02.04-1 (G(1)) states that “If a
Tier II antidegradation review is required, the applicant shall provide an analysis of
reasonable alternatives that do not require direct discharge to a Tier II water body
(no-discharge alternative). The analysis shall include cost data and estimates to
determine the cost effectiveness of the alternatives”.
2. For land disturbing projects that result in permanent land use change, this ‘no
discharge’ analysis specifically evaluates the reasonability of other sites or
alternate routes which could be developed to meet the project purpose, but are
located outside of the Tier II watershed. Reasonability considerations, as
applicable, may take into account property availability, site constraints, natural
resource concerns, size, accessibility, and cost to make the property suitable for
the project.
3. This analysis shall be performed regardless of whether or not the applicant has
ownership or lease agreements to a preferred property or route.
Tier II Minimization Alternative Analysis Form V1.1:2
1. Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.08.02.04-1 (G(3)) states that “If
the Department determines that the alternatives that do not require direct
discharge to a Tier II water body are not cost effective, the applicant shall: (a)
Provide the Department with plans to configure or structure the discharge to
minimize the use of the assimilative capacity of the water body”.
2. This form helps to ensure that water quality impacts due to the proposed
project are comprehensively identified, minimized, mitigated, and justified.
3. To demonstrate that appropriate minimization practices have been considered
and implemented, applicants must identify any minimization practices used when
developing the project, calculate major Tier II resource impacts, consider
alternatives for impacts, and adequately justify unavoidable impacts. Further
water quality impact minimization such as mitigation or out-of-kind offsets may be
required.
Construction Stormwater Antidegradation Checklist - Version 1.1 :3
1. This form replaces the Tier II checklist, Enhanced Best Management
Practices for Tier II Waters, distributed in the past.
1

https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/TMDL/WaterQualityStandards/Documents/Tier-IIForms/TierII_NoDischargeAnalysis_Form_1.2.pdf
2
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/TMDL/WaterQualityStandards/Documents/Tier-IIForms/TierII_Minimization_Form_1.1.pdf
3
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/TMDL/WaterQualityStandards/Documents/Tier-IIForms/AntiDegradation%20Checklist%20V1.1.pdf

2. To complete the checklist, applicants are required to coordinate with the County
or appropriate approval authority when developing construction plans and
stormwater management plans.
3. Applicants are required to provide this form when seeking a NOI/DOI for
coverage under the general construction permit. Other forms and documentation
materials shall also be uploaded to the general construction permit site at this
time.
Nassawango Creek 3, which is located within the vicinity of the Project, has
been designated as a Tier II stream. The Project is within the Catchment
(watershed) of the segment. (See attached map).
Currently, there is assimilative capacity in this watershed; therefore at this time,
no detailed social and economic justification is needed.
Planners should be aware of legal obligations related to Tier II waters described in
the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.08.02.04 with respect to current
and future land use plans. Information on Tier II waters can be obtained online at:
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/comarhtml/26/26.08.02.04.htm
and policy implementation procedures are located at
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/comarhtml/26/26.08.02.04-1.htm
Planners should also note as described in the Code of Maryland Regulations
(COMAR) 26.08.02.04-1(C), "Compilation and Maintenance of the List of High
Quality Waters", states that "When the water quality of a water body is better
than that required by water quality standards to support the existing and
designated uses, the Department shall list the water body as a Tier II water
body. All readily available information may be considered to determine a listing.
The Department shall compile and maintain a public list of the waters identified
as Tier II waters."
The public list is available in PDF from the following MDE website:
http://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/TMDL/WaterQualityStandards/Docume
nts/Tier_II_Updates/Antidegradation-Tier-II-Data-Table.pdf.
The interactive Tier II webmap is located at the following website:
(https://mdewin64.mde.state.md.us/WSA/TierIIWQ/index.html).
Direct any questions regarding the Antidegradation Review to Angel Valdez via
email at angel.valdez@maryland.gov, or by phone at 410-537-3606.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
Stormwater
Planners should consider all Maryland Stormwater Management Controls and
during Site Design the planner should consider all Environmental Site Design to
the Maximum Extent Practicable and “Green Building” Alternatives. Designs that
reduce impervious surface and BMPs that increase runoff infiltration are highly
encouraged.
Further Information:
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/SSDS/Pages/index.aspx
Redevelopment Regulations:
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/comarhtml/26/26.17.02.05.htm
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Maryland Department of the Environment
Antidegradation Review Report Form
Alternatives Analysis - No Discharge Alternative
Purpose
This form is designed to help applicants assemble a complete Tier II Review report. This form specifically
addresses evaluating alternatives that avoid impacts to Tier II watersheds and streams. It is strongly
recommended that applicants complete this analysis as early in the project planning stages as possible,
during initial property site search and screening analysis of purchase and feasibility alternatives.
The Department will use this information to determine whether or not an adequate alternatives analysis
was conducted, and to help determine if a reasonable alternative to the proposed activity is available.
MDE may provide additional comments during the course of the review.

Fill in all that apply:
1. Project Name: ________________________________________________________
2. County ESC Plan Identifier: _______________________________________________
3. Nontidal Wetlands & Waterways Construction Tracking Number: 20206_ _ _ _
4. General Permit Number: __________________________________________________
5. Other Application Type and Number: ________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
Applicant Signature: ____________________________

Date Complete: ____________

Background
Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.08.02.04-1 (G(1)) states that “If a Tier II antidegradation
review is required, the applicant shall provide an analysis of reasonable alternatives that do not require
direct discharge to a Tier II water body (no-discharge alternative). The analysis shall include cost data and
estimates to determine the cost effectiveness of the alternatives”.
For land disturbing projects that result in permanent land use change, this ‘no discharge’ analysis
specifically evaluates the reasonability of other sites or alternate routes which could be developed to meet
the project purpose, but are located outside of the Tier II watershed. Reasonability considerations, as
applicable, may take into account property availability, site constraints, natural resource concerns, size,
accessibility, and cost to make the property suitable for the project. This analysis shall be performed
regardless of whether or not the applicant has ownership or lease agreements to a preferred property or
route.
Information from this analysis may be used to inform minimization analysis.
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Instructions and Notes
1. Complete the analysis for each Tier II watershed impacted.
2. Review the information in this document carefully. Prepare a report to address all of the analyses
required by this document. Submit all Tier II analysis and documentation at one time.
3. To help improve review efficiency and avoid delays, do not leave any response blank. Please use
“N/A” for any questions or sections that are not applicable.
4. Provide sufficient supporting documentation for narratives.
5. The level of analysis necessary, and amount of documentation that may be needed to make a
decision is dependent upon project size, scope, and scale of relative impacts to Tier II resources.
Please develop responses accordingly.
6. Reports/responses shall be submitted in electronic format, as well as paper. Full plans are not
required unless requested over the course of the review.
7. Direct any questions regarding this form to Angel Valdez at angel.valdez@maryland.gov, or by
phone at 410-537-3606.

No Discharge Alternative Analysis Final Documentation Checklist



Signed & Dated MDE Tier II Alternatives Analysis – No Discharge Alternative form (page 1)

 Qualifying Exemptions with supporting documentation


General Project Purpose Statement with relevant definitions



Alternative Site Reasonability Analysis








Map of alternatives relative to preferred site and Tier II streams/catchment
Alternative Sites Summary Analysis Table Supplementary Information (per site)
Detailed Narrative of Alternate Analysis Outcome

Alternative Route Reasonability Analysis







Results of initial site search

Results of initial site search
Map of all alternatives relative to preferred route and Tier II streams/catchment
Alternative Sites Summary Analysis Table Supplementary Information (per site)
Detailed Narrative of Alternate Analysis Outcome

Narrative rationale for final decision of reasonableness
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Qualifying Exemptions
For the purposes of the no discharge analysis for land disturbing activities, extenuating circumstances may
apply to projects that are developed to address a specific need, may be linked to special funding, or linked
to a specific location. Supporting documentation is required before consideration. Please read the
following examples and determine whether or not a given situation is applicable.
The applicant must get concurrence from MDE as to the applicability of any special circumstances prior to
completing the no discharge alternatives analysis. It is at the Department’s discretion to determine
whether a special circumstance applies, and whether or not this applicability means that there is not a
reasonable alternative that avoids the Tier II watershed.
If none of the special circumstances apply, check “Not Applicable”.
 Not Applicable
 Situation 1: Project is linked to unique or special incentives for State, County, or Municipality
Example: County needs for 1000 units of low-income senior housing in legislative district 7.
Documentation must include the request for proposals (RFP) or similar missive to meet the housing
need, and unique benefits or incentives lost if the project is moved outside of legislative district 7.
Example: Project is located in a State Designated Priority Funding Area, State Designated Enterprise
Zone, or similar area targeted by the State for economic growth, business development, or investment.
 Situation 2: Project has location specific limitations
Example: College campus extension. Education capital funding limits development to sites that are
within 5 miles of the main campus. Documentation should include the RFP or similar documentation.
Example: Project is taking place in an existing right of way, or using an area that is currently
operational. Such projects include replacing transmission lines, expanding operations on a working farm
or business center.
 Situation 3: Military project (or similar) with restrictions due to national security, etc.
Example: Construct a new runway and hangar for Air Force 1. The military may identify a certain
location or base where this construction shall occur due to existing facilities, support personnel, and
security concerns.
 Situation 4: Project has little to no resource impacts.
Example: Repair or replacement of existing structures, road resurfacing, bridge maintenance using
scaffolding, General Waterways Construction Permits, habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and
stabilization.
 Situation 5: Project is a “Grandfathered” development, that meets the specifications within Chapter
1.2, in the Maryland Model Stormwater Management Ordinance, June 2009 & April 2010
Administrative waivers, extension documentation, etc. are required documentation.
Note -This exemption does not apply to linear projects like roads or pipelines. Grandfathered projects
are not exempt from the minimization alternatives analysis.
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General Project Purpose Statement
1. Define the overall project purpose and site selection criteria. To result in a fair and meaningful
analysis for the antidegradation review the site selection criteria must fall into the following
parameters:
a. The statement must not be so narrowly constructed as to limit the results to one site with
no other possible alternatives, or
b. Likewise, the statement cannot be too broadly written creating too many alternatives to
effectively consider.
2. Example Statements
a. Too Narrow: To develop a high density residential housing complex consisting of 1000
living units on a 200 acre site adjacent to the Mall of Maryland. –- The likelihood that
there are multiple properties other than the desired alternative available are unlikely, and
this eliminates the possibility of properties outside of the Tier II watershed.
b. Too Broad: To develop a residential housing complex in Charles County. –- This will yield
hundreds of results, creating a burdensome and unrealistic amount of work to evaluate
each alternative.**
c. Reasonable: To develop a residential housing complex near a major shopping center in
Northern Charles County. –- This will reduce the number of available properties to a more
manageable amount, while still meeting the overall purpose of providing housing near a
retail center in a target geographic area. The applicant can further refine the statement
by defining “near”, “major shopping center”, and “Northern Charles County”.
3. The applicant must craft a statement that yields at least 3 available alternative properties for
further evaluation.
4. The level of detail for the alternative analysis process should appropriately match the complexity
of the project taking into consideration factors such as resource impacts to Tier II watersheds in
terms of impervious cover, forest cover loss, riparian buffer impacts, public comment, etc. For
example, the amount of documentation provided for 3 alternatives to place a single dwelling on
one acre is expected to be significantly less than the documentation expected for a 300 acre
mixed-use development.
**Based on comments received during the review or other mitigating circumstances, the
Department may require the applicant to evaluate additional alternatives, or provide a more indepth analysis.
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Cost to Acquire is Reasonable: Yes or No

Resource Impacts:
a. Streams
b. Forest
c. Wetlands/wetlands buffer
d. 100-yr flood plain

Zoning:
a. Appropriate
b. Waiver required

Development Resources:
a. Existing SWM
b. Existing buildings/structures
c. Site cleared

Accessible Utilities:
a. Electric
b. Water
c. Sewer
d. Site access (existing road/bridge, etc.).
e. None

Sizing appropriate:
a. As is
b. Purchase of adjoining property/ROW required

Availability:
a. Owned by applicant
b. For sale
c. Special, please explain (example: remediation required)

Site 1

Site 2

Site 3

Evaluate each criteria listed in the left hand column for each alternative site. Populate each box with the appropriate conditions, i.e. either
yes/no, or by listing one or more of the options provided (a, b, c…), such as types of utilities available at a given site.

Table 1: Alternative Site Evaluation Summary Analysis Table
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Alternative Sites Summary Analysis Table Supplementary Information:
1. Explanation of site search criteria and rationale.
a. Relate project requirements to the criteria in Table 1.
b. Include any additional critical criteria not identified in the above table.
2. Results of initial site search.
a. List the available sites for consideration before the applicant chose 3 for further
evaluation.
b. Include a brief narrative description of each site.
c. Include a table listing basic site address, lot size, parcel and map.
d. Include an overview map showing sites and their relative location to the preferred
property.
e. If available, include Real Property Search Data (From Maryland Department of
Assessments and Taxation
(http://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages/default.aspx), or MLS (Multiple Listing
Service) information.
3. Expand upon the responses in Table 1.
a. Include a narrative that clearly explains how the applicant determined the final 3 sites for
further consideration in Table 1.
b. Provide basic information about each site, i.e. land use, land cover, unique features, onsite resources such as streams, wetlands, relevant geology and/or hydrology, etc.
c. Discuss specific resource impacts.
i. Include a table that further breaks down the resource impacts associated with the
3 alternative sites.
ii. Include a narrative that further details whether resources could be avoided. For
example, an on-site stream that will most likely be crossed to accommodate site
access would make that site less favorable when compared to another option.
4. Justify final site decision.
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Cost to Acquire is Reasonable: Yes or No

Resource Impacts:
a. Streams
b. Forest
c. Wetlands/wetlands buffer
d. 100-yr flood plain

Zoning:
a. Appropriate
b. Waiver required

Accessible Utilities (i.e. where connecting infrastructure
is required):
a. Electric
b. Water
c. Sewer or pipeline
d. Site access (existing road/bridge, etc.).
e. None

Availability:
a. ROW Owned by applicant
b. ROW can be acquired or leased
c. Other, please explain

Site 1

Site 2

Site 3

Evaluate each criteria listed in the left hand column for each alternative site. Populate each box with the appropriate conditions, i.e. either
yes/no, or by listing one or more of the options provided (a, b, c…), such as types of utilities available at a given site.

Table 1: Alternative Route Evaluation Summary Analysis Table (use for linear projects such as roads, utility lines, etc)
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Alternative Route Summary Analysis Table Supplementary Information:
1. Explanation of route search criteria and rationale.
a. Relate project requirements to the criteria in Table 1.
b. Include any additional critical criteria not identified in the above table. For example, if
the purpose of the project is to improve public safety, documentation must be provided to
support this claim. For a new road this may include data on accidents, visibility issues, or
geometric design issues that can complicate travel.
2. Results of initial route search.
a. List the available routes for consideration before the applicant chose 3 for further
evaluation.
b. Include a brief narrative description of each route.
c. Include a table listing route start and end addresses, parcel and map, land use (i.e.
residential neighborhood, commercial district, etc.)
d. Include an overview map showing results and their relative location within the impacted
Tier II watershed.
3. Expand upon the responses in Table 1.
a. Include a narrative that clearly explains how the applicant determined the final 3 sites for
further consideration in Table 1.
b. Provide basic information about each site, i.e. land use, land cover, unique features, onsite resources such as streams, wetlands, etc.
c. Discuss specific resource impacts.
i. Include a table that further breaks down the resource impacts associated with the
3 alternative routes. For example identify the number of streams on-site, potential
forest loss for site clearing, etc.
ii. Include a narrative that further details whether resources could be avoided. For
example, an on-site stream that will most likely be crossed to accommodate site
access would make that site less favorable when compared to another option.
Note: In making a final decision, MDE may take into consideration whether or not
the project can avoid the impact by going over it (i.e. bridge) or under it (i.e.
drilling). Consider this in the resource impact evaluation. The method of crossing
may be a special permit condition.
4. Justify final route decision.

Provide a hardcopy responses to:
Maryland Department of the Environment
Environmental Assessment and Standards Program
Antidegradation Implementation Coordinator
ATTN: Angel D. Valdez
1800 Washington Blvd
Baltimore, Maryland 21230
Provide an electronic response, by CD to the address above, or a way to download the response from
secure cloud-based site, email: to Angel Valdez at angel.valdez@maryland.gov.
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Appendix D – Air Quality and
Noise Assessment

