


























Chesterfield County Airport Environmental Assessment 

Agency Coordination Meeting Minutes 

Chesterfield County Airport, 2
nd

 Floor Conference Room 

December 6, 2012, 2:00 p.m. 

 

1. Attendees:  

Tom Trudeau, Chesterfield County 

Charlie Dane, Chesterfield County 

Matt Neely, Mill Creek Environmental Consultants 

Doug Sander, Delta Airport Consultants 

Roy Lewis, Delta Airport Consultants 

Colleen Cummins, Delta Airport Consultants 

Susan Simmers, Virginia Department of Aviation 

Mark Bittner, Crater Planning District Commission 

Silvia Gazzera, Army Corps of Engineers 

Sulabh Aryal, Richmond Regional Planning District Commission 

Kelley West, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 

Bill Pfeifle, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 

Justin Brown, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 

 

2. Attendees via conference call: 

Marcus Brundage, Federal Aviation Administration 

Jeff Breeden, Federal Aviation Administration 

Andrea Kampinen, Department of Historic Resources 

 

3. Introductions: Ms. Cummins called the meeting to order at 2:01 p.m. and requested roundtable 

introductions for the benefit of the phone attendees. 

 

4. Purpose and Need of Environmental Assessment: Chesterfield County completed an Airport Layout 

Plan (ALP) Update in 2011. The ALP Update was conducted to determine the airport’s developments 

needs over the next twenty years and beyond including runways, taxiways, hangars, etc. The next step in 

the development process is to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act by conducting an 

Environmental Assessment (EA) for upcoming projects.  

 

The purpose and need for the recommended projects is to provide airfield infrastructure to meet Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) design criteria to serve medium size business jets and to meet current 

and future operational demands. The ALP Update determined the need for a runway extension as well as 

related projects which include land acquisition, hangar development, fuel farm expansion, and relocation 

of navigational aids.  

 

The land acquisition is to be acquired in both fee simple and avigation easement. The fee simple 

acquisition is within the runway protection zones (RPZ) which the FAA requires to be kept clear of 

development. Avigation easements are to be acquired to clear obstructions on properties not belonging 

to the airport. Obstructions also exist on airport property and are proposed to be cleared. 

 

5.   Alternatives to be evaluated: Three build alternatives were evaluated in the ALP Update, two of which 

are being brought forward into the EA for detailed consideration. The alternative not being brought 

forward (ALP Update Alternative 2) is to be included in the “Alternatives Considered but Not Brought 

Forward for Detailed Consideration” section of the EA.   



 

1) Runway Development - No Action – Everything will stay as is today, and the airport will 

not move forward with any actions. No clearing of obstructions. 

 

2) Runway Development, Achieve Standards – Was not brought forward into the EA – 

Delta is to make the public aware that this alternative was considered but not brought 

forward as it did not meet the purpose and need of the EA. 

 

3)               Runway Development, Extend Runway 15 - This is the preferred alternative and is to be 

Alternative 2 within the EA. This alternative extends the runway by 800 ft. on runway 15 

end. 

 

4)               Runway Development, Extend Runways 15 & 33 – This alternative extends Runway 15 

by 600 ft and Runway 33 by 200 ft. This is to be Alternative 3 within the EA. 

 

Mr. Lewis offered a review of details in each Alternative. 

 

6.   Sub Consultants: 

Mill Creek – Responsible for Wetlands, Endangered and Threatened Species/Biotic Communities, and 

Water Quality. Mill Creek conducted the wetland delineation in two phases. The first preliminary 

jurisdictional determination was received in July 2011, by Dr. Gazzera, Corps of Engineers, which 

included all of the wetlands within airport property. The second jurisdictional determination letter was 

received November 2012 on parcels potentially impacted by the proposed development. 

 

The initial project review from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service did not determine any endangered 

species or threatened species in the vicinity of the project area. The initial return from the state (DCR) 

has a 30-day return and is currently at day 16 with no questionable findings and none are anticipated at 

this time. 

 

Mr. Neely stated a technical report for water quality assessment has not been written at this time. He 

stated a review of the north and west sides of the runway determined that run off drains into Licking 

Creek and on the south and east into Reedy Creek. Mill Creek does not anticipate any significant 

findings or problems. 

 

Coastal Carolina Research, Inc. – Responsible for the Phase I Cultural Resources Survey – Ms. 

Kampinen recently requested to move forward with this survey. The survey looks for architectural and 

archeological resources that may be within the project area. The field work for the survey is expected to 

take place before the end of the year and a report submitted January/February 2013. 

 

7.  Potential Environmental Consequences: The EA reviews 18 different categories. Impacts are only 

anticipated in four of the areas - wetlands, biotic resources, social, and socioeconomic. 

 

Mr. Neely noted that filling activities do not appear to be an issue and most likely a permit from the 

Corps will not be required: however, the state may take jurisdiction and require a permit. Mr. Pfeifle 

stated the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) will require details of how vegetation would be 

cut before he can determine if a permit is needed. He suggested a storm water permit may need to be 

upgraded. Any changes to the storm water permit need to be submitted to Tamira Cohen, 

Tamira.Cohen@deq.virginia,gov or 804-527-5012. The Corps of Engineers will also require the details 

of vegetation removal. 

mailto:Tamira.Cohen@deq.virginia,gov


 

Ms. Gazzera offered an overview of a preliminary jurisdictional determination and an approved 

jurisdictional determination. The current preliminary jurisdictional determination is acceptable unless 

there is a dispute. 

 

Ms. Cummins asked the Planning Commissions if they had concerns which they did not. Mr. Bittner 

asked how many land owners will be impacted. Mr. Lewis offered a review of RPZ’s and impacts.  

 

8.   Comments / Questions: 

Mr. Breeden asked if the approach lights on the Runway 15 were included in the EA as part of the 

overall development plan. Ms. Cummins responded by saying yes. He also asked if Phase II, as depicted 

on the ALP, was included in the overall development plan for the EA. Mr. Lewis stated that projects 

anticipated to be completed within five years of the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) were 

included. Mr. Breeden then asked if other exhibits would be made available as part of the EA and Open 

House presentation which include the hangar development. Ms. Cummins stated that several exhibits to 

be presented at the Open House reflect all details of the development plan including the ALP. 

 

Alternative exhibits to be included in the EA are to be presented at the following open houses and 

presentations. The purpose of tonight’s Open House and property owner meeting was to review the 

alternatives being carried forward from the 2011 ALP Update and review the purpose and need. Delta 

and the County did not want to confuse the public with additional information this is not ready to be 

presented. 

 

Mr. Dane explained that Chesterfield County is requiring additional meetings in order to be transparent 

and as engaging as possible with the public causing Delta to alter their path in not presenting everything 

all at once. Tonight’s meeting is meant to be more of a kick off informational meeting. 

 

Ms. Gazzera asked how much wetland acreage is required to be cleared. Ms. Cummins stated that the 

limits of disturbance have not been defined at this time so detailed impacts are not available. 

 

Ms. Cummins adjourned the meeting. 

 

Respectfully submitted by: 

 

Julie L. Tilley 

Chesterfield County 

Airport Secretary 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 5:16 PM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Subject: FCI EA - DOAV initial comments
Attachments: 20131114 Chapter 1 DOAV initial comments.docx; 20131114 Chapter 2 DOAV initial 

comments.docx; 20131114 Chapter 3 DOAV initial comments.docx; 20131114 Chapter 4 
DOAV initial comments.docx; 20131114 Chapter 5 DOAV initial comments.docx

 

From: Simmers, Susan H. (DOAV) [mailto:susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov]  

Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2013 4:54 PM 
To: Roy G. Lewis 

Subject: initial comments 

 

Attached are some of my initial comments on the draft EA report.  I think several of my comments here and ones I did 

not put in yet will be addressed with the work you are doing to address the initial comments from Marcus.  Please let 

me know if you have any questions. 

 

Susan Simmers 
Airport Services Division 
Virginia Department of Aviation 
5702 Gulfstream Road 
Richmond, VA  23250 
804-236-3632, ext 105 



 

 

RICHMOND EXECUTIVE - CHESTERFIELD COUNTY AIRPORT 

Environmental Assessment (EA) 

DOAV Comment Responses 

November 19, 2013 

 

Chapter One 

1. Page 1-1: Please update the name of the airport throughout the document to Richmond Executive 

– Chesterfield County Airport. 

Response: Updated. 

 

2. Page 1-3: Efforts to remove the obstruction issue with the pipeline equipment aboveground have 

been discussed at meetings. How does that fit into these projects? 

Response: The pipeline valve discussion is included in the Alternatives discussion; also in Preliminary 

Engineering report. 

 

3. Page 1-7: This does not match the approved forecast from the master plan project. 

Response: Updated. 

 

4. Page 1-9: Where are the details for this airport? The statement provided here could be used for 

any airport and does not provide a sense of what the sponsor needs or wants to accomplish. 

Response: Text has been expanded and revised for clarity. 

Chapter Two 

5. Page 2-5: The wording is confusing as the project is to extend the runway. The alternatives get 

into the different way to extend the runway. 

Response: Text has been revised for clarity. 

 

6. Page 2-10: Specify which alternatives. 

Response: This section was removed during revisions; the alternatives section includes lists and 

discussions of specific projects for each alternative. 

 

7. Page 2-14: It is difficult to match this to the purpose and need in Chapter 1. 

Response: Text has been revised for clarity. 

 

 

 



 

 

8. Page 2-21: This text does not provide a sense of Alternative 2 being better than Alternative 3 or the 

selection process and decisions (locality and public input, etc.). 

Response: Text has been revised to include discussion of public participation during planning 

process. 

Chapter Three 

9. Page 3-11: The communication providers should also be listed. 

Response: This section was deleted during revisions. 

 

10. Page 3-12: It was difficult to follow information on the 18 categories. Some was here, and other 

parts were in the next chapter. And it seemed like some information from the master plan update 

narrative was not included. Also, not much was discussed about impacts after the proposed 

improvements are made. 

Response: Format has been revised to match 1050.1E; all impact categories are now discussed. 

 

11. Page 3-12: These categories do need to be discussed. The information provided in the master plan 

update narrative should be used here at least. 

Response: All categories are now discussed. 

 

12. Page 3-21: Please confirm that the county park across Route 10 does not have golf facilities. 

Response: Updated to include golf facility. 

 

13. Page 3-23: What about impacts after the selected alternative is built? 

Response: Text has been updated to include this discussion. 

 

14. Page 3-31: Where is the discussion on coordination work with the county offices? 

Response: Coordination with County Environmental Engineers is related to water quality.  

Discussion has been added to water quality section. 

 

15. Page 3-33: Where is the discussion on which permits are needed for the specified improvements at 

FCI? 

Response: This information is included in Exhibits 27 and 28. 

Chapter Four 

16. Page 4-7: Specify the acquisition. 

Response: Mitigation discussion is included in the Alternatives section as well as in Section VII. 

 

17. Page 4-12: Specify that this would occur during construction. 

Response: Included in Section VI-D, Construction Impacts. 

 

 



 

 

18. Page 4-16: How will this affect the houses to the northeast of Runway 15? 

Response: Text has been updated to include discussion of nearby residential areas. 

 

19. Page 4-25: What about the churches that have property they planned to build on before this 

project began? 

Response: We do not believe this represents a disproportionate impact to a minority population 

and therefore have concluded that no impacts are anticipated. 

 

20. Page 4-27: When was this submitted? What is the status of the review? 

Response: Submission date (September 13, 2013) has been added. (Status of review: Response 

received September 19, 2013). 

 

21. Page 4-35: What is expected for mitigation? 

Response: Discussion on anticipated impacts has been added. 

 

22. Page 4-39: What plans and such were reviewed? What coordination is expected? 

Response: This section was removed during revisions; however, Section V does discuss the 

consistency between the ALP and the Chesterfield Comprehensive Plan. 

 

23. Page 4-40: What is the mitigation? 

Response: This section was removed during revisions.  Please see Section VII, Mitigation. 

 

Chapter Five 

24. Page 5-1: Why is Colleen listed as she is no longer working on the project? What efforts was she 

responsible for? 

Response: Colleen's name has been removed and Mary Ashburn Pearson’s name has been added. 

 

 



 

CHESTERFIELD COUNTY AIRPORT 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT  

Review Comment Responses 

October 23, 2013 

 
Report 
 
1) Scope of Services – This draft of the PER will be revised to address review comments and 

resubmitted as a Final Preliminary Engineering Report. 
 
 Response: Correct. 
 
2) Scope of Services – This effort should reflect a 15% design effort for each alternative and 

a 30% design effort for the preferred Alternative.  The report should have more quantitative 
analysis to support the project impacts (ex. grades used to determine the limits of 
disturbance or narrative discussion on runway longitudinal grades). 

 
 Response: Additional discussion has been included. 
 
3) Scope of Services – Complete a funding and phasing plan to show the intended project 

funding. This plan should be included in the report and coordinated with our office to 
prepare for the federal CIP update.  Approximately $5M a year may be a reasonable 
federal request. 

 
 Response: The funding and phasing plan has been updated in IV J. 
 
4) Scope of Services – A limited ground survey was included in the scope of services to 

document the elevation of Cogbill Road. Was this survey completed?  Include appropriate 
discussion and documentation in the PER. Section IV, Alternate 2 discusses the MALSR 
and Cogbill Road. 

 
 Response: A limited ground survey was completed.  Additional discussion is included in 

Section IV C.  
 
5) Scope of Services – Did Woolpert provide 1 foot contours for the project area as per the 

scope? Include appropriate discussion and documentation in the PER. 
 
 Response:  Yes, 1 foot contours were included.  They are documented in the Grading 

section of Section III.B.3. An exhibit (Exhibit 8) has been added that depicts the completed 
survey. 

 
6) General – The format of this report is difficult to follow.  The EA will be the document 

comparing the alternatives and impacts.  As a preliminary engineering report I suggest 
discussing one project or alternate at a time and including all the engineering aspects that 
were evaluated. 

 
 Response: The report format has been modified.  All the development projects other than 



the runway extension are common to both Alternative 2 and 3.  It was decided not to 
repeat the same information twice but has been included in the same section as the 
runway development alternatives.   

 
7) Section I – Clarify the “project” or “projects” in the project summary.  This section only 

appears to list the runway extension project. What about the other projects to be 
completed within 5 years? 

 
 Response: This section has been clarified by removing the words runway alternatives 

since all projects were evaluated using the same parameters. 
 
8) Section I – Please note that the EA will need to address environmental impacts for all 

projects and each alternative, not just the preferred runway extension alternative. 
 

Response: So noted. 
 
9) Section II – Recommend adding “and parallel taxiway” to the runway alternative 

descriptions. This will assist in understanding the project scope. 
 
 Response: Descriptions modified as requested. 
 
10) Section II – Relocate Glide Slope is included in Alternate 3 and as a separate project.  

Clarify the separate project to be relocation outside ROFA. 
 
 Response: Descriptions modified for clarity. 
 
11) Section II – A reference is made to the ACIP.  Include the funding and phasing plan in this 

report as per comment 3. 
 
 Response: Funding and phasing plan has been included in Section IV J. 
 
12) Section II – A reference is made to Chapter Two of the EA. The EA document has not 

been submitted for review. Appropriate documentation should be included in this report.  
The Preliminary Engineering Report should be a stand along document that will be used to 
expand the project design in the future. 

 
 Response: Reference to EA chapter deleted. 
 
13) Section III – Obstruction Lights are proposed along the gas line to mitigate the terrain 

penetration. Has preliminary design proposed the height of these lights?  Include some 
design discussion on why the Southernmost light has been moved.  The approved ALP 
appears to show one existing and three proposed lights along the gas line.  Exhibit 1 in 
Appendix B appears to have relocated one of the proposed lights to the site of the existing 
obstruction light.  Clarify the design. 

 
 Response:  Additional discussion has been included. It appears that an incorrect location 

for the southernmost obstruction light was shown on several original layouts.  The 
southernmost obstruction light will be located as shown on the approved ALP and the PER 
text revised. 

 
 



14) Section IV, Alt 1 – a. Additional discussion is needed for the disadvantages of the No 
Action for the runway extension. Which FAA design standards are not met?  b .  Fee and 
easement acquisition should be discussed to control the RPZ even if the runway is not 
extended.  Existing obstructions need to be mitigated even if the runway is not extended.  
c. Does the existing runway meet the current design standards for the last quarter of the 
runway? 

 
 Response: a. Additional discussion on FAA design standards has been added. 

b. Although ‘Achieve Standards’ was an Alternative examined in the 
Master Plan, it is not an Alternative considered in Scope of EA. 
On-Airport existing obstructions could be addressed should the 
“No Action” Alternative be selected if no wetlands are impacted, 
however wetlands are impacted.  If a FONSI is not issued for this 
Environmental Assessment, another Environmental document, i.e. 
Form “C”, may be prepared to address the existing obstruction 
conditions. 

c. As of September 2012, the last quarter of the runway does not 
meet current design standards. 

*Now Section III.A. 
 
15) Section IV, Alt 2 – Clarify the location of the obstructions off the end of runway 15 that are 

not on the ALP.  Is an ALP pen & ink updated needed? 
 
 Response: The corridor of trees to be removed for the MALSR light plane has been 

described in the text. No Pen & Ink is required for this item as the land is proposed for 
acquisition. 

 *Now Section III.B. 
 
16) Section IV, Alt 2 – The extent (pavement depth, mill and overlay, complete reconstruction, 

etc.) of the grade correction should be discussed. 
 
 Response: Additional discussing has been included as to the extent of the grade 

correction. 
 *Now Section III.B. 
 
17) Section IV, Alt 2 – Phasing will need to be coordinated in the future design within the 

Construction Safety and Phasing Plan (CSPP) review. The temporary use of declared 
distances will have to be evaluated and approved by FAA.  The 1000’ runway safety area 
(RSA) beyond the threshold will have to be maintained to keep men and equipment 
outside the RSA and to reduce impacts from jet blast. (Similar comment for Alt 3) 

  
 Response: Additional text has been added to clarify. 
 *Now Section III.B. 
 
18) Section IV, Alt 2 – Evaluate including a discussion on the Glide Slope relocation outside 

ROFA and installation of LEDs in paragraph 6.  AIP eligibility of airfield signs will have to 
be evaluated in the future.  Location and direction signs are not required at the airport. 
(Similar comment for Alt 3) 

 
 Response: The Glide Slope relocation to the west is covered under the Common 

Development projects section. Reference to LED has been removed.  The anticipated 



signs are runway distance remaining and runway hold sign.  Location and direction signs 
are not anticipated to be a part of this project. 

 *Now Section III.B. 
 
19) Section IV, Alt 2 – The location of the relocated supplemental wind cones need to be 

shown on the approved ALP.  Pen & ink ALP revision may be necessary. (Similar 
comment for Alt 3) 

  
  Response: A pen and ink change to the ALP will be submitted following the completion of 

the EA. 
 *Now Section III.B. 
 
20) Section IV, Alt 2 – Discuss the coordination that was conducted with Dominion Power. 

This coordination effort was included in the PER scope of services. (Similar comment for 
Alt 3) 

 
 Response: There has been limited response from Dominion Power and coordination is 

ongoing. 
 *Now Section III.B. 
 
21) Section IV, Alt 2 – The < 3/4 mile visibility minimum identified for Runway 15 is not noted in 

the Runway Data Table on the ALP.  The plan view on the ALP does appear to show the 
visibility reduction and the increased RPZ dimensions. The data table should be corrected 
in a future pen & ink ALP revision. (Similar comment for Alt 3) 

 
 Response: A pen and ink change to the ALP will be submitted following the 

completion of the EA. 
 *Now Section III.B. 
 
22) Section IV, Alt 2 – The Natural Gas Pipeline valve station is listed as a disadvantage but is 

not discussed in this section.  Include additional information on this valve station. (Similar 
comment for Alt 3) 

 
 Response: Additional information on the valve station has been added.  
 *Now Section III.B. 
 
23) Section IV, Alt 3 – The first paragraph documents that vehicles on State Route 288 are 

Part 77 penetrations.  Include discussion on impacts based on end siting criteria.  Be 
advised that FAA/WADO discourages declared distances for general aviation airports.  
Use of declared distances would have to be reviewed and approved on the ALP. 

 
 Response: Text modified to include discussion of runway end siting criteria from 

AC150/5300-13A, Table 3-2 in Section III.C.2. 
 *Now Section III.C. 
 
24) Section IV, Alt 3 – If the runway is extended on the 33 approach end will the pavement 

section have to be reconstructed with the required grade correction for the last quarter?  
FAA may determine that the grade correction must be included with the runway project if 
the pavement is extended on this approach end.  FAA may accept including the grade 
correction in a future rehabilitation project for Alt 2. 

 



 Response: The last quarter runway grade would have to be corrected on the 33 approach 
even with a 200 foot extension to the south. 

 *Now Section III.C. 
 
25) Section IV, Alt 3 – Suggest including more description on the impacted wetlands. The 

actual impacts may need to be quantified for alternative analysis in the EA. 
 
 Response: Wetland impacts are discussed in Section IV G. Actual wetland impacts for 

Alternative 3 would require more than the 15% level of effort in the scope of work.  
 
26) Section IV, Alt 3 – Drainage reconstruction, 50:1 approach penetrations and sanitary 

sewer relocation are listed as disadvantages but are not discussed in this section. Include 
additional discussion on these issues. 

 
 Response: Additional discussion has been included in Sections III.C.2, III.C.3, and III.C.7. 

 *Now Section III.C. 
 
27) Section V – Projects are generally described but not much preliminary engineering has 

been discussed. 
 
 Response: Additional preliminary engineering is discussed.  
 *Now Section III.D. 
 
28) Section V, A and B – These projects document that site work was completed during 

previous projects. Include a statement for each project on the previous environmental 
effort. 

 
 Response: The date of the FONSI for the site work has been added. 
 *Now Section III.D.3 and III.D.4. 
 
29) Section V, D – This section states that the perimeter fence and taxiway cannot be moved.  

The existing fence could be moved if necessary and there is no aeronautical use for the 
taxiway within the area needed for the relocated glide slope. This taxiway is not identified 
for use on the approved ALP. 

 
 Response: The text has been revised. 
 *Now Section III.D.5. 
 
30) Section V, D. 2. – Potential for foreign structure interference is listed as a disadvantage.  

Discuss which structure may interfere.  Suggest that a study analyzing the GS signal will 
need to be conducted to determine impacts. 

 
 Response: The structures in question have been identified on the exhibit.  A 

recommendation for further study of the glide slope signal has been included. 
 *Now Section III.D.5. 
 
31) Section VI – State the projects included in the “preferred alternate”. 
 
 Response: Projects in the preferred alternative have been notes. 
 *Now Section IV. 
 



32) Section VI, A. – Verify exhibit number references. 
 
 Response: The reference has been corrected. 
 *Now Section IV. 
 
33) Section VI – References to A7.7 should be corrected to A7-7. 
 
 Response: The reference has been corrected. 
 *Now Section IV.A.2. 
 
34) Section VI, C. – Clarify if the runway grade correction would improve/eliminate the pipeline 

terrain penetration. 
 
 Response: The grade correction will not eliminate the pipeline terrain penetration and has 

been noted.  A more detailed survey would need to be determined if it pushes the 
beginning of the obstruction further north. 

 *Now Section IV.B.2. 
 
35) Section VI, E. – Traffic Mix for pavement design will be evaluated during the future design 

process. 
 
 Response: So noted 
 *Now Section IV.E. 
 
36) Section VI, F. – Include the approximate distance of the relocation and/or number of poles. 

Document the status of the coordination. 
 

Response: The text has been updated to include this information. 
 *Now Section IV.F.1. 
 
37) Section VI, G – Based on this section the glide slope relocation to the west side of the 

runway appears to be included in the preferred alternative.  Be consistent throughout the 
document. 

  
Response: The consistency concerning the glide slope has been corrected. 

 *Now Section IV.G. 
 
38) Section VI, G – References are made to Chapter Four and body of the EA. The EA 

document has not been submitted for review. Appropriate documentation should be 
included in this report. The Preliminary Engineering Report should be a stand along 
document that will be used to expand the project design in the future. 

 
 Response: References to EA text have been removed.  
 *Now Section IV.G. 
 
39) Section VI, G, Table 2 – Verify impacts.  Exhibits 15 and 16 appear to show more impacts. 
 
 Response: Error in table.  Impacts numbers have been revised. 
 *Now Section IV.G. 
 
40) Section H – This section is located on page 19 of 20.  The next two pages in the document 



are labeled 1 of 20 and 2 of 20. Are pages missing? 
 
 Response: Footer formatting error has been corrected. 
 *Now Section IV.H. 
 
41) Section J – Include cost estimates for the proposed phasing and funding plan. 
 
 Response: Cost estimates have been added to text. 
 *Now Section IV.J. 
 
42) Exhibit 1 – Do all the projects identified on this plan make up the preferred alternative to be 

evaluated in the EA? 
 
 Response: Yes.  The glide slope relocation has been included. 
 
43) Exhibit 2 – Several areas shown to be cleared on Exhibit 1 around the interchange are not 

highlighted as proposed easements or fee acquisitions.  Clarify or revise as necessary. 
 
 Response: Proposed easement for land use restriction within RPZ. No formal 

easement acquisition required for obstruction removal within VDOT Right-of-Way. 
 *Now Exhibit 13. 

44) Exhibit 3 – Do any proposed avigation easements exist on this sheet as per the hatch 
pattern in the legend?  It would be beneficial to document which areas were previously 
cleared with AIP funding.  AIP funding can be used to clearing an area once. 

 
 Response: No.  The proposed avigation easements for the VDOT property are only 

for land use within RPZ. Areas previously cleared will be included in the design documents 
for the first obstruction removal project. 

 *Now Exhibit 6. 
 
45) Exhibit 14 – The taxiway turnaround/bypass between the t-hangar and the conventional 

hangars has not been included in this document.  Include this project in the EA if the 
airport plans to initiate this project within the 5 year development plan. 

 
 Response: The Airport does not plan to initiate the t-hangar taxiway turnaround/bypass 

project within the 5 year development period and will not be included as part of this EA. 
 *Exhibit 14 has been removed. 
 
46) Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Construction Cost – Include descriptions to clarify non-AIP 

projects and AIP revenue producing projects.  All airside needs must be met before 
entitlement funding can be used on AIP eligible revenue producing projects. 

 
 Response: AIP verses non-AIP descriptions have been added to the engineer’s opinion of 

probable construction costs. 
 





Richmond Executive-Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) 

Draft Environmental Assessment 

FAA Comment Responses 

December 27, 2013 

 

1. Page 1-1(INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND):   Recommend revising the above title and 

supporting documentation to be consistent with Five-Year Development Plan. 

Response: The document header has been updated to read “Five-Year Development Plan.” The 

cover page will also reflect this change on the final document. 

 

 

2. Page 1-4 (PROPOSED ACTION):  Proposed action is used here in the document but later this action 

is referred to as the preferred alternative. Recommend either using only Proposed, Preferred, or 

Proposed/Preferred throughout the document so the reader is not confused. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative has been renamed “Proposed Action” throughout the 

document. 

 

 

3. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  What are the design criteria? Please spell it out here for the 

reader. 

Response: More information has been added here. 

 

 

4. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  Revise to refer to the 2012 Master Plan Update, not ALP. Please 

revise throughout the document. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

5. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  Recommend deleting this and revising this statement. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

6. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  Please add “…operational demands to accommodate the existing 

and forecasted fleet of aircraft.” 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

7. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  Recommend adding: “In addition this EA…” 

Response: Updated.



8. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  “…completion of the EA as shown on the approved ALP.” 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

9. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  Please add “forecast of aviation activity…” 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

10. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  2012 Master Plan update. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

11. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  This sentence seems redundant of the previous sentence. 

Response: This sentence has been deleted. 

 

 

12. Page 1-8 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  This section should fully discuss Exhibit 4 of how the current 

critical aircraft, the Gulfstream III, is transitioning over to the family of 

Challenger/Hawker/Gulfstream 200. 

Response: More discussion has been added here. 

 

 

13. Page 1-10 (PURPOSE AND NEED):  Please add”…Phase I which would be sufficient to 

accommodate the Challenger 604, Hawker 800, and Gulfstream 200, which are the future critical 

aircraft for FCI.” 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

14. Page 1-11 thru 1-13 (ALTERNATIVES):  This section is very confusing and should not be in this No 

build Alternative section because it explains some level of project actions. Also why is the section, 

Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward, above, mentioned because it is repeated below, 

however the title is incorrect. 

Response: The “No Action” alternative has been removed from the “Alternatives Considered but 

Not Carried Forward” section. 

 

 

15. Page 1-13 (No Action):  The term “No action” and “no build” are the exact same depending upon the 

proposed project action. Here it states that it will be carried forward but above it states that it will not 

be carried forward. The no build alternative needs to be carried forward. 

Response: Response: The “No Action” has been removed from the “Alternatives Considered but 

Not Carried Forward” section. Alternative 1a has been renamed “Alternative A.” The No Action 

alternative remains “Alternative 1.”



16. Page 1-14 (No Action):  Explain why doing nothing would cause the airport to operate or continue to 

operate in violations/out of compliance with FAA guideline/AC/Regulations/etc…validate to the 

reader why this alternative is not a viable option. 

Response: More discussion has been added here. 

 

 

17. Page 1-14 (Build Alternatives): Were all the comments submitted regarding this PER addressed? 

Response: The comments have been addressed.  A response to comments has not yet been 

submitted because of one outstanding item that requires outside coordination with Dominion 

Power. 

 

 

18. Page 1-14 (Build Alternatives): This states the common elements shared by the two alternatives 

however this section has “demolition of the existing holding bay” but the proposed project does not, 

etc. 

Response: This section has been deleted from the text. 

 

 

19. Page 1-15 (Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative – Extend Runway 15 by 800 feet):  Preferred or 

Proposed…see other comment made regarding using this. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

20. Page 1-17 (Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative – Extend Runway 15 by 800 feet):  The official 

acronym for the United States Army Corps of Engineers is USACE.  Please revise throughout the 

document.  Please be certain that this project is properly coordinated with USACE and other 

applicable agencies regarding Wetlands/RPAs/RMA…. Integrating Section 404 permitting and 

NEPA increases the likelihood that one NEPA document will contain the information and findings 

needed for Corps and FAA decisions (40 CFR Section 1500.5(h)). It also strengthens efficient and 

consistent consideration of public concerns. In addition, integrating these processes increases the 

likelihood the agencies will make their respective decisions on the proposed action at similar times. 

To properly integrate the 404 and NEPA processes, it is essential the sponsor meet early with the 

Corps, FAA, and other parties interested in the action’s effects on wetlands.” 

Response: Acronym has been updated throughout the document. The remaining comment has 

been noted. 

 

 

21. Page 1-17 (Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative – Extend Runway 15 by 800 feet):  Also exhibit 9 & 

10. 

Response: Updated.



22. Page 1-21 (Alternative 3 – Extend Runway 15 (600 feet) and Runway 33 (200 feet)):  Also exhibit 9 

& 10. 

Response: Updated. 

 

23. Page 1-23 (Exhibit 9 – Qualitative Alternative Evaluation Matrix): Please see earlier comment.  This 

alternative 1 and 1a is confusing.  The No build or No Action Alternative, whichever term will be 

used throughout the document, is exactly what it implies and mean: things will remain at its current 

state.  Please revise/address this throughout the document. 

Response: Alternative 1a has been renamed “Alternative A” to reduce confusion.  The No Action 

alternative has been removed from “Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward” section. 

The No Action alternative remains “Alternative 1.” 

 

24. Page 1-24 (Preferred Alternative): Preferred/Proposed. 

Response: Updated. 

 

25. Page 1-24 (Preferred Alternative): Was this proposed/preferred alternative actually selected as a result 

of public involvement or was it the proposed project and the public, via the public meetings, had no 

objections to it? 

Response: This sentence has been reworked. 

 

26. Page 1-24 (Preferred Alternative): This statement contradicts Exhibit 9 and the previous text.  The 

“No Action” should involve zero environmental impacts vs. few unless by doing nothing it can be 

shown that this alternative then creates adverse environmental impacts. 

Response: This sentence has been updated to reflect no environmental impacts. 

 

27. Page 1-25 (Preferred Alternative): Recommend adding “…as the proposed project” 

Response: Updated. 

 

28. Page 1-30 (Land Use): FAA preference? Please list the applicable reference. 

Response: This paragraph has been reworked and AC 150/5300-13a has been referenced. 

 

29. Page 1-30 (Land Use): Curious as to why these two listings are a standalone sentences per relevancy. 

Response: These sentences have been deleted.



30. Page 1-33 (Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions):  This is rather confusing.  I believe I 

know what is trying to be conveyed here but it needs to be explained better.  Are you referring to 

cumulative impacts (air quality, noise, etc) that are included in the analysis section of this NEPA 

document per the proposed project? 

Response: This sentence has been reworked to reduce confusion. 

 

31. Page 1-33 (Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions):  Whenever referring to a claim or 

statement of some sort, please provide information to substantiate. 

Response: We have clarified that the planning division is the source of the information and have 

added information from the Watermark development website. 

 

32. Page 1-34 (Environmental Consequences):  However it is located in a maintenance area.  The 

Proposed actions are not exempt and are not presumed to conform therefore an “applicability 

analysis” must be done. 

Response: This section has been reworked and an emissions analysis has been conducted using 

EDMS.  

 

33. Page 1-35 ((B) Coastal Resources):  A Consistency certification and determination is required 

regardless if there are wetlands or not.  Recommend deleting this sentence or revising it.  This 

sentence reads as if the wetlands are the trigger for this CZMA requirement. 

Response: This sentence has been deleted. 

 

34. Page 1-35 ((B) Coastal Resources):  Requirements and approvals of what will be obtained?  A federal 

consistency determination is required prior to final design unless the final design is prior to a NEPA 

finding.  Please revise this sentence to accurately reflect the CZMA in relation to the NEPA process. 

Response: This sentence has been deleted. 

 

35. Page 1-37 ((C) Compatible Land Use):  Earlier on page 30 it states” Land Use: The airport is 

currently zoned Light Industrial.  The area surrounding airport property is characterized by light 

industrial, mixed use, and parkland”.  Is there a difference between Light Industrial and Industrial? 

Response: This has been updated to “Industrial.”  

 

36. Page 1-37 ((C) Compatible Land Use):  Again please see earlier comments regarding using Preferred 

and Proposed.  The document uses both in different sections so please use one or the other for clarity. 

Or let the reader know the preferred is the proposed. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 



37. Page 1-38 ((D) Construction Impacts):  Be sure to see and address comment earlier regarding section 

VI-A (Air Quality). 

Response: Noted. 

 

38. Page 1-43 ((I) Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste):  Please revisit FAA’s 

guidance per how to properly address these sections (Hazardous Materials & Solid Waste).  This 

analysis needs to be more specific to the proposed/preferred project rather than a generalized 

discussion.  Does the structure(s) to be demolished contain asbestos? If so, what was the process to 

determine it and how and when will it be disposed of relative to the demolishing of the structure?  Are 

there any visible signs of soil discoloration? If so or not, who made this determination and how was it 

made?  Will any hazardous material be used in the development stage of the proposed projects, if so 

how will they be stored and disposed of after usage. The fuel farm is a proposed project action, what 

is involved in the transfer from USTs to ASTs?  Will the USTs be removed or abandoned in place? 

This process will need to be discussed in this section regarding methods taken to 

avoid/contain/cleanup spills during decommissioning of the USTs and the commissioning of the 

ASTs.  For Solid Waste, what guidelines will the Airport be using to address C&D waste, recycling, 

etc?  

Response: Discussion has been added to address these questions. 

 

39. Page 1-43 ((I) Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste):  Confusing 

statement…no impacts to hazardous materials…? 

Response: This sentence has been reworked. 

 

40. Page 1-45 ((J) Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources): VDHR responded 

on 12/06/2013. Please be sure to insert the response in the appropriate section of the revised draft 

document.  

Response: This has been included in the text. 

 

41. Page 1-47 ((L) Natural Resources and Energy Supply): …and Sustainable Design.  

Response: Updated. 

 

 

42. Page 1-47 ((L) Natural Resources and Energy Supply): This section is to cover more than adverse 

impacts. Will there be low impact development (LIDs).  As a positive impact, will the new 

construction be per sustainable design to include LED lights, sufficient low flow water systems, etc.  

These things should be reported in this section to meet Presidential Executive Orders, etc, if feasible. 

Response: Discussion has been added to address these questions. 

 

 



43. Page 1-48 ((M) Noise): INM Version 7.0d is the most recent release of INM. It includes database 

updates and correction of minor software issues, but no new functionality added relative to INM 

Version 7.0c.  Please see:  

      https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/research/models/inm_model/ 

Response: Noted. 

 

44. Page 1-60: There will be impacts, however no adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Response: Updated. 

 

45. Page 1-60: There will be impacts, however no adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

46. Page 1-60: If mitigation is discussed, it shall be in sufficient detail to describe the benefits of the 

mitigation. Each impact category in Appendix A identifies conditions that normally indicate a 

threshold beyond which the impact is considered significant and an EIS is required for the action (see 

also paragraph 506h regarding mitigation). If the EA contains mitigation measures necessary to 

reduce potentially significant impacts below applicable significance thresholds, an EIS is not needed 

and the approving official may issue a FONSI provided that: 

 

(1) The agency took a “hard look” at the problem. 

(2) The agency identified the relevant areas of environmental concern. 

(3) The EA supports the agency’s determination that the potential impacts will be insignificant. 

(4) The agency has identified mitigation measures that will be sufficient to reduce potential impacts 

below applicable significance thresholds and has assured commitments to implement these measures. 

 

FAA Order 1050.1E, 201c. When proposed actions incorporate mitigation measures to avoid, 

eliminate, or reduce anticipated harm, a FONSI may be prepared and must include appropriate 

mitigation measures. Also see chapter 4 of FAA Order 1050.1E 

Response: Noted.  The mitigation discussion was broadened in Section VII, Mitigation. 

 

 

47. Page 1-61: USACE. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

48. Page 1-62: As mentioned in an earlier comment, please revise throughout the document: (USACE) 

Response: Updated.



49. Page 1-62: There will be impacts, however no adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

50. Page 1-60: There will be impacts, however no adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

51. Page 1-66 ((R) Wild and Scenic Rivers): How was this determined? This is an incorrect statement.  

Please address this section accurately. 

      See http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/recreational_planning/documents/srlist.pdf 

Response: This has been expanded to included discussion on State Scenic rivers. 

 

 

52. Page 1-66 (Exhibit 26 Comparison of Environmental Consequences for Runway Development 

Alternatives):  What is the purpose of this chart being in this section?  

Response: This chart has been moved to the next page to reduce confusion. 

 

 

53. Page 1-67 (Mitigation): If mitigation is discussed, it shall be in sufficient detail to describe the 

benefits of the mitigation. Each impact category in Appendix A identifies conditions that normally 

indicate a threshold beyond which the impact is considered significant and an EIS is required for the 

action (see also paragraph 506h regarding mitigation). If the EA contains mitigation measures 

necessary to reduce potentially significant impacts below applicable significance thresholds, an EIS is 

not needed and the approving official may issue a FONSI provided that: 

 

(1) The agency took a “hard look” at the problem. 

(2) The agency identified the relevant areas of environmental concern. 

(3) The EA supports the agency’s determination that the potential impacts will be insignificant. 

(4) The agency has identified mitigation measures that will be sufficient to reduce potential impacts 

below applicable significance thresholds and has assured commitments to implement these measures. 

 

FAA Order 1050.1E, 201c. When proposed actions incorporate mitigation measures to avoid, 

eliminate, or reduce anticipated harm, a FONSI may be prepared and must include appropriate 

mitigation measures. Also see chapter 4 of FAA Order 1050.1E 

Response: The mitigation discussion was broadened here. 

 

 

54. Page 1-69 (Exhibit 28 Permits, Letters, & Concurrences): VDEQ-Virginia Department of 

Environmental Quality.  

Response: Updated.



55. Page 1-70 (Federal Aviation Administration): Please remove the FAA from this section as we/It 

technically are/is not defined as a preparer for this document. FAA Order 1050.1E, 405h. List of 

Preparers. When an EA is prepared by the FAA, the EA must include a list of the names and 

qualifications of personnel who prepared the EA. When EA's are prepared for the FAA, the EA 

must list the names and qualifications of the preparers of an EA. Contractors will be identified 

as having assisted in, or having prepared, the EA. 

Response: FAA has been deleted here. 

 

 

56. Page 1-72 ((IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted): The FAA, VDEQ, and the section of the 

County that  responded per the RPA/RMA need to be listed in this section.  Be sure that all these 

Agencies get a copy of the draft EA 

Response: These agencies have been added. 

 

 

57. Page 1-72 ((IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted): The 2012 Master Plan Update needs to be 

listed as well. 

Response: Updated. 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Simmers, Susan H. (DOAV) [susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov]
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2013 1:55 PM
To: trudeaut@chesterfield.gov
Cc: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Mary Ashburn Pearson
Subject: DOAV comments on FCI EA Draft Report
Attachments: 100 DOAVAS 20131212 FCI EA Draft 2 Comments W.pdf

Categories: Filed by Newforma

Attached are DOAV’s comments on the revised draft report for the EA at the Richmond Executive – Chesterfield County 

Airport.  Please let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Susan Simmers 
Airport Services Division 
Virginia Department of Aviation 
5702 Gulfstream Road 
Richmond, VA  23250 
804-236-3632, ext 105 

 







Richmond Executive-Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) 

Draft Environmental Assessment 

DOAV Comment Responses 

December 27, 2013 

 

1. The presentation of the information in the revised report was well done and made the review of the 

information much easier. 

Response: Noted. 

 

 

2. Forecast Summary: Some of the numbers in Exhibit 3 Forecast Summary, page 1-7, do not match the 

approved forecast in the master plan. If different numbers are to be considered, an explanation of the 

new forecasts and comparison to be approved forecast needs to be provided for agency reviews. 

Response: Additional operations were added to the approved forecast due to the potential 

relocation of military helicopters basing at FCI during 2013. A note has been added to this table 

within the EA. 

 

 

3. In the section Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste, page 1-43, a mention is 

made of existing obstruction removal for Alternative 1, No Action. No other mention of this 

obstruction removal was found anywhere in the report. Please clarify. 

Response: This has been deleted. 

 

 

4. Several mentions are made of the need to relocate two residential properties and one church and the 

impacts. What about the impact of the acquisition that would involve land doe the new church 

facilities? Representatives were at the public meetings for this project and the public hearing for the 

master plan project, and they would expect to see that included. 

Response: A discussion regarding this parcel of land has been added to Section O, Socioeconomic 

Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Health and Safety. 

 

 

5. In the Water Quality section, the fifth paragraph on page 1-59 and the first paragraph on page 1-60 

read almost the same. What is the need for the text to be repeated? 

Response: The repeated paragraph has been deleted.



6. Deicing activities are mentioned in the Water Quality section on page 1-59. What deicing activities 

take place at FCI? If none, there is no need to include this in the report for FCI. 

Response: While no deicing facilities are located at FCI, deicing services are offered and fluid is 

found at the airport. 

 

 

7. In the section on Wild and Scenic Rivers on page 1-66, please either delete “or state” or indicate that 

there are no state scenic rivers in the area. 

Response: This has been updated to include state rivers. 

 

 

8. Please provide a heading with lead-in text for Exhibit 26 Comparison of Environmental 

Consequences for Runway Development Alternatives, page 1-66, to reduce the confusion of the table 

appearing to be part of section H. 

Response: This exhibit has been moved to the next page to reduce confusion. 

 

 

9. Please provide the discussion on Cumulative Impacts within the Environmental Consequences 

section. 

Response: This discussion is included within Section N, Secondary (Induced) Impacts. 
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Richmond Executive-Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) 

Draft Environmental Assessment 

FAA Comment Responses 

January 21, 2014 

 

1. Page 1-6 (PURPOSE AND NEED):   Please put (Airport Design AC). 

Response: Updated. 

 

2. Page 1-12 ((A) Achieve Standards):  Why does this Alternative have an alphabet and the others have 

numbers? Although it states that this alternative is not carried forward in the title above and is not 

considered further, as the document progresses it is carried forward against the other alternatives in 

the qualitative charts listed.  Please revise to be consistent. 

Response: The “Achieve Standards” alternative is labeled “A” to distinguish it from the three 

alternatives carried forward, which are numbered 1, 2, and 3.  Alternative A has been removed 

from Exhibits 9 and 10 (quantitative and qualitative charts) to avoid confusion. 

 

 

3. Page 1-13 (No Action):  Recommend “Alternative 1/No Action. 

Response: Updated. 

 

4. Page 1-13 (No Action):  Incorrect.  It is carried forward as the title above “Alternatives Considered 

and Carried Forward” indicates and as it is required to.  I recommend stating “Although this 

alternative does not meet the stated project Purpose and Need, it is evaluated in this EA in accordance 

with CEQ and FAA guidance to serve as a baseline against which to measure impacts.” 

Response: Updated with suggested wording. 

 

 

5. Page 1-15 (Build Alternatives):  This statement is somewhat confusing. 

Response: Reworked sentence to clarify. 

 

 

6. Page 1-16 (Alternative 2/Proposed Action – Extend Runway 15 by 800 feet):  The land acquisition 

will only involve the relocation of two residences and an existing church? What is the process and 

where is the Airport in the process? 

Response: More information has been added to describe the process and where the Airport is in the 

process. 
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7. Page 1-17 (Alternative 2/Proposed Action – Extend Runway 15 by 800 feet):  Please qualify and 

quantify the obstruction removal by including an approximate amount and how much of that amount 

is in wetlands, etc.  Also go in some details of how the obstructions will be removed and 

approximately how much will be removed and in what manner (grading, grubbing, silviculture, etc).   

Response: The total acreage of obstruction removal, the manner of removal, and the approximate 

amount of wetlands impacts has been added to the discussion. 

 

 

8. Page 1-17 (Alternative 2/Proposed Action – Extend Runway 15 by 800 feet):  Approximately how 

much wetlands and how? 

Response: This section has been updated with a description of potential wetlands impacts. 

 

 

9. Page 1-17 (Alternative 2/Proposed Action – Extend Runway 15 by 800 feet):  This reads as if VDEQ 

is requiring ASTs oppose to USTs. Replacement of USTs could very well meet VDEQ’s 

requirements. Also qualify and quantify. 

Response: More information has been added to facilitate clarification and to quantify the fuel farm 

improvements. 

 

 

10. Page 1-18 (Alternative 2/Proposed Action – Extend Runway 15 by 800 feet):  Please be sure to use 

7.0d version. 

Response: Corrected to read “A noise analysis was conducted.” This analysis was conducted as 

part of the 2012 MPU. 

 

 

11. Page 1-20 (Alternative 3-Extend Runway 15 (600 feet) and Runway 33 (200 feet)): The land 

acquisition will only involve the relocation of two residences and an existing church? What is the 

process and where is the Airport in this process? 

Response: More information has been added to describe the process and where the Airport is in the 

process. 

 

12. Page 1-21 (Alternative 3-Extend Runway 15 (600 feet) and Runway 33 (200 feet)):  Please qualify 

and quantify the obstruction removal by including an approximate amount and how much of that 

amount is in wetlands, etc.  Also go in some details of how the obstructions will be removed and 

approximately how much will be removed and in what manner (grading, grubbing, silviculture, etc).   

Response: The total acreage of obstruction removal, the manner of removal, and the approximate 

amount of wetlands impacts has been added to the discussion. 
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13. Page 1-21 (Alternative 3-Extend Runway 15 (600 feet) and Runway 33 (200 feet)):  Approximately 

how much wetlands and how? 

Response: This section has been updated with a description of potential wetlands impacts. 

 

14. Page 1-21 (Alternative 3-Extend Runway 15 (600 feet) and Runway 33 (200 feet)):  This reads as if 

VDEQ is requiring ASTs oppose to USTs.  Replacement of USTs could very well meet VDEQ’s 

requirements.  Also qualify and quantify 

Response: More information has been added to facilitate clarification and to quantify the fuel farm 

improvements. 

 

15. Page 1-22 (Alternative 3-Extend Runway 15 (600 feet) and Runway 33 (200 feet)):  Please be sure to 

use 7.0d version. 

Response: Corrected to read “A noise analysis was conducted.” This analysis was conducted as 

part of the 2012 MPU. 

 

16. Page 1-24 (Exhibit 9 Qualitative Alternative Evaluation Matrix):  Recommend deleting this 

Alternative A column from this Alternative Evaluation Matrix…see reasoning in the above comment 

per Alternative A. 

Response: Alternative A has been deleted from Exhibits 9 and 10. 

 

17. Page 1-24 (Exhibit 9 Qualitative Alternative Evaluation Matrix): Recommend putting in parenthesis 

(No Action). 

Response: Updated in both Exhibits 9 and 10. 

 

 

18. Page 1-24 (Exhibit 9 Qualitative Alternative Evaluation Matrix): Recommend changing to N/A or 

stating “Standards are met.” 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

19. Page 1-24 (Exhibit 9 Qualitative Alternative Evaluation Matrix):  This is misleading. Actually all of 

the FAA Impact Categories are considered and not just Wetlands, however Wetlands are the only one 

with an adverse impact that will hopefully be mitigated to no significance. 

Response: Updated heading to read “Anticipated Environmental & Land Impacts” to reduce 

confusion. 

 

20. Page 1-25 (Exhibit 10 Quantitative Alternative Evaluation Matrix):  What is the purpose of this 

numbering system/quantitative matrix relative to?  Environmental impacts, design criteria, etc are all 

in this matrix to mean what?  In the total number output it states that the no action (Alt 1) seems to be 

a better choice than Alternative 3, however in the text explanation this is not true.   It is not clear what 

this chart is trying to convey.  I have seen these type matrices used before to help substantiate the 
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reasoning why one alternative  and /or the proposed/preferred was chosen or eliminated over the other 

but this one doesn’t do that.  The Total numbers per the Alternatives doesn’t quantitatively defend the 

reasoning here. 

Response: A paragraph has been added below Exhibit 10.  This quantitative alternative evaluation 

matrix was taken from the 2012 MPU and represents another method of evaluating the 

development alternatives.  The paragraph explains that although the total numbers may suggest 

that one alternative is “better” than the other, the ultimate selection of the Proposed Action took 

into account several other factors, including the Qualitative factors included in Exhibit 9, to weigh 

the alternatives. 

 

21. Page 1-38 ((B) Coastal Resources):  Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. 

Response: Updated. 

 

22. Page 1-46 ((I) Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste):  The tank metals, piping, 

mechanical equipment, and monitoring equipment are all recyclable. Please look into this as to 

avoid/divert the landfill.  

Response: Every effort will be made to recycle these materials and this will be the decision of the 

contractor who is awarded the contract under competitive bid.  A statement to this effect was added 

to the text. 

 

23. Page 1-47 ((I) Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste): No adverse. 

Response: Updated. 

 

24. Page 1-51 ((L) Natural Resources and Energy Supply and Sustainable Design): This EA will... 

Response: Updated. 

 

25. Page 1-51 ((L) Natural Resources and Energy Supply and Sustainable Design): Do not adversely 

impact… 

Response: Updated. 

 

26. Page 1-52 ((L) Natural Resources and Energy Supply and Sustainable Design): No adverse, however 

you mention above that low flow channels and water quality facilities are in the plan…This is a 

positive impact to natural resources. 

Response: Updated. 

 

27. Page 1-52 ((M) Noise): There is a later version 7.0d. 

Response: Noted.  However these noise contours have already been created using the previous 

version 7.0c.  These were created as part of the 2012 MPU. 
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28. Page 1-72 (Exhibit 28 Comparison of Environmental Consequences for Runway Development 

Alternatives): Again why is this chart listed here and what does it truly represent?  What does the Yes 

and No represent?  It is clear that some of the impact categories will be impacted, however not 

adversely, by both “build alternatives” and they have a “NO” by them.  And the “Yes” for Wetlands 

means what?  Wetlands will be adversely impacted but yet hopefully mitigated to no significance. 

Response: A column title, “Anticipated Adverse Environmental Consequence” has been added to 

reduce confusion.  The “No” responses have been updated to “None” and the “Yes” responses 

have been updated to more specific amounts/types of impacts.   

 

29. Page 1-72 (Exhibit 28 Comparison of Environmental Consequences for Runway Development 

Alternatives): Natural Resources, Energy Supply, and Sustainable Design. 

Response: Updated. 

 

30. Page 1-73 ((VII) MITIGATION):  ** (Page 4-14 of FAA Order 1050.1E) 

(3) The FONSI shall present any measures that must be taken to mitigate adverse impacts on the 

environment and which are a condition of project approval (see paragraph 406e).  The FONSI should 

also reflect coordination of proposed mitigation commitments with, and consent and commitment 

from, those with the authority to implement specific mitigation measures committed to in the FONSI. 

(4) The FONSI shall reflect compliance with all applicable environmental laws and requirements, 

including interagency and intergovernmental coordination and consultation, public involvement, and 

documentation requirements (see paragraph 403 and Appendix A). Findings and determinations 

required under special purpose environmental laws, regulations, and executive orders, if not made in 

the EA, must be included in the FONSI… 

 

Response: The “Mitigation” section (Section VII) has been expanded in order to include more 

specific information on mitigation measures to be taken.  In coordination with the USACE the 

County will mitigate the determined wetland impacts through the acquisition of 30.6 credits from 

wetland banks, an amount which was determined using USACE mitigation ratios, at an estimated 

cost of $50,000 per credit. 

 

Research into 10 wetland banks within the impacted watershed revealed 136 available credits as of 

January 17, 2014. 

 

31. Page 1-75 (Exhibit 29 Permits, Letters, & Concurrences):  RPA/RMA info should also be listed here. 

Response: Updated to include RPA/RMA information. 

 

32. Page 1-75 (Exhibit 29 Permits, Letters, & Concurrences):  Should be “concurrence.” 

Response:  Updated. 
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33. Page 1-79 ((IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted):  RPA/RMA should not be listed under/with 

FAA. Under/with the FAA you can list Washington Airports District Office. 

Response: “Washington Airports District Office (WADO)” has been added. 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Simmers, Susan H. (DOAV) [susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2014 7:18 PM
To: danec@chesterfield.gov; wilkinsonj@chesterfield.gov
Cc: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Mary Ashburn Pearson
Subject: DOAV comments on FCI EA December Draft
Attachments: 100 DOAVAS 20140121 DOAV comments EA Dec Draft.pdf

Categories: Filed by Newforma

Our comments, which are in addition to those provided by FAA, are provided on the attached PDF file.  Please let me 

know if you have any questions on the comments or have trouble with the file. 

 

Susan Simmers 
Airport Services Division 
Virginia Department of Aviation 
5702 Gulfstream Road 
Richmond, VA  23250 
804-236-3632, ext 105 



Richmond Executive-Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) 

Draft Environmental Assessment 

DOAV Comment Responses 

January 27, 2014 

 

1. Page 1-6:  For the benefit of other state agencies that will be reviewing this document, please indicate 

that DOAV also approved the forecast. 

Response:  Updated. 

 

 

2. Page 1-12: The reference to the alternatives should be consistent, not mixed between letters and 

numbers. 

Response:  The letter reference to the “Achieve Standards” alternative has been removed. 

 

 

3. Page 1-16: Shouldn’t this be the RSA to match the 800-foot extension instead of the extension 

identified as ultimate in the ALP? 

Response:  This is correct. The word “ultimate” has been removed to reduce confusion 

 

 

4. Page 1-16: Please identify the runway end for the lighting system. 

Response: The runway end has been added to this sentence. 

 

 

5. Page 1-17: Please provide a heading to separate this discussion from the improvements presented 

above. 

Response: A heading has been provided here. 

 

 

6. Page 1-20: The road relocation should be mentioned here first. 

Response: This mention has been added in this section. 

 

 

7. Page 1-20: Specify the runway end for the lighting system. 

Response:  The runway end has been added to this sentence. 

 

 

 



8. Page 1-20: This discussion should indicate what is or isn’t needed at the Runway 15 end in regard to 

land or easement acquisition. 

Response:  Specific figures have been added to this discussion. 

 

 

9. Page 1-22: See previous comment on headings. 

Response: A heading has been provided here. 

 

 

10. Page 1-25: Consider the role of the advisory group and county board of supervisors in the selection 

process. 

Response: A sentence has been added noting the involvement of the Steering Committee and the 

Advisory Board in the selection of the preferred alternative. 

 

 

11. Page 1-31: In the paragraph above, a protected area for the airport is discussed. Wouldn’t that remove 

the concern about land use? 

Response: The concern discussed here is specifically regarding within the RPZ areas and 

involves fee simple ownership, not land use controls. 

 

 

12. Page 1-33: Commonwealth. 

Response: Updated. 

 

 

13. Page 1-35: Please be consistent in presenting the conclusion, both in text and formatting (bold, etc), 

for each category. 

Response: The responses for Air Quality, Coastal Zone, and Wetlands have been bolded. 

 

 

14. Page 1-47: Something is missing in the second sentence. 

Response: Corrected. 

 

 

15. Page 1-49: Please correct this sentence. 

Response: This word has been corrected. 

 

 

16. Page 1-77: Please update this to show current management. 

Response:  The word “former” has been inserted before “Airport Manager” in this section. 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 12:35 PM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov
Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; 

KeyR@chesterfield.gov
Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2
Attachments: Letter Brundage - 120613.pdf

Mary Ashburn: 

 

 

1.  Specifically to your response to #2, why not coordinate this effort directly with USACE per the potential impacts, 

prior to the JPA, to see if EPA would be involved and if so to what degree.  Because this may in fact cause the NEPA to 

have to be reopened/further coordinated per any required analysis/mitigations.  I thought the primary discussion 

regarding the wetlands/water quality impacts was because of the increased impacts not a reduction/avoidance.  I’m 

confused because its appears from your response that there would be a reduction and hopefully the determination 

would be confirmed/determined that EPA does not need to be involved during the follow up coordination and not at the 

permitting stage. 

 

2.  Comments per #3 (CZMA): 

 

A Master Plan for Chesterfield was completed in 2012.  This should be consistently documented in this write up as well. 

 

“The airfield infrastructure projects shown below constitute this Proposed Action. In addition, these projects are also 

included in the airport’s five-year.  Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) and on the approved 2011 Airport 

Layout 

Plan (ALP).” 

 

In the CZMA FCC (excerpt below) it states that “The exact acreage for each of these impacts will not be known until final 

project design is complete.”  The survey/JD gives you a rough estimate of the impacts per the proposed projects.  And 

then it states “In order to determine the exact location of these wetlands and avoid or minimize project impacts, several 

wetlands delineations have been conducted both on and off airport property, and a jurisdictional determination (JD) for 

each of these delineations obtained from the Norfolk District, US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)”.  A preliminary 

engineering report was also done.  I recommend you revisit this section and revise accordingly. 

 

Please carefully review this FCC to ensure that it reflects what’s in the body of the EA sections as well. 

 

C. Wetlands Management – Some of the development activities in the Proposed 

Action at the Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) will involve impacts to non-tidal 

jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the United States under 33 CFR 328.3 (a) and 

will require a US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) permit. The exact acreage 

for each of these impacts will not be known until final project design is complete. 

In order to determine the exact location of these wetlands and avoid or minimize 

project impacts, several wetlands delineations have been conducted both on and 

off airport property, and a jurisdictional determination (JD) for each of these 

delineations obtained from the Norfolk District, US Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) (Enclosure 2.) 

 

3. SHPO Also per the section 106, please verify if there are any discrepancies with what was submitted to VDHR in the 

past with what is now (the APE/LOD).  If there are any differences this will need to be addressed via a separate 
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submission to the SHPO, however if not then they can review it for further comment once the document is out for the 

30 day public review period. 

 

 

NOTE:  My comment in #1 was just for clarity and caution but if you are comfortable, after addressing comments above, 

with the document for public review (to include all applicable Agencies) after I have reviewed the remaining responses 

to comments and if DOAV has no comments I will draft the letter to print and proceed with NOA. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]  

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 10:57 AM 

To: susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov 
Cc: Brundage, Marcus (FAA); 'Driscoll, Patrick'; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; Key, Rob 

Subject: FW: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Susan, 

 

Please see the FAA comments, below, on the FCI draft Environmental Assessment, for your information.  I will also send 

to you via Info Exchange the updated FCC for CZMA which is mentioned in the comment responses. It is being sent in a 

separate email due to file size. 

 

Please let me know if you have questions or additional comments. 

 

Thank you, 

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 
 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson  

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 4:09 PM 

To: 'Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov' 
Cc: 'Driscoll, Patrick'; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; Key, Rob 

Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Marcus, 

 

Please see the responses to your three comments on the 5/13/14 draft EA, listed below: 
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1. On page 1-81 IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted, the Federal Aviation Administration please delete the 

2013 RPA/RMA discussion as this can be misleading…actually this office discuss the entire draft document.  

Again indented under the Federal Aviation Administration just list the Washington Airports District Office and 

delete the 2013 RPA/RMA discussion.   

 

This update has been made; please see the attached, updated page. 

 

2. I recall having a conversation with Roy that the USEPA needs to be involved/contacted with the proposed 

project due to the wetlands impact/water quality.  What was/is the result of those conversations if any? 

 

Your recollection is correct; with the initial wetland impacts anticipated to be 23.5-acres to be filled/graded and 

1,532-linear feet (LF) of stream impacts, the question of EPA involvement was discussed in a meeting with the 

wetland sub-consultant (Mill Creek) and the USACE regarding mitigation credits.  The anticipated impacts has since 

been reduced to 11.3 acres of wetlands to be filled/graded and 11.9-acres to be cleared of obstructions (no grubbing 

or removal of stumps), and 0-LF of stream impacts. As a result of this significant reduction, we recommend follow-up 

coordination with USACE (which would occur during DEQ review) to confirm that its expectations to “minimize and 

avoid” impacts have been adequately met.  The complete JPA will be submitted to USACE; it is our understanding 

that at that point, USACE would determine what, if any, involvement is required by EPA. 

 

We will include all written communication (e-mails) regarding this issue and any correspondence between our sub 

consultant (Mill Creek) and the USACE regarding wetland impacts in the EA under Appendix C, Correspondence. 

 

3.  Also on the most recent draft submission (hard copy and CD), there were no Appendices (as I understand it is 

huge) provided for review so please be sure you go back and revise the Federal Consistency Certificate (FCC) for 

CZMA...the project description needs accurately reflect what's in the EA, The Introduction in the FCC needs to be 

revised and also revisit the 9 impact categories to ensure they are addressed properly per VDEQs requirements. 

                 

The FCC has been updated; because of file size, it is being sent to you in a separate e-mail. 

 

NOTE:  Once these comments and any other actions that I may have unintentionally overlooked, are properly addressed 

I will then draft the formal letter to proceed to print/NOA. 

Per your request please see the attached, draft NOA to be published in local newspapers, for your review. 

 

Thank you, 

 

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 
 

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Monday, September 22, 2014 11:12 AM 
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; DriscollP@chesterfield.gov 

Cc: Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; keyr@chesterfield.gov; Douglas E. Sander 

Subject: RE: Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Mary Ashburn: 

 

The comments is for my review of 5/13/14 document (the latest revision). 
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Three (3) comments (3
rd

 comment was on a separate email that followed): 

 

1.  On page 1-81 IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted, the Federal Aviation Administration please delete the 2013 

RPA/RMA discussion as this can be misleading…actually this office discuss the entire draft document.  Again indented 

under the Federal Aviation Administration just list the Washington Airports District Office and delete the 2013 RPA/RMA 

discussion.   

2.  I recall having a conversation with Roy that the USEPA needs to be involved/contacted with the proposed project due 

to the wetlands impact/water quality.  What was/is the result of those conversations if any? 

3.  Also on the most recent draft submission (hard copy and CD), there were no Appendices (as I understand it is huge) 

provided for review so please be sure you go back and revise the Federal Consistency Certificate (FCC) for CZMA...the 

project description needs accurately reflect what's in the EA, The Introduction in the FCC needs to be revised and also 

revisit the 9 impact categories to ensure they are addressed properly per VDEQs requirements. 

 

NOTE:  Once these comments and any other actions that I may have unintentionally overlooked, are properly addressed 

I will then draft the formal letter to proceed to print/NOA. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]  

Sent: Monday, September 22, 2014 10:59 AM 

To: Brundage, Marcus (FAA); DriscollP@chesterfield.gov 
Cc: Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; 'keyr@chesterfield.gov'; Douglas E. Sander 

Subject: RE: Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Thank you Marcus for these comments.  I noticed the attached version on your 09/19/14 email is from January 2014.  

We are looking for any comments you may have on the version that was submitted to you digitally on May 12, 2014 

(followed by a hard copy at your request which was sent via UPS on 05/13/14). 

 

In regard to your comment that a response to your 09/19/14 email is sufficient, do we understand correctly that once 

these two comments are addressed via email, the document is ready for submission to DEQ? 

 

Thank you,  

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 
 

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 9:19 AM 
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To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; DriscollP@chesterfield.gov 

Cc: Roy G. Lewis 
Subject: FW: Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Good morning Mary Ashburn: 

 

I’m at the point of finalizing any comments per the draft document. 

 

1.  On page 1-81 IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted, the Federal Aviation Administration please delete the 2013 

RPA/RMA discussion as this can be misleading…actually this office discuss the entire draft document.  Again indented 

under the Federal Aviation Administration just list the Washington Airports District Office and delete the 2013 RPA/RMA 

discussion.   

2.  I recall having a conversation with Roy that the USEPA needs to be involved/contacted with the proposed project due 

to the wetlands impact/water quality.  What was/is the result of those conversations if any? 

 

A response to this email will be sufficient. 

 

Thanks,  

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 11:00 AM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; 

KeyR@chesterfield.gov; susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov
Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2

Patrick/Mary Ashburn: 

 

Specifically to your response to #2, why not coordinate this effort directly with USACE per the potential impacts, prior to 

the JPA, to see if EPA would be involved and if so to what degree.  Because this may in fact cause the NEPA to have to be 

reopened/further coordinated per any required analysis/mitigations.  I thought the primary discussion regarding the 

wetlands/water quality impacts was because of the increased impacts not a reduction/avoidance.  I’m confused because 

its appears from your response that there would be a reduction and hopefully the determination would be 

confirmed/determined that EPA does not need to be involved during the follow up coordination and not at the 

permitting stage. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]  

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 4:09 PM 

To: Brundage, Marcus (FAA) 
Cc: 'Driscoll, Patrick'; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; Key, Rob 

Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Marcus, 

 

Please see the responses to your three comments on the 5/13/14 draft EA, listed below: 

 

1. On page 1-81 IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted, the Federal Aviation Administration please delete the 

2013 RPA/RMA discussion as this can be misleading…actually this office discuss the entire draft document.  

Again indented under the Federal Aviation Administration just list the Washington Airports District Office and 

delete the 2013 RPA/RMA discussion.   

 

This update has been made; please see the attached, updated page. 

 

2. I recall having a conversation with Roy that the USEPA needs to be involved/contacted with the proposed 

project due to the wetlands impact/water quality.  What was/is the result of those conversations if any? 

 

Your recollection is correct; with the initial wetland impacts anticipated to be 23.5-acres to be filled/graded and 

1,532-linear feet (LF) of stream impacts, the question of EPA involvement was discussed in a meeting with the 
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wetland sub-consultant (Mill Creek) and the USACE regarding mitigation credits.  The anticipated impacts has since 

been reduced to 11.3 acres of wetlands to be filled/graded and 11.9-acres to be cleared of obstructions (no grubbing 

or removal of stumps), and 0-LF of stream impacts. As a result of this significant reduction, we recommend follow-up 

coordination with USACE (which would occur during DEQ review) to confirm that its expectations to “minimize and 

avoid” impacts have been adequately met.  The complete JPA will be submitted to USACE; it is our understanding 

that at that point, USACE would determine what, if any, involvement is required by EPA. 

 

We will include all written communication (e-mails) regarding this issue and any correspondence between our sub 

consultant (Mill Creek) and the USACE regarding wetland impacts in the EA under Appendix C, Correspondence. 

 

3.  Also on the most recent draft submission (hard copy and CD), there were no Appendices (as I understand it is 

huge) provided for review so please be sure you go back and revise the Federal Consistency Certificate (FCC) for 

CZMA...the project description needs accurately reflect what's in the EA, The Introduction in the FCC needs to be 

revised and also revisit the 9 impact categories to ensure they are addressed properly per VDEQs requirements. 

                 

The FCC has been updated; because of file size, it is being sent to you in a separate e-mail. 

 

NOTE:  Once these comments and any other actions that I may have unintentionally overlooked, are properly addressed 

I will then draft the formal letter to proceed to print/NOA. 

Per your request please see the attached, draft NOA to be published in local newspapers, for your review. 

 

Thank you, 

 

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 
 

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Monday, September 22, 2014 11:12 AM 

To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; DriscollP@chesterfield.gov 
Cc: Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; keyr@chesterfield.gov; Douglas E. Sander 

Subject: RE: Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Mary Ashburn: 

 

The comments is for my review of 5/13/14 document (the latest revision). 

 

Three (3) comments (3
rd

 comment was on a separate email that followed): 

 

1.  On page 1-81 IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted, the Federal Aviation Administration please delete the 2013 

RPA/RMA discussion as this can be misleading…actually this office discuss the entire draft document.  Again indented 

under the Federal Aviation Administration just list the Washington Airports District Office and delete the 2013 RPA/RMA 

discussion.   

2.  I recall having a conversation with Roy that the USEPA needs to be involved/contacted with the proposed project due 

to the wetlands impact/water quality.  What was/is the result of those conversations if any? 

3.  Also on the most recent draft submission (hard copy and CD), there were no Appendices (as I understand it is huge) 

provided for review so please be sure you go back and revise the Federal Consistency Certificate (FCC) for CZMA...the 
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project description needs accurately reflect what's in the EA, The Introduction in the FCC needs to be revised and also 

revisit the 9 impact categories to ensure they are addressed properly per VDEQs requirements. 

 

NOTE:  Once these comments and any other actions that I may have unintentionally overlooked, are properly addressed 

I will then draft the formal letter to proceed to print/NOA. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2014 10:59 AM 

To: Brundage, Marcus (FAA); DriscollP@chesterfield.gov 

Cc: Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; 'keyr@chesterfield.gov'; Douglas E. Sander 
Subject: RE: Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Thank you Marcus for these comments.  I noticed the attached version on your 09/19/14 email is from January 2014.  

We are looking for any comments you may have on the version that was submitted to you digitally on May 12, 2014 

(followed by a hard copy at your request which was sent via UPS on 05/13/14). 

 

In regard to your comment that a response to your 09/19/14 email is sufficient, do we understand correctly that once 

these two comments are addressed via email, the document is ready for submission to DEQ? 

 

Thank you,  

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 
 

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 9:19 AM 

To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; DriscollP@chesterfield.gov 

Cc: Roy G. Lewis 
Subject: FW: Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Good morning Mary Ashburn: 

 

I’m at the point of finalizing any comments per the draft document. 

 

1.  On page 1-81 IX) List of Agencies and Persons Consulted, the Federal Aviation Administration please delete the 2013 

RPA/RMA discussion as this can be misleading…actually this office discuss the entire draft document.  Again indented 
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under the Federal Aviation Administration just list the Washington Airports District Office and delete the 2013 RPA/RMA 

discussion.   

2.  I recall having a conversation with Roy that the USEPA needs to be involved/contacted with the proposed project due 

to the wetlands impact/water quality.  What was/is the result of those conversations if any? 

 

A response to this email will be sufficient. 

 

Thanks,  

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 

 

From: Marcus Brundage [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Friday, January 10, 2014 3:05 PM 

To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; "Dane, Charles" 
Cc: "Roy G. Lewis"; "Simmers, Susan H."; Kyle Allison; Jeffrey Breeden; "Wilkinson, Jeremy" 

Subject: Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Good afternoon Mr. Dane:  
 
Please see attachment for letter and draft EA (w/comments). Please print for your files.  
 
NOTE: Please carefully review the entire document, including all supplemental documentation, in the event the FAA may 
have overlooked some things unintentionally.  
 
Thank you,  
 
 
NOTE: Wetlands in Appx A & H, please combine. Also please make sure the TOC is accurate and the correct Appx reflect 
what's in the content of the document. Please go back and revise the Federal Consistency Certificate (FCC) for 
CZMA...the project description needs accurately reflect what's in the EA, The Introduction in the FCC needs to be revised 
and also revisit the 9 impact categories to ensure they are addressed properly.  
 
Please review the entire supportive documentation (Appendices) to assure it's accuracy.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA 20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov  
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link"  
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Mary Ashburn Pearson ---01/09/2014 11:26:41 AM---Here you are Marcus. Please let me know if you need 
anything else. Thank you, 
 

From:  Mary Ashburn Pearson <mapearson@deltaairport.com>  
To:  Marcus Brundage/AEA/FAA@FAA  
Cc:  "Roy G. Lewis" <RLewis@deltaairport.com>  
Date:  01/09/2014 11:26 AM  
Subject:  RE: draft FCI EA- Updated for Review  
 
 
 
 
Here you are Marcus. Please let me know if you need anything else.  
 
Thank you,  
 
 
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  

 
 
From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [ mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov ]  
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2014 11:16 AM  
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson  
Cc: Roy G. Lewis  
Subject: Re: draft FCI EA- Updated for Review  
 
 
Good morning Mary AP:  
 
Please send me a word doc version of the document (see attachment) with the revisions made on it to me via email. I have finished 
reviewing the revised document and still have some comments. I will try and have this back to the Sponsor/you by no later than 
tomorrow, provided "nothing" happens to interfere with the plans.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA 20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370  
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marcus.brundage@faa.gov  
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link"  

From:  Mary Ashburn Pearson < mapearson@deltaairport.com >  
To:  Marcus Brundage/AEA/FAA@FAA  
Cc:  "'danec@chesterfield.gov'" < danec@chesterfield.gov >, "Roy G. Lewis" < RLewis@deltaairport.com >, "Douglas E. Sander" < dsander@deltaairport.com 

>, "Simmers, Susan H. (DOAV)" < susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov >, "Bryan O. Elliott" < BElliott@deltaairport.com >, "Amanda B. Chilson" < 
AChilson@deltaairport.com >  

Date:  12/27/2013 05:21 PM  
Subject: draft FCI EA- Updated for Review  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Marcus,  
 
Please see the attached, updated draft Environmental Assessment for FCI, with the FAA comments received on 
December 11 incorporated. In addition, I am attaching the FAA comment response sheet; and, the new Appendix M, Air 
Emissions Analysis. As per your request, I have highlighted all changes made as a result of FAA and DOAV comments.  
 
I am sending these updates on behalf of Chesterfield County at the request of Charlie Dane.  
 
Please let me know if you need anything else to facilitate your review. I will be in the office every day next week.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP  
Project Manager  
Delta Airport Consultants  
direct phone: (804) 955-4556  
[attachment "EA_draft_FCI_FAA_and_DOAV_comments_122713.pdf" deleted by Marcus Brundage/AEA/FAA] 
[attachment "10086 FAA Comment Responses.pdf" deleted by Marcus Brundage/AEA/FAA] [attachment "Appendix M 
Emissions Results.pdf" deleted by Marcus Brundage/AEA/FAA] [attachment 
"10086_EA_draft_FCI_FAA_and_DOAV_comments_121113 - Copy.docx" deleted by Marcus Brundage/AEA/FAA]  
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 3:07 PM
To: 'Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov'
Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; 

KeyR@chesterfield.gov; susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov
Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2
Attachments: Pages from 10086 FCI Mill Creek FCZC FCI Updated.pdf

Marcus, 

 

Please see the responses to your 10/06/14 comments in red, below, and the portion of the updated FCC for CZMA, 

attached. 

 

Thank you, 

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 
 

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 12:35 PM 
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov 

Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; KeyR@chesterfield.gov 
Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Mary Ashburn: 

 

 

1.  Specifically to your response to #2, why not coordinate this effort directly with USACE per the potential impacts, 

prior to the JPA, to see if EPA would be involved and if so to what degree.  Because this may in fact cause the NEPA to 

have to be reopened/further coordinated per any required analysis/mitigations.  I thought the primary discussion 

regarding the wetlands/water quality impacts was because of the increased impacts not a reduction/avoidance.  I’m 

confused because its appears from your response that there would be a reduction and hopefully the determination 

would be confirmed/determined that EPA does not need to be involved during the follow up coordination and not at the 

permitting stage. 

 

Our sub consultant, Mill Creek, has been in contact with the Corps throughout this effort.  It is the understanding of Mill 

Creek that the EPA will not have a clear view of the project impacts until the JPA with its alternatives analysis and 

compensatory mitigation plan are submitted. The Corps and DEQ currently do not have an accurate estimate of impacts 

for the project. Nor have they seen an adequate alternatives analysis or compensatory mitigation plan.  Our 

recommendation is to submit the JPA with the required documentation which will begin the dialogue with the agencies. 

 

 

2.  Comments per #3 (CZMA): 

 

A Master Plan for Chesterfield was completed in 2012.  This should be consistently documented in this write up as well. 
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“The airfield infrastructure projects shown below constitute this Proposed Action. In addition, these projects are also 

included in the airport’s five-year.  Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) and on the approved 2011 Airport 

Layout 

Plan (ALP).” 

 

In the CZMA FCC (excerpt below) it states that “The exact acreage for each of these impacts will not be known until final 

project design is complete.”  The survey/JD gives you a rough estimate of the impacts per the proposed projects.  And 

then it states “In order to determine the exact location of these wetlands and avoid or minimize project impacts, several 

wetlands delineations have been conducted both on and off airport property, and a jurisdictional determination (JD) for 

each of these delineations obtained from the Norfolk District, US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)”.  A preliminary 

engineering report was also done.  I recommend you revisit this section and revise accordingly. 

 

Please carefully review this FCC to ensure that it reflects what’s in the body of the EA sections as well. 

 

The appropriate portion of the CZMA text has been updated to reflect these comments (please see attached). 

 

 

C. Wetlands Management – Some of the development activities in the Proposed 

Action at the Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) will involve impacts to non-tidal 

jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the United States under 33 CFR 328.3 (a) and 

will require a US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) permit. The exact acreage 

for each of these impacts will not be known until final project design is complete. 

In order to determine the exact location of these wetlands and avoid or minimize 

project impacts, several wetlands delineations have been conducted both on and 

off airport property, and a jurisdictional determination (JD) for each of these 

delineations obtained from the Norfolk District, US Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) (Enclosure 2.) 

 

3. SHPO Also per the section 106, please verify if there are any discrepancies with what was submitted to VDHR in the 

past with what is now (the APE/LOD).  If there are any differences this will need to be addressed via a separate 

submission to the SHPO, however if not then they can review it for further comment once the document is out for the 

30 day public review period. 

 

The APE/LOD has not changed since the Phase 1 cultural resources survey was conducted in September 2013 (and 

subsequent submittal to DHR).  The APE was expanded in spring 2013 to include additional areas of tree removal along 

State Route 288.  The September 2013 Phase 1 study included these areas. 

 

 

NOTE:  My comment in #1 was just for clarity and caution but if you are comfortable, after addressing comments above, 

with the document for public review (to include all applicable Agencies) after I have reviewed the remaining responses 

to comments and if DOAV has no comments I will draft the letter to print and proceed with NOA. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov
Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2014 8:22 AM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; 

KeyR@chesterfield.gov; susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov
Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2
Attachments: Pages from 10086 FCI Mill Creek FCZC FCI Updated.pdf

Mary Ashburn: 

 

Please be sure the revised language in C. Wetlands Management of the attachment is reflected throughout the EA in 

the appropriate sections.  Also if a wetland survey/JD has been established and the Sponsor has a Proposed/preferred 

project and Alternatives that are studied/analyzed via the EA process (and in this preliminary engineering report)  then 

the information in C. Wetlands Management (and in wetland and water quality section of environmental 

consequences in EA) should be enough to present to USACE and/or EPA to determine if there is a “threshold” when the 

EPA should weigh at this stage of the process. 

 

I’m only bring this up because I would hate for this to come up later in the process to either shift the direction of this 

effort and/or prolong it when this could be resolved now or at least have a clearer path to follow.  But taking all this in 

mind, to include the excerpt below, if you believe what you have is enough to “go to print” (proceed with the NOA for 

the 30 day public review) please advise and I will draft the letter. 

 

NOTE:  During the drafting of this email Roy Lewis and I chatted via telephone and he will also further relay what he and 

I discussed. 

 

EXCERPT: 

 

**(Page 4-14 of FAA Order 1050.1E) 

 

(3) The FONSI shall present any measures that must be taken to mitigate adverse 
impacts on the environment and which are a condition of project approval (see paragraph 406e). 
The FONSI should also reflect coordination of proposed mitigation commitments with, and 
consent and commitment from, those with the authority to implement specific mitigation 
measures committed to in the FONSI. 
(4) The FONSI shall reflect compliance with all applicable environmental laws and 
requirements, including interagency and intergovernmental coordination and consultation, public 
involvement, and documentation requirements (see paragraph 403 and Appendix A). Findings 
and determinations required under special purpose environmental laws, regulations, and 
executive orders, if not made in the EA, must be included in the FONSI, which may be combined 
with a decision document, sometimes called a Record of Decision or FONSI/ROD. 

18.2a. Early review of proposed actions will be conducted with agencies with special 
interest in wetlands. Such agencies include State and local natural resource and wildlife 
agencies, the FWS, the NMFS, the Coast Guard, the Army Corps of Engineers, the Department 
of Agriculture Wildlife Service, and EPA, as appropriate. This review may be combined as 
much as possible with the State and local officials. Specific consultation is required under the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act with the FWS and the State agency having administration 
over the wildlife resources. 
 
18.2b. If the action requires an EA, but it would not affect wetlands, the EA should contain a 
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statement to that effect. In that case, no wetland impact analysis is needed. 
 
18.2c. If there is uncertainty about whether an area is a wetland, the local district office of 
the Army Corps of Engineers or a wetland delineation specialist must be contacted for a 
delineation determination (or the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS), formerly the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) to delineate 
wetlands on agricultural lands). The EA includes information on the location, types, and extent of wetland areas 
that might be affected by the proposed action. This information can be obtained 
from the FWS or State or local natural resource agencies.  
 
18.2d. If the action would affect wetlands and there is a practicable alternative that avoids 
the wetland, this alternative becomes the environmentally preferred alternative, provided there 
are no other overriding environmental impacts. The EA should state that the original project 
would have affected wetlands, but selection of the practicable alternative enabled the project 
proponent to avoid the wetlands. 
 

18.2e. If the action would affect wetlands and there is no practicable alternative, all practical means 

should be employed to minimize the wetland impacts due to runoff, construction, sedimentation, land 

use, or other reason. The EA or EIS must contain a description of proposed mitigations, with the 

understanding that a detailed mitigation plan must be developed to the satisfaction of the 404 permitting 

agency in consultation with those agencies having an interest in the affected wetland. 
 

 

Thank you, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 3:07 PM 
To: Brundage, Marcus (FAA) 

Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; KeyR@chesterfield.gov; 
susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov 

Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Marcus, 

 

Please see the responses to your 10/06/14 comments in red, below, and the portion of the updated FCC for CZMA, 

attached. 

 

Thank you, 

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 
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From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 12:35 PM 

To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov 
Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; KeyR@chesterfield.gov 

Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Mary Ashburn: 

 

 

1.  Specifically to your response to #2, why not coordinate this effort directly with USACE per the potential impacts, 

prior to the JPA, to see if EPA would be involved and if so to what degree.  Because this may in fact cause the NEPA to 

have to be reopened/further coordinated per any required analysis/mitigations.  I thought the primary discussion 

regarding the wetlands/water quality impacts was because of the increased impacts not a reduction/avoidance.  I’m 

confused because its appears from your response that there would be a reduction and hopefully the determination 

would be confirmed/determined that EPA does not need to be involved during the follow up coordination and not at the 

permitting stage. 

 

Our sub consultant, Mill Creek, has been in contact with the Corps throughout this effort.  It is the understanding of Mill 

Creek that the EPA will not have a clear view of the project impacts until the JPA with its alternatives analysis and 

compensatory mitigation plan are submitted. The Corps and DEQ currently do not have an accurate estimate of impacts 

for the project. Nor have they seen an adequate alternatives analysis or compensatory mitigation plan.  Our 

recommendation is to submit the JPA with the required documentation which will begin the dialogue with the agencies. 

 

 

2.  Comments per #3 (CZMA): 

 

A Master Plan for Chesterfield was completed in 2012.  This should be consistently documented in this write up as well. 

 

“The airfield infrastructure projects shown below constitute this Proposed Action. In addition, these projects are also 

included in the airport’s five-year.  Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) and on the approved 2011 Airport 

Layout 

Plan (ALP).” 

 

In the CZMA FCC (excerpt below) it states that “The exact acreage for each of these impacts will not be known until final 

project design is complete.”  The survey/JD gives you a rough estimate of the impacts per the proposed projects.  And 

then it states “In order to determine the exact location of these wetlands and avoid or minimize project impacts, several 

wetlands delineations have been conducted both on and off airport property, and a jurisdictional determination (JD) for 

each of these delineations obtained from the Norfolk District, US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)”.  A preliminary 

engineering report was also done.  I recommend you revisit this section and revise accordingly. 

 

Please carefully review this FCC to ensure that it reflects what’s in the body of the EA sections as well. 

 

The appropriate portion of the CZMA text has been updated to reflect these comments (please see attached). 

 

 

C. Wetlands Management – Some of the development activities in the Proposed 

Action at the Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) will involve impacts to non-tidal 

jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the United States under 33 CFR 328.3 (a) and 

will require a US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) permit. The exact acreage 
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for each of these impacts will not be known until final project design is complete. 

In order to determine the exact location of these wetlands and avoid or minimize 

project impacts, several wetlands delineations have been conducted both on and 

off airport property, and a jurisdictional determination (JD) for each of these 

delineations obtained from the Norfolk District, US Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) (Enclosure 2.) 

 

3. SHPO Also per the section 106, please verify if there are any discrepancies with what was submitted to VDHR in the 

past with what is now (the APE/LOD).  If there are any differences this will need to be addressed via a separate 

submission to the SHPO, however if not then they can review it for further comment once the document is out for the 

30 day public review period. 

 

The APE/LOD has not changed since the Phase 1 cultural resources survey was conducted in September 2013 (and 

subsequent submittal to DHR).  The APE was expanded in spring 2013 to include additional areas of tree removal along 

State Route 288.  The September 2013 Phase 1 study included these areas. 

 

 

NOTE:  My comment in #1 was just for clarity and caution but if you are comfortable, after addressing comments above, 

with the document for public review (to include all applicable Agencies) after I have reviewed the remaining responses 

to comments and if DOAV has no comments I will draft the letter to print and proceed with NOA. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 
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Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 2:58 PM
To: 'Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov'
Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; 

KeyR@chesterfield.gov; susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov
Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2
Attachments: 10086 draft NOA_County.docx

Marcus, 

 

Our sub consultant, Mill Creek, has spoken directly with Sylvia Gazzera of USACE, who recommends that a pre-

application meeting be held during the permitting process in the Design phase.  This of course will be after the EA, but 

prior to submittal of the JPA.  She confirms that the USACE can only make a determination after reviewing the 

completed application, which can only occur after 90% Design.   

 

Because of the amount of wetland impacts, Sylvia assumes that EPA will want to comment during the permitting 

process.  Once the JPA is submitted, all other agencies will have an opportunity for review and comment as well. 

 

Given the feedback from the USACE, Delta is advising by this email on behalf of Chesterfield County, and at the request 

of Mr. Rob Key, Director of General Services, that we are ready to “go to print” and proceed with submission of the draft 

E.A. for DEQ review.  I have attached the draft NOA for your review. 

 

Thank you, 

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 
 

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2014 8:22 AM 
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson 

Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; KeyR@chesterfield.gov; 
susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov 

Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Mary Ashburn: 

 

Please be sure the revised language in C. Wetlands Management of the attachment is reflected throughout the EA in 

the appropriate sections.  Also if a wetland survey/JD has been established and the Sponsor has a Proposed/preferred 

project and Alternatives that are studied/analyzed via the EA process (and in this preliminary engineering report)  then 

the information in C. Wetlands Management (and in wetland and water quality section of environmental 

consequences in EA) should be enough to present to USACE and/or EPA to determine if there is a “threshold” when the 

EPA should weigh at this stage of the process. 

 

I’m only bring this up because I would hate for this to come up later in the process to either shift the direction of this 

effort and/or prolong it when this could be resolved now or at least have a clearer path to follow.  But taking all this in 
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mind, to include the excerpt below, if you believe what you have is enough to “go to print” (proceed with the NOA for 

the 30 day public review) please advise and I will draft the letter. 

 

NOTE:  During the drafting of this email Roy Lewis and I chatted via telephone and he will also further relay what he and 

I discussed. 

 

EXCERPT: 

 

**(Page 4-14 of FAA Order 1050.1E) 

 

(3) The FONSI shall present any measures that must be taken to mitigate adverse 
impacts on the environment and which are a condition of project approval (see paragraph 406e). 
The FONSI should also reflect coordination of proposed mitigation commitments with, and 
consent and commitment from, those with the authority to implement specific mitigation 
measures committed to in the FONSI. 
(4) The FONSI shall reflect compliance with all applicable environmental laws and 
requirements, including interagency and intergovernmental coordination and consultation, public 
involvement, and documentation requirements (see paragraph 403 and Appendix A). Findings 
and determinations required under special purpose environmental laws, regulations, and 
executive orders, if not made in the EA, must be included in the FONSI, which may be combined 
with a decision document, sometimes called a Record of Decision or FONSI/ROD. 

18.2a. Early review of proposed actions will be conducted with agencies with special 
interest in wetlands. Such agencies include State and local natural resource and wildlife 
agencies, the FWS, the NMFS, the Coast Guard, the Army Corps of Engineers, the Department 
of Agriculture Wildlife Service, and EPA, as appropriate. This review may be combined as 
much as possible with the State and local officials. Specific consultation is required under the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act with the FWS and the State agency having administration 
over the wildlife resources. 
 
18.2b. If the action requires an EA, but it would not affect wetlands, the EA should contain a 
statement to that effect. In that case, no wetland impact analysis is needed. 
 
18.2c. If there is uncertainty about whether an area is a wetland, the local district office of 
the Army Corps of Engineers or a wetland delineation specialist must be contacted for a 
delineation determination (or the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS), formerly the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) to delineate 
wetlands on agricultural lands). The EA includes information on the location, types, and extent of wetland areas 
that might be affected by the proposed action. This information can be obtained 
from the FWS or State or local natural resource agencies.  
 
18.2d. If the action would affect wetlands and there is a practicable alternative that avoids 
the wetland, this alternative becomes the environmentally preferred alternative, provided there 
are no other overriding environmental impacts. The EA should state that the original project 
would have affected wetlands, but selection of the practicable alternative enabled the project 
proponent to avoid the wetlands. 
 

18.2e. If the action would affect wetlands and there is no practicable alternative, all practical means 

should be employed to minimize the wetland impacts due to runoff, construction, sedimentation, land 

use, or other reason. The EA or EIS must contain a description of proposed mitigations, with the 
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understanding that a detailed mitigation plan must be developed to the satisfaction of the 404 permitting 

agency in consultation with those agencies having an interest in the affected wetland. 
 

 

Thank you, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson [mailto:mapearson@deltaairport.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 3:07 PM 
To: Brundage, Marcus (FAA) 

Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; KeyR@chesterfield.gov; 

susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov 
Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Marcus, 

 

Please see the responses to your 10/06/14 comments in red, below, and the portion of the updated FCC for CZMA, 

attached. 

 

Thank you, 

 
 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 
 

From: Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov [mailto:Marcus.Brundage@faa.gov]  

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 12:35 PM 
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson; susan.simmers@doav.virginia.gov 

Cc: DriscollP@chesterfield.gov; Roy G. Lewis; Kimberly A. Marcia; Douglas E. Sander; KeyR@chesterfield.gov 
Subject: RE: 10086 Draft FCI EA- Updated for Review #2 

 
Mary Ashburn: 

 

 

1.  Specifically to your response to #2, why not coordinate this effort directly with USACE per the potential impacts, 

prior to the JPA, to see if EPA would be involved and if so to what degree.  Because this may in fact cause the NEPA to 

have to be reopened/further coordinated per any required analysis/mitigations.  I thought the primary discussion 

regarding the wetlands/water quality impacts was because of the increased impacts not a reduction/avoidance.  I’m 

confused because its appears from your response that there would be a reduction and hopefully the determination 

would be confirmed/determined that EPA does not need to be involved during the follow up coordination and not at the 

permitting stage. 
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Our sub consultant, Mill Creek, has been in contact with the Corps throughout this effort.  It is the understanding of Mill 

Creek that the EPA will not have a clear view of the project impacts until the JPA with its alternatives analysis and 

compensatory mitigation plan are submitted. The Corps and DEQ currently do not have an accurate estimate of impacts 

for the project. Nor have they seen an adequate alternatives analysis or compensatory mitigation plan.  Our 

recommendation is to submit the JPA with the required documentation which will begin the dialogue with the agencies. 

 

 

2.  Comments per #3 (CZMA): 

 

A Master Plan for Chesterfield was completed in 2012.  This should be consistently documented in this write up as well. 

 

“The airfield infrastructure projects shown below constitute this Proposed Action. In addition, these projects are also 

included in the airport’s five-year.  Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) and on the approved 2011 Airport 

Layout 

Plan (ALP).” 

 

In the CZMA FCC (excerpt below) it states that “The exact acreage for each of these impacts will not be known until final 

project design is complete.”  The survey/JD gives you a rough estimate of the impacts per the proposed projects.  And 

then it states “In order to determine the exact location of these wetlands and avoid or minimize project impacts, several 

wetlands delineations have been conducted both on and off airport property, and a jurisdictional determination (JD) for 

each of these delineations obtained from the Norfolk District, US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)”.  A preliminary 

engineering report was also done.  I recommend you revisit this section and revise accordingly. 

 

Please carefully review this FCC to ensure that it reflects what’s in the body of the EA sections as well. 

 

The appropriate portion of the CZMA text has been updated to reflect these comments (please see attached). 

 

 

C. Wetlands Management – Some of the development activities in the Proposed 

Action at the Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) will involve impacts to non-tidal 

jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the United States under 33 CFR 328.3 (a) and 

will require a US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) permit. The exact acreage 

for each of these impacts will not be known until final project design is complete. 

In order to determine the exact location of these wetlands and avoid or minimize 

project impacts, several wetlands delineations have been conducted both on and 

off airport property, and a jurisdictional determination (JD) for each of these 

delineations obtained from the Norfolk District, US Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) (Enclosure 2.) 

 

3. SHPO Also per the section 106, please verify if there are any discrepancies with what was submitted to VDHR in the 

past with what is now (the APE/LOD).  If there are any differences this will need to be addressed via a separate 

submission to the SHPO, however if not then they can review it for further comment once the document is out for the 

30 day public review period. 

 

The APE/LOD has not changed since the Phase 1 cultural resources survey was conducted in September 2013 (and 

subsequent submittal to DHR).  The APE was expanded in spring 2013 to include additional areas of tree removal along 

State Route 288.  The September 2013 Phase 1 study included these areas. 
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NOTE:  My comment in #1 was just for clarity and caution but if you are comfortable, after addressing comments above, 

with the document for public review (to include all applicable Agencies) after I have reviewed the remaining responses 

to comments and if DOAV has no comments I will draft the letter to print and proceed with NOA. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Marcus Brundage,REM,CHS-V 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Washington Airport District Office-AEA-WAS-ADO 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA  20166 
(O) 703-661-1365; (F) 703-661-1370 
marcus.brundage@faa.gov 
 
"We're Only As Strong As Our Weakest Link" 

 

 



 









1

Mary Ashburn Pearson

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:48 PM
To: Mary Ashburn Pearson
Subject: RE: Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) potential permitting issues

 

 

 

Mary  Ashburn  Pearson,  AICP 

P ro ject Manager 

DELTA AIRPORT  CONSULTANTS,  INC.  

9711 FARRAR COURT ,  SU I TE  100 ,  R ICHMOND, V IRGINIA,  23236  

P .  804 .955 .4556 F .  804.275.8371 WWW.DELTAAIRPORT .COM 

 

 

From: Mary Ashburn Pearson  

Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 4:48 PM 

To: 'Mary Ashburn Pearson' 
Subject: FW: Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) potential permitting issues 

 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Gazzera, Silvia B NAO" <Silvia.B.Gazzera@usace.army.mil> 
Date: October 8, 2014 at 12:46:46 PM EDT 
To: "millcreekenvironment@comcast.net" <millcreekenvironment@comcast.net> 
Subject: RE: Chesterfield County Airport (FCI) potential permitting issues 

Hello Matt, 
 
Thank you for contacting me regarding this project. As I indicated to you on the phone, because 
of the acreage of proposed impacts, I strongly recommend that we meet with you and your client 
prior to submittal of the JPA. A pre-application meeting is generally recommended mostly for 
projects proposing a large acreage of wetland impacts.  
 
Because the project will be public noticed, the public as well as EPA are invited to comment. 
Based on my experience, EPA will likely comments on a project such this, proposing a large 
acreage of wetland impacts.  
 
In the application review process, the Corps will determine, based among other things 
information provided by the applicant, if the proposed project, is the least environmentally 
practicable alternative and if wetland impacts have been avoided to the maximum extent 
practicable. We can only make that determination after reviewing the application and completing 
the public interest review. 
 
Please contact me with any additional questions. 
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Sincerely, 
 
Silvia. B. Gazzera, Ph.D.  
Environmental Scientist  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
9100 Arboretum Parkway, Suite 235  
Richmond Virginia 23236  
(804) 212-6817 (cell)  
http://www.nao.usace.army.mil/ 
 
The Norfolk District is committed to providing the highest level of support to the public.  In 
order for us to better serve you, we would appreciate you completing our Customer Satisfaction 
Survey located at http://corpsmapu.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=regulatory_survey. 
We value your comments and appreciate your taking the time to complete the survey. 
 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.  
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November 15, 2012 
 
Marcus Brundage, Environmental Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Washington Airports District Office 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 
Dulles, VA 20166 
 
Re:  Chesterfield County Airport – Five Year Development Plan 

Chesterfield, Virginia 
 DHR File No. 2012-1591 
 
Dear Mr. Brundage, 
 
On October 15, 2012, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) received information 
regarding the above referenced project for our review and comment pursuant to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.  It is our understanding that the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) will provide funding for the Environmental Assessment, and would 
like to initiate consultation at this time. 
 
DHR understands that the Chesterfield County Airport is proposing a five year development plan to 
include: 

• Existing Obstruction Removal 
• Extend Runway 15 
• Hangar Construction 
• Relocate Glideslope Equipment 
• Fuel Farm Improvement 
• Replace Rotating Beacon 

 
Unfortunately, the DHR Archives search you provided, at five years old, is out-of-date.  For 
Section106 consultation, DHR requires the archives search to be current to within six months.  
Please submit another archives search within your Area of Potential Effect (APE).  Make sure to 
include the resource numbers on the map and any spreadsheet that lists the resources captured by the 
search.   
 
Based upon a review of the information provided, DHR concurs with the APE as delineated for 
direct and indirect effects.  In order to continue with the Section 106 process, DHR requests that the 
FAA move forward with the identification of known and unknown historic resources within the 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Department of Historic Resources 
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APE.  Please complete a Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for both architectural and archaeological 
resources within the APE.  The architectural survey should be at the reconnaissance level to identify 
those resources older than 50 years, and should evaluate the potential for any district.  The Phase I 
archaeological survey should be conducted at all areas of proposed ground disturbance that have not 
been previously studied.   
 
These recommended studies must be completed by a qualified professional in each respected 
discipline, architectural history and archaeology, who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards.  Please refer to our CRM Guidelines for Conducting Cultural 
Resource Survey in Virginia (rev. October 2011), for surveying architectural resources, and our 
Survey Guidelines (rev. 2003), for archaeological resources.  The report can be combined but please 
make sure each section is clearly separated.  Two hardcopies and one digital copy of the resulting 
report should be submitted to our office for review prior to any ground disturbance.  Once we have 
the results of the survey, we will be able to advise you whether any further investigations are 
warranted. 
 
For questions regarding archaeology, please contact Roger Kirchen at (804) 482-6091.  Should you 
have additional questions, please contact me at (804) 482-6084, or via email at 
andrea.kampinen@dhr.virginia.gov.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Andrea Kampinen 
Architectural Historian, Office of Review and Compliance 
 
Cc: Susan Simmers, DOAV  
 Colleen Cummins, Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.  
 Kirk Turner, Chesterfield Co. Historic Districts and Landmarks 
 Thomas Trudeau, Airport Manager  
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December 6, 2013 
 
Marcus Brundage, Environmental Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
Washington Airports District Office
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210
Dulles, VA 20166 
 
Re:  Chesterfield County Airport

Chesterfield, Virginia 
 DHR File No. 2012-1591
 
Dear Mr. Brundage, 
 
On September 25, 2013, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) received
Resources Survey report regarding the above referenced project for our review and comment
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended
understanding that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) will provide 
We are pleased to inform you that the report and forms met our quality control standards on 
November 7, 2013.     
 
DHR understands that the Chesterfield County Airport is proposing a five year development plan
include land acquisition, existing obstruction r
relocate glide slope equipment, 
relocation.  We also understand 
account for additional obstruction removal.  
 
We have reviewed the report, P
Chesterfield County Airport, Richmond, Virginia
September 2013.  Two (2) previously 
resources were surveyed within the 
recommendations that none of the surveyed resources are 
Landmarks Register (VLR) or National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
table for our detailed recommen
 
The archaeological study identified four sites and one artifact location.
definition, not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and no further 
consideration of this resource is warranted.
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Marcus Brundage, Environmental Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Washington Airports District Office 
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210 

Airport Five Year Plan – Phase I Cultural Resources Survey 

591 

, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) received
regarding the above referenced project for our review and comment

the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended
understanding that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) will provide funding for the 
We are pleased to inform you that the report and forms met our quality control standards on 

Chesterfield County Airport is proposing a five year development plan
existing obstruction removal, extend runway 15, hangar construction

, fuel farm improvement, replace rotating beacon, power line
We also understand that the Area of Potential Effects (APE) has been expanded to 

account for additional obstruction removal.   

Phase I Cultural Resources Survey, Environmental Assessment, 
Chesterfield County Airport, Richmond, Virginia, prepared by Coastal Carolina Research

) previously surveyed architectural resources and five (5) newly recorded 
within the (APE for indirect effects.  DHR concurs with the consultants 

none of the surveyed resources are eligible for listing in the Virginia 
Landmarks Register (VLR) or National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Please see 

recommendations on eligibility.     

The archaeological study identified four sites and one artifact location.  The location is, by 
definition, not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and no further 
consideration of this resource is warranted.  Sites 44CF0781, 0783, and 0784 are low

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

Department of Historic Resources 
2801 Kensington Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23221 

Northern Region 
Preservation  Office 
P.O. Box 519 
Stephens City, VA 22655 
Tel: (540) 868-7029 
Fax: (540) 868-7033 

I Cultural Resources Survey  

, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) received the Cultural 
regarding the above referenced project for our review and comment 

the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.  It is our 
funding for the project. 

We are pleased to inform you that the report and forms met our quality control standards on 

Chesterfield County Airport is proposing a five year development plan to 
onstruction, 
ower line and road 

E) has been expanded to 

l Resources Survey, Environmental Assessment, 
Coastal Carolina Research in 

) newly recorded 
DHR concurs with the consultants 

for listing in the Virginia 
Please see the attached 

The location is, by 
definition, not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and no further 

Sites 44CF0781, 0783, and 0784 are low-density Native 

Kathleen S. Kilpatrick 
Director 
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Fax: (804) 367-2391 
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American artifact scatters which lack subsurface features and reflect some prior disturbance.
44CF0782 is a multi-component site that includes Native A
European artifacts and remains.
building, a possible well, and cemetery.
due to extensive disturbance from the demolition of the structures.
DHR ID #020-5611, remains somewhat intact and includes possible burials outside of the walled 
enclosure.  The consultant recommends Sites 
cemetery, as not eligible for listing in the 
however, that the cemetery and its immediate surroundings be avoided during any ground disturbing 
activity.  Should impacts be necessa
with our office regarding appropriate treatment of this resource. 
 
Please let us know if the FAA is ready to make a determination of
current scope of work, it appears 
regarding archaeology, please contact Roger Kirchen at (804) 482
questions, please contact me at (
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Andrea Kampinen 
Architectural Historian, Office of Review and Compliance
 
Cc: Susan Simmers, DOAV
 Colleen Cummins, Delta Airport Consultan
 Kirk Turner, Chesterfield Co. Historic Districts and Landmarks
 Thomas Trudeau, Airport Manager
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American artifact scatters which lack subsurface features and reflect some prior disturbance.
component site that includes Native American and late 18th to mid

European artifacts and remains.  This site also contains the structural ruins of a relatively recent 
building, a possible well, and cemetery.  Overall, the site retains little to no archaeological integrity 

extensive disturbance from the demolition of the structures.  The cemetery, recorded as part of 
5611, remains somewhat intact and includes possible burials outside of the walled 

The consultant recommends Sites 44CF0781, 0782, 0783, and 0784, including the 
for listing in the VLR/NRHP and DHR concurs.  We do recommend, 

however, that the cemetery and its immediate surroundings be avoided during any ground disturbing 
Should impacts be necessary in the vicinity of the cemetery, please continue consultation 

with our office regarding appropriate treatment of this resource.  

Please let us know if the FAA is ready to make a determination of effects for this project.  Under this 
current scope of work, it appears that there are no historic properties within the APE.  
regarding archaeology, please contact Roger Kirchen at (804) 482-6091.  Should you have additional 

, please contact me at (804) 482-6084, or via email at andrea.kampinen@dhr.virginia.gov

Architectural Historian, Office of Review and Compliance 

Susan Simmers, DOAV  
Colleen Cummins, Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.  
Kirk Turner, Chesterfield Co. Historic Districts and Landmarks 
Thomas Trudeau, Airport Manager  

 

Northern Region 
Preservation  Office 
P.O. Box 519 
Stephens City, VA 22655 
Tel: (540) 868-7029 
Fax: (540) 868-7033 

American artifact scatters which lack subsurface features and reflect some prior disturbance.  Site 
to mid-20th century 

This site also contains the structural ruins of a relatively recent 
Overall, the site retains little to no archaeological integrity 

The cemetery, recorded as part of 
5611, remains somewhat intact and includes possible burials outside of the walled 

, including the 
We do recommend, 

however, that the cemetery and its immediate surroundings be avoided during any ground disturbing 
ry in the vicinity of the cemetery, please continue consultation 

ffects for this project.  Under this 
the APE.   For questions 

Should you have additional 
andrea.kampinen@dhr.virginia.gov.   
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DHR ID # 
Resource 

Name/Address 

 

Eligibility - 

CCR 

September 2013 

 

Eligibility -  

DHR 

 December 2013 

020-0641 House, 8131 Iron 
Bridge Rd. 

Demolished Demolished 

020-5565 Farmstead & Gas 
Station 

Not individually 
eligible (DHR 2011) 

Not individually 
eligible 

020-5607 House, 8121 Iron 
Bridge Rd. 

Not individually 
eligible 

Not individually 
eligible 

020-5608 House, 8111 Iron 
Bridge Rd. 

Not individually 
eligible 

Not individually 
eligible 

020-5609 House, 8041 Iron 
Bridge Rd. 

Not individually 
eligible 

Not individually 
eligible 

020-5610 House, 8031 Iron 
Bridge Rd. 

Not individually 
eligible 

Not individually 
eligible 

020-5611/44CF0782 Farmer Rudd 
Cemetery, W of Iron 
Bridge Rd., N of 
Whitepine Rd.; Multi-
component 18th-20th c. 
Domestic Scatter 

Not individually 
eligible 

Not individually 
eligible 

44CF0781 Late Archaic Native 
American Lithic 
Scatter 

Not individually 
eligible 

Not individually 
eligible 

44CF0783 Native American 
Lithic Scatter 

Not individually 
eligible 

Not individually 
eligible 

44CF0784 Native American 
Lithic Scatter 

Not individually 
eligible 

Not individually 
eligible 

 



 
















































