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Chapter 1.0 Purpose and Need 

1.1. Introduction 
The Augusta Regional Airport (Airport or AGS) is a publicly owned commercial service airport 
located six miles south of downtown Augusta, Georgia. The Airport serves general aviation, military, 
and commercial airline service activities. The Airport’s location is illustrated in Figure 1-1 Airport 
Location while Figure 1-2 Existing Airport Layout shows the current Airport configuration in 
more detail. 

Figure 1-1: Airport Location
Source:  Google 2013, Mead & Hunt
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Figure 1-2:  Existing Airport Layout
Source:  Mead & Hunt, LPA Group ALP, Google Maps 2013

The Airport is a vital transportation asset to the region providing benefits to local businesses and 
industries, promoting tourism and business development. In addition, the Airport provides access 
for the Masters Golf Tournament which is held each year in April at the Augusta National Golf Club. 
During Masters’ week, the Airport experiences a significant peak in operations (approximately 17 
percent higher than average day operations) and enplanements as well as increases in demand 
for additional parking and storage of transient aircraft. This event generates important revenue for 
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the Airport and serves an important transportation role.

Due to aging infrastructure, increasing demand for aircraft parking and storage space, and 
anticipated future economic development (particularly on the southeast side of the Airport), the goal 
of the Airport is to identify an area suitable for new aviation related commercial/industrial 
development and relocation of existing facilities. 

To accomplish this goal, the Airport completed a Master Plan Update in 2016 which determined 
facility needs and established a future infrastructure development program.  The Master Plan 
Update included a long-range analysis and plan which would allow the Airport to accommodate 
current and future user needs and aviation demand. Specific infrastructure improvements that were 
identified during the Master Plan Update include:

 Additional aircraft hangars
 Additional apron area
 Improved taxiway system
 New Airport maintenance facility
 New Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF) facility
 Installation of new electrical vault
 Installation of a new fuel farm
 Construction of an on-Airport service road
 Space for light industrial manufacturing
 Rehabilitation of Runway 8/26 and Taxiway E

1.2. Project Purpose
The purpose of the proposed action (as discussed below in Section 1.4 Proposed Action) is to 
prepare for aviation related development at the Airport by replacing aging facilities, collocating 
general aviation facilities, and providing additional aircraft parking and storage space.  The 
proposed action will also provide additional land for development to be utilized for future 
aeronautical related businesses such as aircraft manufacturers and other related support 
industries. 

The proposed action will also assist the Airport in meeting the following objective as outlined in the 
Master Plan Update: “The Airport is to be developed to complement and enhance on-airport and 
off-airport regional economic development activities”. The project purpose supports this objective 
by allowing the Airport to be as self-sustaining as possible while encouraging local economic growth 
by using existing Airport property designated through the Master Plan process for future 
development.

1.3. Project Need
The proposed action is needed to meet the demands of current and future users at the Airport. 
Some existing facilities, including the Airport maintenance facility and the airfield electrical vault, 
have reached the end of their useful lives and require replacement. Others, including the ARFF 
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facility and fuel farm, are not located in convenient places given their function. Overall, the existing 
configuration is not adequate to meet existing demands for general aviation hangar and apron 
space for aircraft parking and storage, specifically during the Masters Golf Tournament.  There is 
insufficient space for future aviation commercial/industrial development as well. 

Many of the existing 
facilities and subsequent 
future needed facilities 
discussed in this section 
are illustrated in existing 
and future Airport Layout 
Plan (ALP) drawings 
found in Appendix A 
ALP Plans.

Maintenance Building: 
The existing Airport 
maintenance building is 
located at the south end 
of the aircraft parking 
aprons and has three 
bays for the storage of 
vehicles, equipment and 

supplies. The building has outlived its useful life and is not sized adequately to accommodate all 
existing Airport maintenance equipment. 

Electrical Vault:  The existing electrical vault is made up of two buildings located east of the airport 
traffic control tower (ATCT) and contain the airfield lighting regulators.  The condition of each 
building has deteriorated to a point that continual maintenance of the structures is not convenient 
or cost effective, thus replacement facilities are needed.

ARFF Building:  The ARFF building is located to the south of the general aviation apron and 
contains four large vehicle bays, office space, kitchen, living and dining areas, sleeping rooms, 
shower and locker area, and storage space.  The ARFF building is not situated in an ideal location 
requiring fire trucks to navigate a series of turns to respond to airfield emergencies lengthening the 
response time.  In addition, the condition of the building has deteriorated to a point that a 
replacement facility is needed.

Fuel Farm:  The existing fuel farm is located west of the general aviation terminal access road. At 
the fuel farm, fuel (AvGas and Jet A) is stored in above ground tanks and sold to the airline and 
general aviation users by the Airport. Commercial transport trucks deliver fuel to the fuel farm and 
Airport fuel trucks transport fuel to aircraft. Serving commercial and general aviation users via fuel 
trucks has led to capacity issues during high demand periods. In addition, the fuel farm is not in an 
ideal location as aircraft delivery fuel trucks are required to exit the secured aircraft operations area 

Aircraft Parking during Masters Week (April 2015)
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(AOA) and travel public roadways to access the fuel farm.  Combined with issues and concerns 
about the integrity of the aging system, the fuel farm is in need of replacement and relocation.  

Hangars:  The Airport has two large public-use hangars, a number of privately-owned hangars, and 
a hangar occupied by the Georgia State Patrol. The number of based aircraft at the Airport is 
expected to double in the next 20 years and the demand for indoor storage of itinerant aircraft, 
particularly during Masters Week, is expected to continue to grow. The existing hangar 
infrastructure is unable to meet this expected demand.  

Apron Area:  The Airport’s primary general aviation apron is located south of the commercial service 
apron and adjacent to the various fixed base operator (FBO) and general aviation related facilities. 
The apron is approximately 91,500 square yards and includes space for large aircraft parking as 
well as tiedowns for smaller aircraft. A secondary general aviation apron is located south of the 
primary general aviation apron and covers approximately 22,000 square yards. While the hangar 
and apron areas typically accommodate the average daily demand for based and itinerant users, 
they do not meet peak-demand such as during Masters Week when greater number of larger jets 
frequent the Airport.  

Crosswind Runway:  The Airport’s crosswind runway (Runway 8/26) is in fair to poor condition and 
has a pavement condition index (PCI) rating of 70 as of 2012. This value is below the Georgia 
Department of Transportation’s (GDOT) “critical PCI value” for commercial service runways (75).  
The taxiway serving this runway, Taxiway E, had a PCI of 60 as of 2012. This is also below the 
DOT’s threshold for air carrier taxiways. Below these thresholds, major rehabilitation is 
recommended. 

Taxiways:  To support future aeronautical use development plans on the east side of the airfield, 
the construction of a partial parallel taxiway system to the east of Runway 17/35 is needed. The 
addition of a taxiway east of Runway 17/35 would provide improved access to existing and future 
general aviation facilities to the east of the intersecting runways. It is noted that a full eastside 
parallel taxiway for Runway 17/35 is shown in the Airport’s Master Plan Update and Airport Layout 
Plan (ALP) to address future capacity and other airfield access issues. An on-Airport access road 
for surface traffic would also be needed to allow entree to the new development areas. 

The Airport’s current configuration leaves little room for development to meet general aviation 
needs or to accommodate future commercial/industrial development. The Airport’s Master Plan 
Update states that “the Airport will continue to serve as a facility that accommodates…general 
aviation activity. In addition, it has the special role of serving as the premier transportation gateway 
for the Masters Golf Tournament”. The Master Plan Update also affirms “the plan for future airport 
development should strive to make most efficient use of the available area for non-aviation-related 
activities, including…industrial/commercial aviation facilities”. The proposed action is needed to 
meet these objectives. 

1.4. Proposed Action
Specific major development items, which are required to meet the project’s Purpose and Need and 
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are evaluated in detail in this Environmental Assessment (EA) and include:

 Rehabilitation of Taxiway E (parallel to the north side of Runway 8/26)
 Rehabilitation of Runway 8/26
 Extension of east side taxiway apron
 Expansion of the existing aircraft parking apron
 Demolition of the existing Airport maintenance facility
 Construction of a new Airport maintenance facility
 Demolition of the existing fuel farm and Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) station
 Construction of a new fuel farm and ARFF station
 Construction of a new electrical vault
 Construction of an on-airport access road

1.5. Current and Projected Airport Operations
An inventory of current aviation activity was collected and forecasts of operations and future fleet 
mix were developed as a part of the Airport's 2016 Master Plan Update. According to the Master 
Plan Update, the number of annual aircraft operations (landings and takeoffs) at the Airport are 
forecasted to increase from approximately 29,000 in 2013 to almost 35,000 by the end of the 20-
year planning period. In addition, the Master Plan Update describes that the forecasts indicate a 
doubling of based aircraft in the next 20 years, with the majority of future based aircraft being jets.  
It is also expected that demand for covered storage of transient aircraft will continue to grow as 
well. 

Projects recommended in the Master Plan Update, including those evaluated in this EA, will only 
be constructed in response to actual demand and only if the environmental impacts are minimal or 
can be mitigated.  Available funding is also a factor in the construction of the future planned 
projects.

1.6. Required Environmental Review
The proposed Airport development and improvements require an EA be prepared according to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA requires any action that involves federal funding 
or federal permits to be evaluated for potential effects on natural, social, and economic resources 
and the results of this analysis to be documented in an EA. 

The purpose of this EA is to provide the information necessary for local, state, and federal resource 
agencies to evaluate the proposed development. This EA is also intended to determine whether 
any potential effects associated with the proposed project are significant enough to warrant a 
greater level of environmental analysis (typically achieved through an Environmental Impact 
Statement).

In this EA, the proposed action and alternative actions will be evaluated to identify a Preferred 
Alternative to meet the project’s Purpose and Need. The alternatives include a Do Nothing/No Build 
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option as well as three build alternatives.  In addition, this assessment will also describe measures 
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the 
Preferred Alternative.

This EA has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of NEPA, Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) Order 5050.4B, NEPA Instructions for Airport Actions, FAA Order 1050.1F, 
Environmental Impacts Policies and Procedures, 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c), 49 U.S.C. 3030, 20 U.S.C 
138, and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines. 

1.7. Requested Federal Action
This EA will be submitted to the FAA for evaluation. If the FAA concludes that the proposed action 
will not cause significant impacts, they may issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
determination. If it is determined that a significant impact may result from the proposed action, the 
FAA may request additional environmental analysis. 

1.8. Timeframe
The proposed project timeframe, pending approval of the EA and funding is anticipated to be:

 Draft EA: Spring 2018
 Final EA and FONSI: Summer 2018
 Anticipated Construction Begins: 2019
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Chapter 2.0 Alternatives Considered 

2.1. Introduction

In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations found in 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1502.14(d), an environmental review process is required to evaluate 
a sufficient number of prudent and feasible alternatives that might accomplish the objectives of a 
project when a federal action is proposed. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations 
do not require the inclusion of a specific number of alternatives or a specific range of alternatives 
in an environmental analysis; however, an Environmental Assessment (EA) must consider the 
proposed action and the consequences of taking no action.  For alternatives that were considered 
but removed from consideration, the EA must briefly explain why these alternatives were 
eliminated.

Pursuant to FAA regulations set forth in Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures, an alternatives discussion must include:

 A list of alternatives considered, including the proposed action and a No Action 
alternative

 Any connected or cumulative actions associated with each alternative
 A concise statement explaining why any initial alternative considered was eliminated from 

further study
 A statement identifying a Preferred Alternative, if one has been identified
 Any other applicable laws, regulations, executive orders and associated permits, 

licenses, approvals, and reviews required to implement a project alternative

2.2. Administrative Alternatives
This EA considered three administrative alternatives to meet the Airport’s documented need for 
improvements as described in Chapter 1.0 Purpose and Need.  Administrative alternatives 
evaluate the feasibility of maintaining the Augusta Regional Airport (Airport or AGS) in its current 
condition and/or accomplishing the project’s Purpose and Need at another site.

2.2.1. No Action
The No Action Alternative assumes that no action would be taken to replace aging facilities, 
collocate general aviation facilities, provide additional space for future industries and 
businesses, or provide additional aircraft parking and storage space. Under this alternative, 
the Airport would remain in its current state with no plans to meet the demands of current 
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and future users. The buildings and support infrastructure would remain in their current 
locations and continue to decline in condition. Some routine maintenance would take place, 
but no attempt would be made to meaningfully improve any facilities or infrastructure. 

As such, the No Action Alternative does not meet the project’s Purpose and Need of 
preparing for long-term economic development and meeting the demands of current and 
future users; however, it does serve as a baseline of comparison for environmental impacts 
associated with the three build alternatives described below. Therefore, it is retained for 
analysis and carried forward in this evaluation. 

2.2.2. Use Another Airport in the Vicinity
Use of another airport within the proximity of AGS was also considered as an alternative 
to meet the project’s Purpose and Need. As shown in Table 2.1, there are five airports 
within approximately 30 nautical miles of AGS that offer instrument approach procedures; 
however, none of the airports have runway facilities comparable to AGS.  

Table 2.1 Vicinity Airports

Airport Name Airport 
Identifier

Airport 
Classification

Distance 
(nautical miles) 

/ Direction

Primary 
Runway 

Length/Width
Daniel Field 

Airport DNL General Aviation 7 nm / NW 4,002’ x 100’

Burke County 
Airport BXG General Aviation 20 nm / S 4,012’ x 75’

Aiken Municipal 
Airport AIK General Aviation 22 nm / NE 5,500’ x 100’

Millen Airport 2J5 General Aviation 29 nm / S 5,001’ x 75’

Thomson-
McDuffie County 

Airport
HQU General Aviation 29 nm / W 5,503’ x 100’

AGS is a commercial service airport with general aviation activity providing a primary 
runway (Runway 17/35) that is 8,001 feet long by 150 feet wide and a crosswind runway 
(Runway 8/26) that is 6,002 feet long by 75 feet wide. According to the Master Plan Update 
approved in 2016, the runways at AGS accommodate the majority of the business jet fleet 
that operate at the Airport and also provide convenient access to the Augusta National Golf 
Club, home of the Masters Tournament.  None of the airports identified within 30 nautical 
miles can provide similar infrastructure needed to replace AGS.

Relocating current Airport operations to another facility is not a practicable or feasible 
alternative since there is a demonstrated need to provide a fully functioning airport in 
Augusta. AGS is part of the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) and is 
therefore considered important to the overall national air transportation system. Inclusion 
in the NPIAS makes AGS eligible to receive federal grants under the Airport Improvement 
Program (AIP). AGS is also included in the Georgia State Airport System Plan and is 
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eligible for capital improvements that serve the state’s aviation needs. Requiring existing 
users of the Airport to relocate over 30 nautical miles from a functioning facility and 
expecting the FAA and Georgia Department of Transportation (DOT) to abandon a 
valuable asset included in federal and state aviation systems is unreasonable.

Relocating some or all of the Airport’s operations to another airport would negate 
investments already made by the FAA, Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), 
and Augusta-Richmond County and local businesses. This action would be limited by the 
FAA’s Grant Assurances and would also have a negative impact on the regional economy. 
Using an alternative airport at a different location does not represent a prudent and feasible 
alternative. Therefore, this alternative is removed from further consideration. 

2.2.3. Build a New Airport at a Different Location
Generally, the development and construction of a new airport is considered when an 
existing airport is approaching or has exceeded operational capacity and it is not feasible 
to expand at its current location. This is not the case at AGS which has property available 
to accommodate projected development for the 20-year planning horizon.

Substantial improvements and investments have already been made at the current site 
with improvements underway or planned for the future. Closing the existing Airport to 
relocate it to a different location would represent a significant loss of public and private 
investment and would be fiscally irresponsible in light of past local, state, and federal 
investments.

The benefits of developing another airport are limited. Development of a new site to replace 
the functions of AGS would likely involve considerable land acquisitions, have significant 
environmental impacts, and cause residential, commercial, industrial or other relocations. 
Site preparation and construction of new facilities to provide services equivalent to those 
already offered by AGS would take years to accomplish and the cost of such development 
would greatly exceed the cost of improving the existing Airport facility.

Although constructing a new airport would accomplish the project’s Purpose and Need of 
preparing the Airport for economic development and meeting the demands of current and 
future users, this can be accomplished at the existing location more practicably and feasibly 
with minimal social, environmental or economic impacts when compared to the 
construction of a new airport at a different location. In this case, construction of a new 
airport is not considered a prudent use of public funds. As a result, this alternative has been 
removed from further consideration. 

2.3. Build Alternatives
This EA considered three build alternatives to meet the Airport’s documented need for 
improvements as described in Chapter 1.0 Purpose and Need. The build alternatives discussed 
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in the following sections were developed under the guidance of the approved Master Plan Update 
and are evaluated in this EA.

Three general locations for potential build sites for future general aviation and aviation-related 
industrial/commercial development were considered (Figure 2-1 Build Alternatives). This EA is 
evaluating a “full build-out” scenario of each build alternative.  Development is proposed to contain 
common elements in all three build alternatives. These elements are described in detail in Chapter 
1.0 Purpose and Need and listed below for convenience: 

 Rehabilitation of Taxiway E (parallel to the north side of Runway 8/26)
 Rehabilitation of Runway 8/26
 Extension of east side taxiway apron
 Expansion of the existing aircraft parking apron
 Demolition of the existing Airport maintenance facility
 Construction of a new Airport maintenance facility
 Demolition of the existing fuel farm and Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) station
 Construction of a new fuel farm and ARFF station
 Construction of a new electrical vault
 Construction of an on-airport access road

It should be noted that Figure 2-1 Build Alternatives also shows the Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ) 
for the airfield. The RVZ is an area which must be kept clear of permanent objects so that an 
unobstructed line-of-sight is maintained from a point five feet above one runway centerline to a 
point five feet above the centerline of a second runway. The specific RVZ location is also dependent 
on the location of the runway intersection.  This RVZ restricts development and construction and 
impacts the viability of some of the build alternatives; this impact is discussed in greater detail in 
the following sections.  
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Figure 2-1 Build Alternatives
Source:  Mead & Hunt
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2.3.1. Alternative 1: South East Development (Preferred Alternative)
Under this alternative, general aviation and aviation-related industrial/commercial 
development would occur in an area approximately 174 acres in size, east of Runway 
17/35 and south of Runway 8/26 which is presented in Figure 2-2 Alternative 1 – South 
East Development (Preferred Alternative). This area is currently vacant; therefore, 
development would require extension of utilities and construction of all new facilities. In 
order to provide access to this area, a surface road would be needed as well as a partial 
parallel taxiway to Runway 17/35 for airfield access.

The implementation of this alternative would allow current Airport activities to continue in 
their existing locations while construction of their replacements is completed. This would 
minimize impacts to Airport operations and current users. This alternative allows for the 
consolidation of general aviation facilities in one location, thus improving the efficiency of 
ground support operations and access. In addition, this alternative allows the Airport to 
reclaim space in order to add aircraft parking and storage and maximize revenue that could 
be generated from such uses (specifically during the Masters Golf Tournament). Under this 
alternative, some general aviation activities would be segregated from commercial airline 
traffic, resulting in an enhanced user experience. 

A wetland delineation was conducted and found four wetland complexes in the vicinity of 
Alternative 1; however, all four complexes are located outside of the area of the proposed 
area of disturbance; therefore, no wetland impacts are anticipated under this alternative. 
For more information about the wetland delineation fieldwork, see Appendix B Wetland 
Reports.  Alternative 1 is also located farther away from the Phinizy Swamp Nature Park 
than Alternative 2, thus reducing the potential for impacts on this important resource.

Alternative 1 is the Airport’s preference for future development due to greater access to 
the existing road network, including Doug Bernard Parkway (Georgia State Route 56 Spur) 
and General Perry Smith Parkway, which is a recently completed roadway that provides 
access to the Airport from the south. 

The RVZ is in the northwest quadrant of Alternative 1. This area restricts construction and 
installation of facilities and infrastructure; however, the RVZ’s impacts on Alternative 1 
(primarily apron setback requirements) are less restrictive than they are for Alternative 2. 
This means facilities constructed under Alternative 1 can make more efficient use of the 
space available.
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Figure 2-2 Alternative 1 – South East Development (Preferred Alternative)
Source:  Mead & Hunt
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When compared with the other build alternatives (to be discussed later in this chapter), 
Alternative 1:

 Has the lowest potential for social, environmental, and economic impacts of any 
of the build alternatives

 Aligns best with the Airport’s long-term planning efforts and is the Master Plan 
Update recommended development location for future growth

 Is the Airport’s preferred location for future development
 Minimally disrupts existing Airport operations during construction 
 Has the most efficient and best access to the existing adjacent road network 
 Provides an opportunity for the Airport to reclaim space in order to maximize 

aircraft parking and storage on the west side of the airfield
 Segregates general aviation and commercial airline traffic
 Lowers the potential of impacts to the Phinzy Swamp Nature Park 
 Reduces the potential of wetland impacts 
 Has very few construction limitations as a result of the RVZ
 Requires a shorter partial parallel taxiway than Alternative 2 (to be discussed in 

the next section) by approximately 3,000 feet resulting in lower cost and less 
potential for construction impacts

Alternative 1 is considered a prudent and feasible alternative. Alternative 1 meets the 
project’s Purpose and Need of preparing the Airport for economic development and 
meeting the demands of current and future users. This alternative is carried forward for 
additional analysis.

2.3.2. Alternative 2: North East Development
Under this alternative, general aviation and aviation-related industrial/commercial 
development would occur in an area approximately 157 acres in size, east of Runway 
17/35 and north of Runway 8/26 (Figure 2-3 Alternative 2 – North East Development 
Alternative). This area is currently vacant, therefore, development in this area would 
require extension of utilities and other related support facilities. In order to provide access 
to this area, a surface road would be needed as well as a partial parallel taxiway to Runway 
17/35.

The implementation of this alternative would allow Airport activities to continue at their 
existing locations while construction of their replacements is completed. This would 
minimize impacts to Airport operations and users. Ground vehicles, including service and 
delivery vehicles, would have direct access to this area via Lock and Dam Road without 
needing to access or cross the active airfield. 
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Figure 2-3 Alternative 2 – North East Development Alternative
Source:  Mead & Hunt 
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This alternative allows for the consolidation of general aviation facilities in one location, 
improving the efficiencies of fixed based operator services. In addition, this alternative 
allows the Airport to reclaim space in order to maximize aircraft parking and storage, thus 
increasing the revenue that could be generated from such uses (specifically during the 
Masters Golf Tournament).

The RVZ is located in the southwest quadrant of Alternative 2. The RVZ’s impact on 
Alternative 2 is more restrictive than Alternative 1 affecting primarily hangar/building 
setback requirements.  A more restrictive RVZ means the facilities constructed under this 
alternative are required to be farther away from the runway intersection thus reducing the 
efficient use of the space available. This alternative would also require a longer parallel 
taxiway to Runway 17/35 (approximately 3,000 feet longer than Alternative 1) which would 
make it more costly.

Alternative 2 is located much closer to the Phinizy Swamp Nature Park than Alternative 1, 
resulting in higher potential for environmental impacts. In addition, wetlands were 
delineated in the area proposed for Alternative 2 with six wetland complexes found.  All six 
identified wetland complexes are likely to be impacted (0.279 acres) by the construction of 
the partial parallel taxiway to Runway 17/35. See Appendix B Wetland Reports for more 
information about wetlands in the project area.

Alternative 2 would make use of the existing Lock and Dam Road for landside access which 
currently serves the Phinizy Swamp Nature Park and Lock & Dam Park on the Savannah 
River. During construction of this alternative, temporary construction vehicles and 
permanent Airport traffic would mix with tourist and recreational traffic potentially causing 
community and traffic disruptions.  Access to the local road network is less convenient than 
the road access available to Alternative 1. 

According to the Master Plan Update, this portion of the airfield (northeast portion) is 
identified as a likely location for the relocated Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT).  It is 
the Airport’s preference to focus aviation related development on the southeast area 
(Alternative 1 location) and reserve this area for the future ATCT relocation. 

When compared to the other build alternatives, Alternative 2:

 Allows for an equivalent opportunity for the Airport to reclaim space to maximize 
aircraft parking and storage on the west side of the airfield as with Alternative 1

 Segregates general aviation and commercial airline traffic
 Conflicts with the Airport’s planning goals and the Master Plan Update 

recommendations for future growth
 Has the same minimal level of disruption to existing Airport operations during 

construction as Alternative 1
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 Has less access and greater impacts to the adjacent road network when 
compared to Alternative 1 or Alternative 3

 Is closer to the Phinzy Swamp Nature Park with greater potential for 
environmental impacts when compared to Alternative 1 or Alternative 3

 Potentially impacts 0.279 acres of wetland 
 Has more construction limitations from the RVZ than Alternative 1 and Alternative 

3 (to be described in the following section) 
 Requires a 3,000-foot longer partial parallel taxiway than Alternative 1 (resulting 

in a higher cost and higher potential for impacts due to construction) 

While Alternative 2 meets the project’s Purpose and Need of preparing the Airport for 
economic development and meeting the demands of current and future users, other 
alternatives with less potential impacts and costs are available.  Therefore, this alternative 
is removed from further consideration.

2.3.3. Alternative 3 - West Side Development
As noted above, existing facilities and infrastructure at the Airport are located primarily west 
of Runway 17/35 along Doug Barnard Parkway. Under Alternative 3, general aviation and 
aviation-related industrial/commercial development would occur in the same location as 
existing infrastructure in an area approximately 172 acres in size (Alternative 2-4 
Alternative 3 - West Side Development). 

Alternative 3 proposes to demolish some of the existing facilities and construct their 
replacements in the same location. General aviation activities would remain intermingled 
with commercial airline traffic and the need for additional aircraft parking and storage would 
likely exceed capacity.  Any additional development would occur south of the existing 
buildings and aprons in a constrained area due to the location of Runway 8/26 that would 
unlikely be able to accommodate expected growth. Access to this area would be provided 
by the existing roadway network through the construction of an access road extension. 

Wetlands were delineated within the area proposed for this Alternative with four wetland 
complexes identified; however, the wetland complexes are located approximately 600 feet 
north of the conceptual footprint of the area of potential ground disturbance.  Therefore, 
wetland impacts are considered unlikely under Alternative 3. See Appendix B Wetland 
Reports for more information about wetlands in the project area.
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Figure 2-4 Alternative 3 - West Side Development
Source:  Mead & Hunt
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Alternative 3 is constrained by existing infrastructure, the Airport property line, and Doug 
Barnard Parkway. With the implementation of this alternative, the Airport would be without 
certain facilities during demolition until a new facility could be constructed. This would affect 
operations and current users at the Airport, such as when the Aircraft Rescue and Fire 
Fighting (ARFF) facility is offline. In addition, because these facilities would be 
reconstructed in their existing location, this alternative does not allow the Airport to reclaim 
space in order to maximize aircraft parking and storage.  It also fails to provide space for 
other commercial/industrial development and indirectly the revenue that could be 
generated from such uses (specifically during Masters Golf Tournament week).  

When compared to the other build alternatives, Alternative 3:

 Has fewer potential impacts to the Phinzy Swamp Nature Park when compared 
to Alternative 1 and Alternative 2

 Lower potential for wetland impacts compared to Alternative 2, but more than 
Alternative 1

 Does not have any construction constraints associated with the RVZ.
 Has equivalent access to the adjacent road network as Alternative 1, but better 

access to the local road network than Alternative 2
 Conflicts with the Airport’s planning efforts and the Master Plan Update’s 

development plan for accommodating future growth
 Is the most disruptive to Airport operations during construction
 Prevents the Airport from reclaiming space in order to maximize aircraft parking 

and storage on the west side of the airfield
 Does not segregate general aviation and commercial airline traffic

This alternative meets the project’s Purpose and Need of preparing the Airport for 
economic development and meeting the demands of current and future users; however, a 
more prudent and feasible alternative is available with less potential impacts to Airport 
operations while meeting the project’s Purpose and Need.  Therefore Alternative 3 is 
removed from further consideration. 

2.4. Selection of the Preferred Alternative
After an analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative, the alternative that best 
meets the project’s Purpose and Need, while minimizing potential impacts to the built and natural 
environment, is Alternative 1 – South East Development, illustrated in Figure 2-2 Alternative 1 – 
South East Development (Preferred Alternative).

Alternative 1 – South East Development has the least potential for overall community and 
environmental impacts and does not require demolition of existing facilities before construction of 
new facilities begins, thus reducing disruptions to Airport operations. This alternative is also 
consistent with the Airport’s planning efforts and development plans. Alternative 1 – South East 
Development is considered the most prudent and feasible alternative when compared to the other 
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alternatives and was carried forward as the Preferred Alternative for additional analysis, public 
comment, and agency review. For a detailed environmental analysis of the Preferred Alternative, 
see Chapter 3.0 Affected Environment & Environmental Consequences.

2.4.1. Summary of Costs of the Preferred Alternative
During preliminary design of the Preferred Alternative, cost estimates are expected to be 
in excess of $40 million depending on hangar demand and commercial interest.  The cost 
of the Preferred Alternative depends on the final layout of the facilities and infrastructure, 
construction phasing, and the availability of federal and local funding which is subject to 
change. Final construction costs of the Preferred Alternative will be developed during the 
design phase should the project be ultimately approved following this environmental review 
phase. 
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Chapter 3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter of the Environmental Assessment (EA) describes the Social, Environmental, and 

Economic (SEE) resources that may be affected by the Preferred Alternative and the No Action 

Alternative. This chapter also presents an analysis of the reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect, 

and cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative when compared with those of the No Action 

Alternative as well as mitigation measures to avoid or minimize such impacts.   

 

Background information presented in this section is provided to describe the role of the Augusta 

Regional Airport (Airport or AGS) within the community of Augusta, Georgia and the larger 

Richmond County area.  A summary of impacts and required mitigation associated with the 

Preferred Alternative is provided in Table 3.6 Environmental Summary of the Preferred 

Alternative located at the end of this chapter.  For a discussion of the Preferred Alternative, see 

Chapter 2.0 Alternatives Considered. 

 

As described in Chapter 1.0 Purpose and Need, the Airport is proposing to develop an area east 

of Runway 17/35 that includes: 

 

• Rehabilitation of Taxiway E (parallel to the north side of Runway 8/26) 

• Rehabilitation of Runway 8/26 

• Extension of east side taxiway apron 

• Expansion of the existing aircraft parking apron 

• Demolition of the existing Airport maintenance facility 

• Construction of a new Airport maintenance facility 

• Demolition of the existing fuel farm and Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) station 

• Construction of a new fuel farm and ARFF station 

• Construction of a new electrical vault 

• Construction of an on-airport access road 

 

3.2. Agency and Public Coordination  

Resource agencies and Native American tribes with potential jurisdiction over, or interest in, the 

proposed action was contacted during the early scoping phase of the project and given the 

opportunity to provide comments. Specific information and direction received from responding 

agencies was noted and incorporated in the Draft EA where appropriate. A distribution list of 

agencies and organizations contacted in the early scoping phase along with documentation and 

copies of response letters and emails received are found in Appendix C Agency Coordination.   

 



 

Page 3-2 
 

Upon completion of the Draft EA, the document was be made available for public and agency 

review and comment for 34 days. Following the public review period, a public hearing meeting was 

advertised in a local area newspaper; however, no requests were received.  No public comments 

were received on the Draft EA and only four agencies provided comments.  All agency comments 

received concurred with the findings of the Draft EA with no request for revisions. For details of 

public and agency review of the Draft EA including copies of the agency letters and the public 

notice, see Appendix J Comments on the Draft EA.    

 

Throughout the public involvement process, the project has been and will continue to be inclusive 

of all residents and population groups in the study area and will not exclude any persons based on 

income, race, color, religion, national origin, age, or handicap.   

 

3.3. Current Airport Environment  

The City of Augusta is located in the east central section of the State of Georgia (Figure 3-1: 

Airport Location Map). Augusta is best known as the host city for the annual Masters Golf 

Tournament. The City of Augusta and Richmond County have joined together under a consolidated 

government termed “Augusta-Richmond County”. The Airport is owned by Augusta-Richmond 

County and operated by the Augusta Aviation Commission. The Airport is located on over 1,410 

acres of land located six miles south of the city center of Augusta. 

AGS was first opened in 1941 as a pilot training facility for the United States Army Air Corps and 

became a commercial service airport in 1950 following the Federal Government’s transfer of the 

property to the City of Augusta. By the late-1960s, the Airport had an 8,000 foot primary runway, a 

crosswind runway, a passenger terminal building, an Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT), and a hotel. 

The Airport was renamed in 2000 to its present designation.  As the Airport has grown over the 

years, continual infrastructure improvements have been made which has resulted in the existing 

configuration of the airfield.  Additional growth that is expected in the future has resulted in the need 

for additional airfield improvements to meet the demands of existing and future users. 

3.3.1. Airport Classification and Activity 

At the national level, AGS is classified as a public, nonhub, primary commercial service 

airport in the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) National Plan of Integrated Airport 

Systems (NPIAS). AGS is one of 251 nonhub primary commercial service airports in the 

country.  According to the FAA’s Report to Congress National Plan of Integrated Airport 

Systems 2015-2019, a nonhub commercial service airport is one which enplanes less than 

0.05 percent of all commercial passenger enplanements, but has more than 10,000 annual 

enplanements. These airports are typically also used by general aviation aircraft and have 

88 based aircraft on average. According to the FAA’s 2015 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF), 

AGS had an estimated 270,992 enplanements, 26,553 operations, and 12 based aircraft. 

Two airlines serve AGS: Delta Air Lines provides direct service to Atlanta and American 

Airlines provides direct service to Charlotte. Some of these flights are operated by regional 

carriers doing business as one of the larger carriers.  
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Figure 3-1:  Airport Location Map 

Sources:  Map Data, Google 2013 and Augusta Regional Airport Master Plan Update  

South Carolina 

Georgia 
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3.3.2. Existing Airport Facilities  

Existing Airport infrastructure includes two runways, two parallel taxiways, aprons, 

hangars, airfield lighting, navigational aids (NAVAIDs), and a terminal building.  For a 

general layout of the Airport facilities, see Figure 1-2 Existing Airport Layout found in 

Chapter 1.0 Purpose and Need. 

The Airport’s existing runways are designated as 17/35 and 8/26. Runway 17/35 is oriented 

in a nearly north/south orientation while 8/26 is oriented east/west. Runway 17/35 is 8,001 

feet long, 150 feet wide, and constructed of concrete. Runway 8/26 is 6,002 feet long, 75 

feet wide, and constructed of asphalt. Partial parallel taxiways and connector taxiways 

provide access between the runways, hangars and parking areas. 

An apron serves the commercial airline terminal building and hangar facilities. The apron 

is also the location of the fueling system that offers Jet A and 100 low lead (LL) fuel. One 

Fixed Based Operator (FBO), Augusta Regional Airport Aviation Services, offers fueling, 

ground handling, parking, hangar leases, and other services. 

3.3.3. Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

The Airport recently completed two major projects: the construction of a new general 

aviation terminal facility in 2012 and reconstruction of the commercial airline terminal apron 

in 2015. Soon, the Airport will also construct and operate a credit card parking lot.  

According to the recently approved 2016 Master Plan Update for the Airport, in the near-

term (5 years) AGS is considering the following improvements. Those included in the 

Preferred Alternative of this project are marked with an asterisk (*): 

 

• Construction of rental car turnaround area 

• Enclosure of various ditches* 

• Extension of Taxiway A 

• Rehabilitation of Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) facility pavement 

• Replacement of general aviation hangars* and extension of taxilane 

• Extension of General Perry Smith Parkway 

• Rehabilitation of air carrier and general aviation aprons 

• Rehabilitation and expansion of Taxiway E* 

• Expansion of apron 

• Rehabilitation of long term parking lot 

• Replacement of access control equipment 

• Purchase of ARFF equipment 

• Construction of new electrical vault* 

• Replacement of Airport maintenance facility* 

• Expansion of North Ramp 

• Relocation of fuel farm* 

• Rehabilitation of Runway 8/26* 
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3.4. Air Quality 

Air quality is the condition of the air in terms of pollutant concentrations. Air quality is regulated out 

of concern for human health, especially the health of children, the elderly, and those with certain 

health conditions. Poor air quality can also impact crops and other vegetation as well as buildings 

and other facilities. Air quality is regulated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(USEPA) under the Clean Air Act (CAA) which includes standards for six air pollutants. The USEPA 

regulates these pollutants to permissible levels via standards called National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS).  

Areas which have concentrations of the criteria pollutants under the NAAQS levels are designated 

as “attainment areas”. Areas with concentrations of these pollutants above the NAAQS are termed 

“non-attainment areas”. Nonattainment areas must implement plans to reduce pollutant levels to 

meet the standards. In addition, aviation-related federal actions planned for non-attainment areas 

must conform to these plans under a requirement known as “General Conformity”. Richmond 

County is in attainment for all criteria pollutants; therefore, no General Conformity analysis is 

required.  

Any change in Airport operations due to the Preferred Alternative is not expected to cause 

significant air quality impacts. Agency coordination with the FAA and the USEPA did not generate 

a request for a construction phase air quality analysis; therefore, no such analysis was completed 

for this project. No air quality impacts are expected with the Preferred Alternative or the No Action 

Alternative. 

3.5. Biological Resources 

Biological resources include plants (vegetation), animals (wildlife) and the habitats where they 

occur. Habitats are the resources and conditions that support the existence of plants or animals in 

a particular area. Together, biological resources form ecosystems, which are dynamic and 

responsive to changes in the environment, whether natural or human-induced. Biological resources 

provide aesthetic, recreational and socioeconomic values to society and are valuable in their own 

right. Accordingly, state and federal laws protect certain species and habitats of special 

significance.  

Early agency coordination with federal and state regulatory agencies with interest or jurisdiction 

over biological resources in the project area was conducted at the onset of this project.  Their 

response letters are found in Appendix C Agency Coordination.    

On a federal level, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) provides for the conservation of 

species that are endangered or threatened throughout all or a significant portion of their range, and 

the conservation of the ecosystems on which they depend.  Under the ESA, species may be listed 

as either endangered or threatened based on their status on a national level. A species is 

considered endangered if it is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant amount of its 

range. Threatened species are those that are likely to become endangered in the foreseeable 

future. All species of plants and animals, except pest insects, are eligible for listing and protection 

as endangered or threatened under the ESA.  



 

Page 3-6 
 

The identification, inventory, protection, development of recovery plans and designation of critical 

habitats for listed species under the ESA is the responsibility of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) and the Commerce Department’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  The ESA 

requires all federal agencies to consult with the USFWS before initiating any action that may affect 

a listed species or protected habitat. The USFWS, in a coordination letter dated December 18, 

2015, stated that this section of the Savannah River adjacent to the Airport is extremely important 

for migratory fish. Many fish species make extensive upstream spawning migrations in the 

Savannah River. 

In addition, the Georgia Endangered Wildlife Act of 1973 (Georgia Wildlife Act) provides for the 

identification, inventory and protection of species that are rare, unusual or in danger of extinction 

within the state.  This law is administered and enforced by the Wildlife Resources Division of the 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GADNR). A letter dated January 11, 2016 from the 

GADNR Wildlife Resources Division, highlighted the presence of nine animal and plant species 

that have been assigned a protection category under the Georgia Wildlife Act. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 protects migratory bird species, including their eggs, 

nest, and parts. Although the Bald Eagle is no longer on the endangered species list, it is still 

protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as well as the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.   

Table 3.1 below compiles state and federal protected species in the project area per agency 

communications and database research.   

Table 3.1 Federal and State-Listed Species in the Project Area 

Common Name Binomial Federal Status State Status 

Reptiles    

Gopher Tortoise Gopherus polyphemus Threatened Threatened 
Southern Hognose Snake Heterodon simus none Threatened 
Amphibian 

Eastern Tiger Salamander Ambystoma tigrinum 
tigrinum 

none Tracked 

Birds 

Red-cockaded Woodpecker Picoides borealis Endangered Endangered 
Wood Stork Mycteria americana Threatened Endangered 
Yellow-crowned Night Heron Nyctanassa violacea none Tracked 
Painted Bunting Passerina ciris none Tracked 
Fish 

Atlantic Sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus 
oxyrinchus 

Endangered Endangered 

Shortnose Sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum Endangered Endangered 
Robust Redhorse Moxostoma robustum none Endangered 
Mollusks 

Atlantic Pigtoe Fusconaia masoni none Endangered 
Savannah Lilliput Toxolasma pullus none Threatened 
Plants 

Relict Trillium Trillium reliquum Endangered Endangered 
Altamaha Skullcap Scutellaria altamaha none Special Concern 
Source: Mead & Hunt, USFWS, GADNR 
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Twenty bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and listed by the USFWS or 

GADNR are documented from the Phinizy Swamp Globally Important Bird Area (IBA). This IBA 

adjoins the northern and eastern boundaries of the Airport (Figure 3-2 Phinizy Swamp IBA).   

  

Figure 3-2 Phinizy Swamp IBA 
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In the United States, the IBA program is administered by the National Audubon Society and is 

generally recognized as important conservation areas by state and federal resource management 

agencies.  While some IBAs may be partially or wholly in private ownership, state and federal 

conservation officers still retain authority under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and state laws 

protecting non-game birds. 

The Phinizy Swamp IBA was ranked as a Globally IBA because of its use by a number of important 

migratory bird species. Table 3.2 lists the IBA migratory bird species of conservation interest and 

temporal occurrence within the Phinizy Swamp IBA. 

Table 3.2 Migratory Birds of Conservation Interest Associated with Phinizy Swamp IBA 

Name Binomial Federal Status State Status Occurrence 

Wood Stork Mycteria americana Threatened Endangered Summer 
American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus Conservation 

Concern 
Migratory Bird Year-round 

Yellow-crowned 
Night Heron 

Nyctanassa violacea Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Swallow-tailed Kite Elanoides forficatus Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Mississippi Kite Ictinia mississipiensis Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Year-round 

Red-headed 
Woodpecker 

Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus 

Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Year-round 

American Kestrel Falco sparverius 
paulus 

Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Year-round 

Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Year-round 

Brown-headed 
Nuthatch 

Sitta pusilla Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Year-round 

Sedge Wren Cistothorus platensis Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Winter 

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Worm-eating 
Warbler 

Helmitheros 
vermivorum 

Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Winter 

Prothonotary 
Warbler 

Protonotaria citrea Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Swainson’s Warbler Limnothlypis 
swainsonii 

Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Kentucky Warbler Oporornis formosus Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Prairie Warbler Dendroica discolor Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Painted Bunting Passerina ciris Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Summer 

Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus Conservation 
Concern 

Migratory Bird Winter 

Source: Mead & Hunt, USFWS, GADNR 
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Three bird species of concern associated with the Phinizy Swamp IBA are of special interest 

relative to the Airport because they belong to birds that, globally, have been demonstrated to be 

hazardous to aircraft operations because of their common behavior patterns.  These species 

include the Bald Eagle, Wood Stork and Rusty Blackbird.   

While each species is potentially-hazardous, a recent study by the Savannah River Ecology 

Laboratory (Kennamer, et.al., 2011) as well as well as the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management 

Plan (USDA-APHIS, 2011) did not specifically identify any of the three species as a hazard.  The 

Bald Eagle does not commonly soar in aircraft approach areas, nor does the Wood Stork spend 

appreciable time in transit across such areas at altitudes that conflict with operations.  In addition, 

neither species exist in numbers sufficient in the project area to present an appreciable hazard.  

This also holds true for the Rusty Blackbird, whose declining numbers have lowered its presence 

in the vicinity to below the hazard threshold and is the subject of yearly suppression efforts by the 

Airport and its partners at the Phinizy Swamp Nature Park. 

As most of the project area is developed land with vegetative cover dominated by turf grasses, 

there is limited habitat for any of the terrestrial listed species or species of special conservation 

interest and therefore an unlikely chance of direct impact to them. This also includes migratory 

birds and bird species of conservation concern associated with the Phinizy Swamp IBA.  Similarly, 

the proposed project is not a capacity-improvement project from the standpoint of runway capacity 

or increased operations and project effects on the environment are limited to existing Airport 

grounds.  Conversations with the GADNR regarding migratory birds indicate that no official 

vegetation restriction dates exist and impacts to migratory birds are not expected.   

While some aquatic species of rare or special conservation interest status may use portions of the 

nearby Savannah River, no adverse direct or indirect impacts on any of these species is anticipated 

because the water quality of runoff coming from the construction site will be maintained by erosion 

control plans and permits under the Georgia Erosion and Sediment Control Act of 1975.  Erosion 

control methods and plans will be reviewed, approved and supervised by an environmental liaison 

officer from the local office of the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (GAEPD).  

Construction and maintenance of soil erosion control measures will also be overseen by the daily 

presence of construction mangers and project engineers.   

The scale of the proposed improvements will necessitate an update of the Airport’s Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The update will likely require the installation of Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) such as filtration and dry detention facilities resulting in effective 

filters of sediments and pollutants.   

As a result of using the above impact management and mitigation actions, no direct or indirect 

impacts to biological resources are expected from Preferred Alternative or the No Action 

Alternative. 

Additional information regarding the biological resources in the vicinity of the Airport can be found 

in Appendix D Biological Survey.  This appendix also includes the corresponding report for the 
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project area from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Planning and Conservation 

(IPAC) database. 

 

3.6. Climate 

Greenhouse gases and climate change are a growing concern within the aviation industry. 

Greenhouse gases are those that trap heat in the earth's atmosphere. Both naturally occurring and 

anthropogenic (man-made) greenhouse gases include water vapor (H2O), carbon dioxide (CO2), 

methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and ozone (O3). 

Research has shown that there is a direct link between fuel combustion and greenhouse gas 

emissions.  Therefore, sources that require fuel or power at an airport are the primary sources that 

would generate greenhouse gases. Aircraft are probably the most often cited air pollutant source, 

but they produce the same types of emissions as cars. Aircraft jet engines, like many other vehicle 

engines, produce CO2, water vapor, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, oxides of sulfur, unburned 

or partially combusted hydrocarbons (also known as volatile organic compounds (VOCs)), 

particulates, and other trace compounds.  

According to most international reviews, aviation emissions comprise a small but potentially 

important percentage of human-made greenhouse gases and other emissions that contribute to 

global warming. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) estimates that global 

aircraft emissions account for about 3.5 percent of the total quantity of greenhouse gas from human 

activities. In terms of relative U.S. contribution, the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) reports 

that aviation accounts “for about 3 percent of total U.S. greenhouse gas emissions from human 

sources” compared with other industrial sources, including the remainder of the transportation 

sector (23 percent) and industry (41 percent).     

The scientific community is developing areas of further study to enable them to more precisely 

estimate aviation's effects on the global atmosphere.  The FAA is currently leading several efforts 

intended to clarify the role that commercial aviation plays in greenhouse gas emissions and climate 

change.  The most comprehensive is a multi-year program geared towards quantifying climate 

change effects of aviation.  This program is called the Aviation Climate Change Research Initiative 

(ACCRI) and is funded by the FAA and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA).  

ACCRI will reduce key scientific uncertainties in quantifying aviation-related climate impacts and 

provide timely scientific input to inform policy-making decisions.  In addition, the FAA is funding a 

research initiative through the Partnership for Air Transportation Noise & Emissions Reduction 

(PARTNER) Center of Excellence (Project 12) to quantify the effects of aircraft exhaust and 

contrails on global and U.S. climate and atmospheric composition.  With regard to airports, the FAA 

participated in a recent effort through the Transportation Research Board (TRB) Airport 

Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) to develop a guidebook on how to prepare airport 

greenhouse gas emission inventories.  The “Guidebook on Preparing Airport Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions Inventories” (Report 11, 2009) is publicly available through TRB (www.trb.org). 
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Airport development has the potential to both affect climate change and to be affected by it.  

Changes in resource categories such as air quality, natural resources, and energy supply can 

potentially contribute to climate change by increasing the amount of greenhouse gases emitted.  

Conversely, some airport projects may be impacted by the potential effects of climate change, such 

as rising sea levels.  At this time, there is no consistent scientific indication of when and how the 

climate will change.   

Based on FAA data, operations activity at the Airport, relative to aviation throughout the United 

States, represents less than one percent of U.S. aviation activity. Therefore, assuming that 

greenhouse gases occur in proportion to the level of activity, greenhouse gas emissions associated 

with existing and future aviation activity at the Airport would be expected to represent less than a 

fraction of one percent of U.S.-based greenhouse gases.  Therefore, the emissions of greenhouse 

gases from Preferred Alternative or the No Action Alternative are not expected to be significant. 

3.7. Coastal Resources 

Coastal resources are the natural resources which are found within coastal waters and shore lands. 

Coordination with the GADNR Coast Resources Division confirmed that Richmond County is 

outside the State’s coast management area and any Coastal Barrier Resources Act area. This 

correspondence, included in Appendix C Agency Coordination, indicated that a determination 

under the Coastal Zone Management Act is not required for the proposed action as it is not likely 

to affect any coastal resources or uses. Due to the Airport’s inland location, no impacts to Coastal 

Resources are expected from the Preferred Alternative or the No Action Alternative.  

3.8. Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) Lands 

Section 4(f) properties such as publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl 

refuges and historic sites are protected under Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation 

(DOT) Act of 1996. Use or taking of 4(f) lands is not permitted unless there is no other feasible or 

prudent alternative available.  

The City of Augusta and Richmond County are home to several recreation areas and parks. 

According to information on the Augusta Department of Recreation, Parks, and Facilities website, 

there are three public use parks/recreation resources near the Airport. Lock and Dam Park is 

located on the Savannah River adjacent to the Airport and provides opportunities for fishing, 

boating, picnicking and other activities. The Robert J. “Bob” Baurle Boat Ramp is located at Lock 

and Dam Park and gives boaters and anglers access to the Savannah River and is accessible to 

the public 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Apple Valley Park is approximately two miles 

northwest of the Airport and offers sports fields and courts, a playground, and other amenities.  

Phinizy Swamp Nature Park is a large natural area located just northeast of the Airport. This nature 

park is located on 1,100 acres and is open to the public year-round. According to the park’s website, 

this area offers opportunities for biking, hiking, and wildlife viewing for species including blue heron, 

red-shouldered hawk, otter, alligator, and bobcat. The swamp itself includes natural and 

constructed wetlands which provide water filtration, wildlife habitat, flood control and other 

important benefits. The park is operated by the non-profit Southeastern Natural Sciences Academy. 
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There are numerous historic sites in Augusta and Richmond County; however, these are primarily 

located within the city’s core, a significant distance from the Airport and unlikely to be impacted by 

the proposed project.  For more information regarding potential impacts to historic resources, 

please see Section 3.12 Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources.  

As the proposed action would be constructed entirely on existing Airport property, no Section 4(f) 

resource impacts are expected from the Preferred Alternative or No Action Alternative. 

3.9. Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, Section 6(f) Lands 

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965 provides funding for 

public recreational lands. Section 6(f)(3) of the Act prevents conversion of the lands purchased or 

developed with such funding to non-recreation uses unless approved by the Secretary of the 

Interior through the National Park Service (NPS). 

According to online Land and Water Conservation Fund records, there have been 11 Section 6(f) 

funded projects in Richmond County and the City of Augusta. Similar to Section 4(f) resources, 

Section 6(f) resources are located away from the Airport and closer to the city center of Augusta. 

Since the proposed action would be constructed on existing Airport property, no Section 6(f) lands 

are anticipated to be impacted by the Preferred Alternative or No Action Alternative. 

3.10. Farmlands 

Farmlands, including pasturelands, croplands, and forests, can be protected by local, state or 

federal regulations if they are considered to be prime, unique, or of statewide or local importance. 

At the federal level, farmlands are protected by the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) which 

is administered by the National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) under the United States 

Department of Agriculture (USDA). The NRCA maintains an inventory of prime and unique farmland 

in the United States.  

Early coordination with the USDA NRCS indicated that because the proposed action is “completely 

contained within a U.S. Census Bureau designated urban area” it is exempt from a Land Evaluation 

and Site Assessment (LESA) to establish a farmland conversion impact rating score. The 

correspondence from the USDA NRCA, enclosed in Appendix C Agency Coordination, stated 

that no further action is needed for FFPA purposes. 

3.11. Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention 

Hazardous materials are those which are capable of posing a risk to health, safety, and property, 

including hazardous wastes and hazardous substances as well as other materials. Hazardous 

materials are regulated under several statutes, including the Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery 

Act (RCRA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), the (CAA), and the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA). 

Solid waste is discard material that falls into specific regulatory definitions; solid waste is regulated 

under RCRA. Pollution prevention refers to efforts to avoid, prevent, or reduce discharges and 

emissions of pollutants.    
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A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed for the project area and is found 

in Appendix E Phase I ESA. The Phase I ESA was completed in conformance with the American 

Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E1527-13 standard titled Standard Practice for 

Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process. This 

assessment included regulatory database searches and review of other available information. 

Information provided by the Airport was also used to analyze the potential risk of impacts from 

hazardous materials and other pollution, also known as recognized environmental conditions 

(RECs). 

Per the Phase I ESA, one registered Underground Storage Tank (UST) is located at the Airport 

and three confirmed releases of hazardous materials or petroleum products from Leaking 

Underground Storage Tanks (LUSTs) were identified in the proximity of the project site. In addition, 

the Airport was identified as a Tier II facility; such facilities store or manufacture hazardous 

materials and submit a chemical inventory report. The Airport also has a National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit with no record of violations. 

The UST and LUSTs identified in the Phase I ESA are located more than 2,000 feet down gradient 

from the proposed project area and are not expected to impact the property. These conditions are 

not considered RECs.  

Based on this Phase I ESA, evidence was found regarding one REC containing potentially 

hazardous materials associated with the former radar building and adjacent diesel storage tank on 

the subject property.  The radar building potentially contains asbestos in the interior.  If the building 

will be demolished, the appropriate federal and state laws regarding asbestos abatement and 

disposal will need to be followed.  The radar building is also associated with an adjacent diesel fuel 

above-ground storage tank (AST).  If the associated AST will be removed, or if excavation in this 

area occurs, there may be the potential to encounter hazardous materials.  Coordination with the 

GADNR Environmental Protection Division for mitigation procedures will be required. 

 

Location of Radar Building 

Identified REC 
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The Phase I ESA found no other evidence of recognized environmental conditions in connection 

with the proposed project area; therefore, no impacts from hazardous materials or pollutants are 

expected under the Preferred Alternative or the No-Action Alternative. 

Augusta-Richmond County owns and operates the Augusta Environmental Services Facility 

(Landfill) for the disposal of municipal solid waste from the local area. The landfill is located 

southwest of the City of Augusta, approximately 15 miles west of the Airport. This facility accepts 

household waste, inert waste, construction and demolition waste, metal waste, tires, and special 

waste (such as industrial waste, pollution controlled waste). This facility also accepts recyclable 

materials. The types and quantities of solid waste that would be generated by the Preferred 

Alternative are accepted by this landfill.    

3.12. Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources 

According to FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing 

Instructions for Airport Projects, two basic laws apply to this resource category.  The first law, the 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, “[r]ecommends measures to coordinate 

federal historic preservation matters, to recommend measures to coordinate federal historic 

preservation activities and to comment on Federal actions affecting historic properties included in 

or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.” 

The second law, the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974: “[p]rovides the survey, 

recovery, and preservation of significant scientific, prehistorical, historical, archeological, or 

paleontological data when such data may be destroyed or irreparably lost due to a federal, federally 

licensed, or federally funded project.” 

 

Historical, architectural and cultural resources include a variety of sites, properties, and facilities 

related to activities and societal and cultural institutions. These resources express past and present 

elements of human culture and are important to a community. Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal agencies to consider the effects their actions may have 

on these properties.  

A field survey and a Phase I Archaeological Survey of the proposed project area was conducted in 

compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. Per the Section 106 Survey Report completed for the 

proposed action, no listed or eligible historic, architectural, archeological, and/or cultural resources 

were identified in the area of potential effect (APE). In addition, no indirect effects are anticipated 

from the Preferred Alternative or No Action Alternative.  

The FAA made a finding of “no historic properties affected” and submitted the Section 106 findings 

to the GADNR Historic Preservation Division for concurrence in March 2018. Concurrence was 

subsequently received and is found in Appendix F Section 106 Report.   

For additional details on historic and archeological investigations, including methodology and APE 

maps, see Appendix F Section 106 Report.  
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3.13. Land Use 

The compatibility between land use and airport activities is typically associated with noise impacts 

(see Section 3.15 Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use); however, elements of an airport’s 

actions can change land use patterns and have the potential to disrupt communities, require 

relocations, or degrade surface transportation levels-of-service. Also, airport activities are often 

incompatible with certain wildlife activities (specifically flight patterns of birds).  

To determine the potential for land use impacts from the Preferred Alternative and No Action 

Alternative, an evaluation of the proposed action and its compatibility with local land use controls 

and plans was completed. 

Jurisdictional Boundaries: The Airport is located wholly within the Augusta-Richmond 

County Boundary. The proposed action would not change any existing jurisdictional 

boundaries. 

Land Use and Zoning: The current Augusta-Richmond County Comprehensive Plan was 

adopted in 2007 and superseded the 2004 plan.  The land use map in this plan shows the 

Airport area as “Transportation”.  The City of Augusta Geographic Information System 

(GIS) Department online mapping system shows this area as zoned for “Industrial” uses.  

The proposed action is consistent with existing land use and zoning in the area.  See 

Appendix G Land Use and Zoning for land use and zoning maps.  

No significant land use changes will occur with either the Preferred Alternative or the No 

Action Alternative.  No noise sensitive areas (residential, educational, health, religious, 

park or recreational, wildlife refuges, or cultural and historical) will be introduced or 

impacted. In compliance with 49 U.S.C. § 47017 (a)(10), the Airport has been proactive in 

restricting incompatible land use types adjacent to, and within the immediate vicinity of, the 

Airport.   

Relocations:  The proposed action would not require any residential or commercial 

relocations.  

Surface Transportation:  Neither the Preferred Alternative nor the No Action Alternative are 

expected to increase congestion, cause degradation of level of service, or permanently 

close any roads within or adjacent to the project area. Traffic from construction vehicles 

would be managed to avoid and minimize impacts to local roads by defining haul routes 

and scheduling the arrival and departure times so normal traffic patterns are not 

interrupted. Any potential construction impacts to surface transportation would be 

temporary in nature.  

Wildlife Attractants and Hazards:  The proposed action will not increase wildlife attractants 

or introduce new wildlife hazardous to aircraft.  No wetlands, open water, or habitat will be 

created as a result of the construction of the Preferred Alternative.   



 

Page 3-16 
 

Based on this above information, it is determined that the Preferred Alternative and the No Action 

Alternative are compatible with existing and planned land uses and zoning requirements.   

3.14. Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

Airport projects typically require natural resources (water, asphalt, concrete, aggregate, wood, etc.) 

and energy (electricity, natural gas, fuel for vehicles, etc.). Consumption of natural resources occurs 

during construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities and infrastructure. The FAA 

encourages development of facilities that include principals of sustainability and are designed to 

conserve natural resources and energy.  

FAA guidance states that airport projects do not generally increase the consumption of energy to 

a point where significant impacts would occur unless a proposed action would cause demand for 

energy to exceed supply.  

The proposed action is not anticipated to cause demand for natural resources to exceed the 

available supplies of these materials. Energy consumption may increase from the construction of 

additional facilities and infrastructure such as climate control in new buildings and pavement lighting 

systems; however, the amount is expected to be negligible. Where possible, light-emitting diode 

(LED) or other high efficiency lights will be used to reduce energy consumption.  During 

construction, a slight increase in energy consumption may occur during the use of construction 

equipment and vehicles; this increase would be temporary in nature.  

The local supply of natural resources is expected to be able to accommodate implementation of 

the Preferred Alternative.  Energy use to operate AGS facilities is not expected to significantly 

increase as a result of the proposed project.  The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative 

are not anticipated to have adverse impacts to natural resources or energy supply. 

3.15. Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound which disturbs or interrupts routine activities. Aviation noise 

includes sounds made by aircraft during departure, arrival, flight, taxiing and other activities. The 

compatibility of land use around an airport is determined in part based on the level of aircraft noise 

at the airport. The FAA uses the Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL) as its primary noise metric. 

The DNL accounts for the noise levels of aircraft events, the number of times those events occur, 

and the timeframe in which they occur (day or night). Noise levels that exceed 65 DNL are 

considered a potential impact.  

Noise sensitive areas are those where noise interferes with normal activities. These areas include 

residential, educational, health, religious structures and sites, parks, recreational areas, wilderness 

areas, wildlife refuges, and cultural and historic sites. Such facilities or areas that are located within 

an airport’s 65 DNL contour are considered noise sensitive.  

The area around the Airport is primarily zoned for “Agricultural” and “Industrial”.  These types of 

land uses are compatible with airport noise.  See Appendix G Land Use and Zoning for maps of 

area land use and zoning designations. 
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The Airport’s recent 2016 Master Plan Update examined the potential for noise impacts resulting 

from future projects at AGS. Using existing and forecasted aircraft operations, two sets of noise 

contours were generated: an existing (2013) set and a future (2033) set.  

The existing/current noise contours and the anticipated effect of future projects on the surrounding 

land uses are presented in Figure 3-3 Existing 2013 DNL Noise Contours.  The 70 DNL noise 

contour contains approximately 94.3 acres, the 65 DNL noise contour encompasses roughly 197.8 

acres, and the 60 DNL noise contour contains about 481.3 acres.  The 65 DNL contour slightly 

extends beyond the Airport property line in an area to the northeast over a vacant portion of the 

Phinizy Swamp Nature Park.   

The future 2033 noise contours and the anticipated effect on the surrounding land uses are 

illustrated in Figure 3-4 Future 2033 DNL Noise Contours.  The 2033 noise contours are only 

slightly larger than the 2013 contours.  The future 70 DNL noise contour contains approximately 

106.7 acres, the 65 DNL noise contour encompasses about 225.5 acres, and the 60 DNL noise 

contour includes approximately 550.8 acres.  Again, the future 65 DNL noise contour remains 

almost entirely on Airport property except for a few acres of the contour extending off Airport 

property to the northeast onto a vacant and uninhabited portion of the Phinizy Swamp Nature Park.   

Due to nature of the Preferred Alternative (replacing aging facilities, collocating general aviation 

facilities, providing additional aircraft parking and storage space, and developing an area for 

future aeronautical related businesses) no adverse noise impacts are anticipated from the 

Preferred Alternative or No Action Alternative.  Although future noise contours extend slightly off 

existing Airport property, the increase is not a result of the Preferred Alternative analyzed in the 

document.  All future improvement projects will be subject to environmental and permitting 

requirements.  
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Figure 3-3  Existing 2013 DNL Noise Contours 

Source:  Augusta Regional Airport Master Plan Update   
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Figure 3-4  Future 2033 DNL Noise Contours 

Source:  Augusta Regional Airport Master Plan Update   
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3.16. Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental 

Health and Safety Risks 

Major airport development projects can impact the socioeconomic conditions of the surrounding 

community. Such projects have the potential to affect neighboring populations, including children, 

and may do so disproportionately to the overall population. The proposed project was evaluated 

for socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts as well as potential health and safety risks to 

children.  

Socioeconomics:  Under the Preferred Alternative, the proposed actions would occur on 

existing Airport property. No acquisitions are proposed in order to meet the objectives of 

the project.  

The racial diversity of the Augusta-Richmond County area, as displayed in Table 3.3, is 

Black or African American representing 54.25 percent of the County population and 54.7 

percent of the population of Augusta-Richmond County; these percentages are higher than 

percentages for the same demographic in the State of Georgia or the country. 

Table 3.3 Augusta-Richmond County Demographics (2010 Census) 

Race and Hispanic Origin  
United 
States 

Georgia 
Richmond 
County 

Augusta-
Richmond 
County 

White 72.4% 59.7% 39.7% 39.1% 

Black or African American  12.6% 30.5% 54.2% 54.7% 

American Indian and Alaska Native  0.9% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 

Asian  4.8% 3.2% 1.7% 1.7% 

Native Hawaiian  
and Other Pacific Islander 

0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 

Two or More Races 2.9% 2.1% 2.6% 2.6% 

Hispanic or Latino 16.3% 8.8% 4.1% 4.1% 

White, not Hispanic or Latino 63.7% 55.9% 38.0% 37.4% 

Source: U.S. Census 

 

The Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative are not expected to impact local 

demographics or minority populations. 

 

As shown in Table 3.4, the median household income for Richmond County is $37,704 

and for Augusta-Richmond County is $37,593. Each of these median figures is lower than 

the State median household income of $49,342. The percentage of the population that is 

in poverty is higher in Richmond County and Augusta-Richmond County than for the State 

(26.0 percent and 25.7 percent, respectively, compared to 18.3 percent).  
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Table 3.4 Income and Poverty (2014 dollars) 

Income and Poverty 
United 
States 

Georgia 
Richmond 
County 

Augusta-
Richmond 
County 

Median household income $53,482.00 $49,342.00 $37,704.00 $37,593.00 

Persons in poverty 14.8% 18.3% 26.0% 25.7% 
Source: U.S. Census 

 

Although Richmond County and Augusta-Richmond County area have income and poverty 

characteristics that differ from the State, the project will be located on Airport property and 

no impacts to local income trends or to low income populations are expected under the 

Preferred Alternative or the No Action Alternative. 

Table 3.5 lists major employers in the region as well as the number of people employed. 

Table 3.5 Major Employers in Region 

Manufacturing 

Employer Industry 
Number of 
Employees 

EZ GO Textron Golf Car/Utility Vehicles 1,277 
Covidien Disposable Medical Supplies 850 
International Paper Bleached Paperboard 820 
Kellogg’s Cookies and Crackers 535 
FPL Food, LLC Beef Products 500 
Thermal Ceramics Ceramic Fiber 444 
Resolute Forest Products Newsprint 374 
Boral Brick Bricks 363 
PCS Nitrogen Nitrogenous Fertilizer 350 
DSM Chemical Caprolactam/Cyclohexanone 350 
Augusta Coca-Cola Soft Drinks 315 
Carole Fabrics Custom Draperies 250 
Dart Container Disposable Plastic Cups 221 
Solvay Advanced Polymers Plastic Material and Resins 206 
Starbucks Soluable Plant Via Ready Use Coffee 195 
Standard Textile Augusta Medical Textiles 190 
Elanco / Eli Lilly Dairy/Medicinal Chemicals 190 
J & J Mid-South Corrugated Shipping Containers 156 
US Battery Lead Acid Batteries 120 
APAC-Georgia Asphalt 108 

Non-Manufacturing 

U.S. Army Signal Center  Government - Military 25,264* 
Augusta University Government - Education 4,656 
Richmond County School System Government - Education 4,418 
University Hospital Service - Health Care 3,200 
Augusta University Hospitals Service - Health Care 3,054 
Augusta-Richmond County Government - Municipal Services 2,612 
VA Medical Centers Government - Health Care 2,082 
East Central Regional Hospital Government - Health Care 1,488 
Doctors Hospital Service - Health Care 1,210 
Source: Augusta Economic Development Authority  
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The area’s major employers and industry are not expected to be adversely impacted by 

the proposed action and may benefit from access to an improved airport facility and 

additional development opportunities in the area.   

The proposed project will cause minimal disruptions along public roadways as the 

Preferred Alternative does not involve any realignment of existing roadways. During 

construction, construction traffic will be managed to minimize disruptions to local travel 

patterns. 

Environmental Justice:  Environmental justice requires the fair treatment of people of all 

races, cultures, and income levels, and stipulates that no group of people should bear a 

disproportionate share of the impacts of a project. Environmental justice is defined as the 

right to a safe, healthy, productive and sustainable environment for all.  Environment 

includes the ecological, physical, social, political, aesthetic, and economic environment.  

Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-Income Populations is intended to identify, address, and avoid 

disproportionately high and adverse human or environmental impacts on specific 

populations. In compliance with this order, the census data presented above was reviewed 

and no minority or low-income populations are expected to be disproportionately affected 

by the Preferred Alternative or the No Action Alternative.  

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks:  FAA Order 1050.1F requires evaluation 

of potential environmental health and safety risks which could disproportionately affect 

children. These could include products and substances a child is likely to come in contact 

with or ingest, such as air, food, drinking water, recreational waters, soil, or products they 

might use or be exposed to.  

Construction under the proposed action would occur on existing Airport property and 

access to the site would be restricted. It is unlikely that the development of the Preferred 

Alternative or the No Action Alternative will include products or substances that could come 

in contact with a child. Based on the evaluation of impacts described in these sections, it 

is unlikely that either alternative will result in any environmental health or safety risks that 

could affect children. 

3.17. Visual Effects (including light emissions) 

Airport lighting is required for security, obstruction identification, and navigation. The lighting 

systems which are essential for the safe operation of an airport can contribute to light emissions. 

When projects introduce new or relocate existing airport lighting facilities that may affect residential 

or other light-sensitive areas, an analysis of these impacts is necessary. FAA guidance states that 

the level of light emissions considered sufficient enough to warrant a special study is unusual.  

The proposed action would require the installation of additional lighting fixtures to illuminate the 

hangars, entrance road, runway, taxiways and aprons, airport maintenance and ARFF facilities, 
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and fuel farm. These changes to the existing lighting system are to occur on existing Airport 

property and are not expected to result in negative impacts on the surrounding land uses as 

surrounding land uses and zoning are compatible with Airport operations. 

Other visual effects that may result from the proposed action include those which change the 

aesthetics of the Airport and affect how it appears to the surrounding areas.  The proposed action 

would be located on Airport property and it would be visually consistent with the existing 

development at this facility. No visual impacts are expected from the Preferred Alternative or the 

No Action Alternative.   

3.18. Water Resources 

Water Resources are surface wasters and groundwater which are important to ecosystems as well 

as the human environment. Analysis of impacts to water resources includes checking for disruption 

as well as changes to quality. Because wetlands, floodplains, surface waters, groundwater and 

other water resources are all connected within a larger system, this section includes a discussion 

of each of these elements.  

Wetlands:  Wetlands are areas which support specific vegetation due to inundation or 

saturation by groundwater. Wetlands are sometimes called swamps, marshes, or bogs and 

provide benefits to the natural and human environments that include habitat, water 

filtration, storage and recreation.  

The Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates the discharge of pollutants into Waters of the United 

States (including wetlands).  The CWA establishes a program to regulate discharge of fill 

material and requires projects to comply with water quality standards.  A Water of the 

United States is considered a jurisdictional surface water or wetland under the CWA; 

however, not all surface waters are under the jurisdiction of the CWA. This determination 

is made on a case by case basis by the US Army Corp of Engineers (USACE). Non-

jurisdictional wetlands are protected under Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands.  

Two wetland field delineations were recently conducted at the Airport.  In September 2014, 

a wetland delineation was completed by Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. as part of a 

road construction project (General Perry Smith Parkway).  Although the wetland delineation 

was for a separate project, field investigations also included the area proposed for 

development as part of the current project’s Preferred Alternative.  See Appendix B 

Wetland Reports for the 2014 Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. delineation report 

including maps and subsequent USACE Jurisdictional Determination regarding wetlands 

within the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative.   

The September 2014 wetland delineation found two small wetland drainage ways 

connected to an intermittent stream that is a tributary of the Triggs Dead River, and two 

small wetland basins connected to a jurisdictional ditch that is also a tributary of that river 

(Figure 3-5 Preferred Alternative Wetland Map).    
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Figure 3-5 Preferred Alternative Wetland Map 

Source: Edwards-Pitman Environmental Inc.  
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Typical vegetation within these jurisdictional waters include loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), 

willow oak (Quercus phellos), buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), Shortbristle 

horned-beak sedge (Rhynchospora corniculata), common rush (Juncus effusus) and 

woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus). All of these resources lie immediately west or south of 

Runway 17/35 and are outside of the proposed area of disturbance of the Preferred 

Alternative.   

In 2016, an Airport wide wetland delineation was conducted that included an area of 

interest of approximately 248 acres.  The 2016 wetland delineation was part of the current 

EA project and was needed to determine potential wetland impacts of the different 

alternatives that were considered to meet the project’s Purpose and Need.  It should be 

noted that the 2016 delineation did not include the area surveyed during the September 

2014 wetland delineation project, as this area had already been assessed.  See Chapter 

2.0 Alternative Considered for details of the alternatives evaluation process. 

Within the 248-acre area delineated in 2016 (excluding the area delineated as part of the 

September 2014 wetland delineation project), ten small wetland areas with herbaceous 

emergent wetland vegetation were found, with a total area of 0.474 acres.  All were within 

storm water drainage ditches or depressions associated with Airport drainage grading or 

surrounding development.  The predominant wetland vegetation in most areas were 

combinations of soft rush (Schoenoplectus tabernaemontanii), marsh seedbox (Ludwigia 

palustris) and gaping grass (Steinchisma hians) that contrasted sharply up slope transects 

with dry upland turfs of bahia grass (Paspalum notatum), Bermuda grass (Cynodon 

dactylon) and red fescue (Festuca arundinacea).  The remaining land cover consisted of 

dry upland turf grass. A USACE Jurisdictional Determination and verification of these 

delineated wetland boundaries is pending.   

No impacts to wetlands or jurisdictional waters are expected from the Preferred Alternative 

or No Action Alternative.  However, approximately 1,100 feet of non-jurisdictional Ditch B 

(Figure 3-5: Preferred Alternative Wetland Map) may be enclosed with the construction 

of the Preferred Alternative.  This impact is unavoidable due to the FAA required separation 

distance between Runway 17/35 and any proposed taxiways.  If enclosure of the non-

jurisdictional ditch is required, prior to construction, all state and local permits will be 

secured.  See Appendix B Wetland Reports for the 2016 wetland delineation report 

including maps and information regarding wetland resources within the Airport property 

boundary.    

Floodplains:  A floodplain is a flat, low area adjacent to a stream, river or creek which may 

be flooded during high water flow conditions. A 100-year floodplain includes the area that 

has a one percent chance of flooding in any given year; projects within the 100-year 

floodplain are discouraged.  

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) 

were obtained for the project area in order to evaluate potential floodplain impacts. 
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According to these maps, which can be found in Appendix H Floodplain Maps, there are 

floodplains directly adjacent the eastern boundary of the Airport property line.  

Although floodplains are found adjacent to the proposed location of the Preferred 

Alternative, the existing floodplain boundaries are outside of the proposed area of land 

disturbance and no impacts are expected with the Preferred Alternative or the No Action 

Alternative.  During construction, BMPs will be implemented to minimize indirect impacts 

to the adjacent floodplains.  

Surface Waters: Surface waters are typically lakes, ponds, rivers, streams, creeks and 

wetlands. Surface waters collect the water from precipitation which does not infiltrate the 

soil and flows across the land instead. Surface waters can be hydrologically connected to 

groundwater. 

Surface water quality standards are established and enforced in Georgia by the 

Environmental Protection Division (GAEPD) via Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limits 

for water bodies under Section 303(d) of the CWA and National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permits for point and non-point sources under Section 402 

of the CWA.  Planning, monitoring, administration and enforcement of all water quality 

standards is delegated to the Watershed Protection Branch of the GAEPD, except for 

certain areas where Local Issuing Authorities (LIAs) permit and monitor construction site 

erosion under the Georgia Erosion and Sediment Control Act (ESC). However, public 

developments with federal/state funding such as the proposed action remain with an 

environmental liaison officer within the relevant regional office of the GAEPD. 

Richmond County has adopted several ordinances to improve water quality by protecting 

wetlands, watersheds, groundwater recharge areas and river corridors. The Wetlands 

Protection Ordinance established land use controls on lands surrounding wetlands as well 

as local floodplain development controls.  The Water Supply Protection Ordinance protects 

drinking water sources through limits on impervious surfaces and restrictions of land uses 

involving hazardous wastes or materials.  The Groundwater Recharge Protection 

Ordinance limits the number and density of septic tank drainfields, hazardous waste 

storage, disposal and handling facilities and chemical storage facilities.  The River Corridor 

Protection District is an overlay zoning district that protects lands 100 feet from the banks 

of the Savannah River. 

The leading water resource of the project area is the Savannah River, which lies 

immediately east of the Airport. The Savannah River is used for various purposes, including 

navigation, the generation of electricity, and water for human consumption. The Savannah 

River provides drinking water to the City of Augusta. 

Phinizy Ditch, along with Butler Creek, are the local tributaries of the Savannah River that 

receive much of the drainage from the middle and northern portions of the Airport.  Part of 

Airport drainage from Runway 8/26 flows south via open ditches to hardwood swamps 
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around the Triggs Dead River that flows through an old oxbow feature of the Savannah 

River. 

The Airport has a current SWPPP for its developed lands that are classified as industrial 

under Standard Industrial Code 4581 and North American Industry Code System 488119 

(Augusta Regional Airport, 2012).  These lands discharge to Butler Creek to the east and 

Twiggs Dead River to the south.  Maintenance, equipment cleaning and Airport de-icing 

operations are among the potentially polluting activities identified and controlled by the 

SWPPP.  

With the proposed Airport improvements expanding or relocating certain Airport industrial 

lands, the SWPPP will be updated to acknowledge the changes in storm water behavior, 

and modify or establish new controls as appropriate.  With more development focused 

south of Runway 8/26, additional controls on storm water discharges to Triggs Dead River 

may be warranted.   

Construction site erosion controls will be designed and permitted as required under the 

Georgia ESC, with Notices of Intent (NOIs) filed with the local GAEPD office for any phased 

development of the project.  Updating the SWPPP and compliance with ESC requirements 

will be sufficient to meet water quality standards in Butler Creek and the Savannah River.  

No adverse effects to water quality are anticipated due to the proposed action. 

The various elements of the proposed project are all consistent with local water quality 

ordinances and are not expected to adversely impact surface water resources. No surface 

water impacts are anticipated under the Preferred Alternative or the No Action Alternative. 

For more information about water resources near the Airport and regulatory compliance 

requirements, see Appendix I Water Quality.  

Groundwater:  Groundwater is water that is below the surface of the ground within the 

spaces between soil and rock formations. Groundwater quality is primarily governed under 

the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) administered by the USEPA.  

The construction of additional impervious surfaces with the proposed action may decrease 

the area of land available for water infiltration; however, the amount of net change in 

impervious surfaces is difficult to determine as the types of industrial/ commercial 

developments are unknown.   

As noted above, the Richmond County has adopted ordinances to protect groundwater 

quality in the area. Any proposed development is subject to this ordinance’s limits on 

impervious surfaces and restrictions on land use. No impacts to groundwater resources 

are anticipated under the Preferred Alternative nor the No Action Alternative.  

Wild and Scenic Rivers:  Wild and Scenic Rivers are those that have extraordinary scenic, 

recreational, geologic, ecosystem, historic or cultural value as defined in the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act creates a national system intended to 
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preserve certain rivers in a free-flowing condition for current and future enjoyment. The Act 

is administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the NPS, the USFWS, and the 

United States Forest Service (USFS) based on which agency manages the land around a 

protected river or river segment.  

Actions which may impact listed rivers or rivers proposed for listing may require 

consultation with one or more of these agencies in order to obtain a determination that the 

project does not disrupt the free-flowing character of a designated river. In addition, lands 

in Wild and Scenic river corridors may be subject to the U.S. Department of Transportation 

Act, Section 4(f) criteria (see Section 3.8 Department of Transportation Act, Section 

4(f) Lands).  

According to the National River Inventory (NRI), Georgia’s only designated Wild and Scenic 

River is the Chattooga River, which flows from the mountains in North Carolina to Lake 

Tugaloo between South Carolina and Georgia. The Chattooga River is located in the 

northern portion of the state of Georgia, approximately 150 miles north of Richmond County 

and the City of Augusta.  

There are no Wild and Scenic Rivers at or within proximity of the Airport, therefore impacts 

are not anticipated under the Preferred Alternative or No Action Alternative. 

3.19. Construction Impacts 

In accordance with the FAA Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions, the impacts to the 

environment due to construction activities must be assessed when preparing an environmental 

document.  Construction impacts are commonly short-term and temporary in nature.  Typical 

impacts resulting from airport construction include air, water, and noise pollution.  In addition, 

surface transportation traffic patterns may be altered during construction as well.  Typical impacts 

include: 

• Noise from construction equipment and related activities at the site 

• Noise and dust from delivery of materials through residential areas 

• Air pollution from burning debris 

• Use and mitigation of borrow and waste sites 

• Excessive dust 

 

It is expected that Airport operations will be affected during the construction of the Preferred 

Alternative, but disruptions are temporary. Once construction of the Preferred Alternative is 

complete, Airport operations will return to normal.  To mitigate potential land disturbance impacts 

resulting from construction activities, provisions of FAA AC 150/5370-10G, Standards for 

Specifying Construction of Airports, will be incorporated in the construction planning and 

implementation to minimize adverse environmental impacts.  Consequently, construction impacts 

on nearby land uses will be minimal.   
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Soil erosion is a major source of concern as a possible adverse impact of construction projects.  

Although, there is not expected to be a high risk of soil erosion during excavation and other ground 

disturbing activities, soil erosion will be minimized through the application of an erosion control plan 

prepared under the provisions of FAA AC 150/5370-10G, Standards for Specifying Construction of 

Airports.   However, some amount of erosion may occur during construction, but will be minimized 

through the use of appropriate BMPs.  The following list of BMPs represents common erosion 

control measures that should be considered during construction and applied where applicable: 

• Sediment traps 

• Temporary cement ponds 

• Temporary grassing of disturbed areas   

• Vegetation cover replaced as soon as possible   

• Erosion mats and mulch  

• Silt fencing and drainage check dams 

• Settling basins for storm water treatment 

 

Adverse impacts on water quality due to erosion and subsequent sedimentation is another prime 

consideration during construction.  Erosion and subsequent sedimentation will be minimized by 

erosion control measures with water quality not expected to be measurably affected.  Stormwater 

runoff from the sites will be designed to drain into the Airport’s existing drainage system where 

applicable; however, some minor and temporary erosion may occur during construction.  All 

applicable permitting requirements as described in Section 3.18 Water Resources will be 

followed. 

Mitigation measures prepared under an erosion control plan in accordance with FAA AC 150/5370-

10G, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports, will help minimize long-term impacts to 

area water quality and to the existing drainage system.  In addition, the specification in FAA AC 

150/5320-5D, Surface Drainage Design, will be used to draft contract specifications.  

It is anticipated that any construction impacts may be considered routine and easily mitigated 

through the regulatory permitting process and the use of BMPs. There will be no permanent 

construction impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative or the No Action Alternative.   

3.20. Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are those that result from the incremental impacts of similar actions over a 

specified period of time within a defined location. In some cases, the individually minor impacts of 

separate projects can have substantial effects when considered together. 

The Airport has been steadily implementing improvements over the last 10 years. Major past 

projects include constructing a new commercial airline passenger terminal and a new general 

aviation terminal as well as maintenance of the airfield and other infrastructure installations.  All of 

which were subject to previous environmental review and permitting.  Future Airport projects 

include replacing existing facilities and systems, extending airfield features, and rehabilitating 

pavement areas.  
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Future Airport projects described in this EA are considered routine and can be mitigated by the use 

of BMPs and compliance with required permits. 

It is anticipated that the construction of the Preferred Alternative, when viewed in light of past, 

current, and future planned actions, would not result in significant cumulative impacts. However, 

future projects would be subject to rigorous National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis, 

regulatory permitting, and mitigation requirements. 

3.21. Environmental Consequences – Other Considerations 

This section discusses other items that, while not specifically covered in previous sections, are 

important to the understanding of the project’s potential impacts on the SEE surroundings. 

Conformance with Plans, Policies, and Controls:  An airport development project may play an 

important role in the local and regional economy.  Often times, a project influences the type and 

location of specific land uses, the ground transportation network, and the general direction of 

community growth.  When evaluating an action’s conformance with plans and polices, there are 

usually two levels of planning involved.  The first level addresses policy plans, which are goals and 

objectives for the area or jurisdiction.  The second addresses specific physical plans that direct 

development of the physical infrastructure.  An analysis of the Preferred Alternative does not 

indicate any conflict with local, county, or regional planning efforts. 

Conformance with Laws and Administrative Rules:  In preparing this EA, various federal, state, 

regional, and local agencies were contacted to solicit their comments on the proposed project as it 

related to their specific area of expertise or regulatory jurisdiction including permitting and mitigation 

requirements.  Based on this coordination, found in Appendix C Agency Coordination, 

inconsistency with known federal, state, or local laws or administrative rules is not expected.  All 

phases of the proposed action will adhere to appropriate regulations and permitting requirements 

including any necessary mitigation measures.  A summary of approvals, permits, and mitigation 

required to implement the Preferred Alternative is included in Table 3.6 Environmental Summary 

of the Preferred Alternative. 
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3.22. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation  

The following table summarizes the impacts and mitigation requirements of the Preferred 

Alternative.  

Table 3.6 Environmental Summary of the Preferred Alternative 

Environmental Factor 
Significant 

Impact? 
Mitigation Requirements/Permits 

Air Quality No • None Required 

Biological Resources No 

• Implement GAEPD approved erosion control 
methods to protect aquatic species in nearby 
Savannah River. 

• Update the Airport’s SWPPP. 
• Implement BMPs such as filtration and dry 

detention facilities to filter of sediments and 
pollutants. 

Climate  No • None Required 
Coastal Resources No • None Required 
DOT Act Section 4(f) Properties No • None Required 
LWCF Act Section 6(f) Lands No • None Required 
Farmlands No • None Required 

Hazardous Materials No 

• Follow appropriate federal and state laws 
regarding asbestos abatement and disposal if the 
radar building is disturbed.   

• If the above-ground storage tank adjacent to the 
radar building will be removed, or if excavation in 
this area occurs, Contact GADNR Environmental 
Protection Division for mitigation procedures. 

Historical, Architectural, 
Archeological, or Cultural 
Resources 

No 
• None Required 

Land Use No • None Required 

Natural Resources and Energy 
Supply 

No 
• Where possible, LED or other high efficiency 

lights will be used to reduce energy 
consumption. 

Noise and Noise-Compatible 
Land Use 

No • None Required 

Socioeconomics, EJ, Children’s 
Health 

No • None Required 

Visual Effects No • None Required 
Water Resources 

Wetlands No • None Required 
Floodplains No • None Required 

Surface Waters No 

• Update SWPPP to reflect changes in storm water 
and modify or establish new controls as 
appropriate.   

• Construction site erosion controls will be 
designed and permitted as required under the 
Georgia ESC, with NOIs filed with the local 
GAEPD office. 

Groundwater No 
• Any proposed development is subject to 

Richmond County’s ordinance’s limits on 
impervious surfaces and restrictions on land use 
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Wild and Scenic Rivers No • None Required 

Construction Impacts No 

• To mitigate potential land disturbance impacts 
resulting from construction activities, provisions 
of FAA AC 150/5370-10G, Standards for 
Specifying Construction of Airports, will be 
incorporated in construction planning and 
implementation 

• The following list of BMPs represents common 
erosion control measures that should be 
considered during construction and applied 
where applicable: 
o Sediment traps 
o Temporary cement ponds 
o Temporary grassing of disturbed areas   
o Vegetation cover replaced as soon as 

possible   
o Erosion mats and mulch  
o Silt fencing and drainage check dams 
o Settling basins for storm water treatment 

• Mitigation measures prepared under an erosion 
control plan in accordance with FAA AC 
150/5370-10G, Standards for Specifying 
Construction of Airports, will help minimize long-
term impacts to area water quality and to the 
existing drainage system   

• Include specifications outlined in FAA AC 
150/5320-5D, Surface Drainage Design to draft 
contract documents. 

Cumulative Impacts  No • None Required 
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Section 4.0 List of Preparers

This section lists the names and responsibilities of the team members that assisted in the preparation of 
the Environmental Assessment.

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Southern Region:

Felicia K. Johnson, Environmental Program Manager – Responsible for National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) compliance and FAA oversight.

Mead & Hunt:

Stephanie Ward, AICP, Project Principal/Quality Control - Has more than 20 years of experience in 
preparing airport master plans, airport layout plans (ALPs), environmental overviews, airport site selection 
studies, airport feasibility studies, and developing community support and understanding of airports and 
their importance to a community.  Has prepared more than 60 planning studies for air carrier and general 
aviation facilities.  

William Ballard, AICP, Project Manager - More than 18 years of experience evaluating environmental 
impacts associated with transportation projects and preparing NEPA documents.  Has served as project 
manager for various environmental assessments and environmental impact statements.  

Morgan Turner, Environmental Planner - Serves as an airport planner for Mead & Hunt and is responsible 
for developing planning and environmental documents. Has assisted with several environmental 
assessments and has a strong understanding of the NEPA, environmental management systems, solid 
waste and recycling regulations and sustainability practices. 

Perry Rossa, Wetlands and Biological Resources Scientist - More than 20 years of experience in the 
execution of NEPA compliance documents and state and federal wetland permitting. Has served as project 
manager for wetland permitting and mitigation design teams.

Subconsultants:

Edwards-Pittman Environmental, Inc. – Responsible for archeological survey and portions of the biotic 
analysis.


