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Chapter 1 

Background, Purpose and Need  
 

1.1 Introduction 

Birmingham-Shuttlesworth International Airport (BHM or the Airport) is situated four miles 
northeast of Downtown Birmingham in Jefferson County, Alabama, and is the state's largest 
and busiest airport. Serving as a gateway to the state’s central region, BHM manages 
scheduled and unscheduled flights and provides cargo services by five major airlines and 
three all-cargo operators- American, Delta, Southwest, United, Spirit, as well as FedEx, UPS, 
and Kuehne + Nagel, respectively. The passenger terminal is located southeast adjacent to 
Taxiway A and the primary runway (Runway 6-24). The airside of the Airport is shared with the 
Alabama Air National Guard (ANG), which includes approximately 100 facilities covering a 
total of 147 acres. BHM is home to a Kaiser Aircraft Industry Facility, encompassing 
maintenance, repair and overhaul (MRO) facilities, manufacturing units, and office space. 

BHM is located north of the interchange to Interstate 20 and 65 in central Alabama, northeast 
of Tuscaloosa by 63 miles. The Airport's location within the region is illustrated in Figure A1, 
located in Appendix A. As shown in Figure A1, Huntsville and Montgomery are located north 
and south of the Airport with Talladega National Forest located to the east. The Airport is 
positioned approximately five miles northeast of Birmingham’s central business district. 

The Airport recently undertook the preparation of an Airport Master Plan (AMP) and Airport 
Layout Plan (ALP), which was approved in July 2018. The approved plans provided the 
guidance needed to conduct the developments to satisfy the increasing aviation demand at 
BHM. The AMP evaluated various aspects of the Airport, including both landside and airside 
facilities, assessed the need for a future runway, boosted adaptability, and identified ways 
to diversify revenue and economic influence.  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in alignment with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The preparation of this EA adheres to the FAA Order 
1050.1G, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures (herein referred to as FAA 
Order 1050.1G or 1050.1G), the FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Order 5610.1D, Procedures for Considering Environmental 
Impacts. This EA examines the Proposed Action and assesses the potential 
environmental impacts that may arise from the project or operational disturbances 
upon completion.  
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1.1.1 Ownership and Role 

BHM is owned and operated by the Birmingham Airport Authority (BAA), which is governed 
by a seven-member Board of Directors. The Airport is classified as a primary commercial 
service airport by the FAA’s National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). The Airport 
provides a safe operating environment for various classes of aircraft including small general 
aviation aircraft, corporate business jets, and commercial service passenger and cargo 
aircraft.  

1.1.2 Airport Facilities 

BHM operates with two runways, along with a complex taxiway system that facilitates the 
safe and efficient movement of aircraft to the passenger terminal and other airport facilities. 
Refer to Appendix A for Figure A2, which shows the location of current airport facilities. BHM 
is sited at 650 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).  

The primary runway at the Airport is designated as Runway 6-24 and is 12,007 feet in length 
and 150 feet in width, with a grooved, asphalt surface. The crosswind runway at the Airport 
is designated as Runway 18-36 and is 7,099 feet in length and 150 feet in width, with a 
grooved, asphalt surface. These runways are connected to a taxiway system that support 
aircraft movement to and from the landside aviation use areas (i.e., passenger terminal, 
hangars, etc.). Taxiway A is 7,850 feet in length, 150 feet in width, and has eight connector 
taxiways that provide access to the runway and passenger terminal facility. Taxiway H is 
6,026 feet in length and 150 feet in width. Taxiway H has four connector taxiways that provide 
access to Runway 6-24, corporate hangar tenant aprons, a Fixed Based Operator (FBO), and 
the Air National Guard’s flightline.  

1.1.3 Overview of Airport Activity 

With more than 1.3 million annual passenger enplanements, BHM serves as Alabama’s most 
active commercial service airport. As indicated below, approximately 42 percent of aircraft 
operations are categorized as General Aviation (GA) operations. Alongside a significant GA 
presence at BHM, there is also a notable military presence from the ANG base, which houses 
the Air Force 117th Air Refueling Wing and the ANG 109th Air Evacuation Hospital. Historical 
aviation activity, distributions of activity, and a cargo tonnage summary are presented in the 
following sections. 

1.1.4 Historical Activity 

Indicated in Table 1-1, the number of based aircraft has declined from 242 in 2014 to 233 in 
2023. Despite this decrease in based aircraft, annual aircraft operations have seen 
variability, reaching a low of 74,686 in 2020 and peaking at 104,847 in 2019. Enplaned 
passenger counts have continued to increase since 2020, with 622,789 enplanements 
compared to 1,499,027 enplanements in 2023. 
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TABLE 1-1 
HISTORICAL AVIATION ACTIVITY 

1 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF), FAA  
2 The Operations Network (OPSNET), FAA 
3 Air Carrier Activity Information System (ACAIS), FAA 

As illustrated in Table 1-2, operations across all user categories have experienced 
fluctuations over the past decade. Air Carrier operations saw a rise from 48,230 in 2014 to 
70,334 in 2023, representing an increase of nearly 45%. Similarly, General Aviation and 
Military operations grew from 78,308 and 11,582 in 2014 to 79,006 and 15,325 in 2023, 
respectively. This data reveals a trend of rising activity in Air Carrier, General Aviation, and 
Military sectors, alongside a decline in Commuter activity over the last ten years.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

              Calendar       

                               Year 

Based 

Aircraft1 

Annual 

Operations2 

Annual Enplaned 

Passengers3 

2014 242 94,534 1,299,214 

2015 228 95,030 1,325,897 

2016 220 94,401 1,304,467 

2017 227 96,053 1,333,967 

2018 235 101,202 1,457,562 

2019 225 104,847 1,516,075 

2020 230 74,686 622,789 

2021 230 92,742 1,081,328 

2022 230 95,773 1,331,035 

2023 233 99,544 1,499,027 
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TABLE 1-2 
DISTRIBUTION OF AERONAUTICAL ACTIVITY 
 

Source: The Operations Network (OPSNET), FAA 

Detailed in Table 1-3, the landed weight of cargo has fluctuated over the past decade but 
increased significantly in 2023. This is due to the introduction of Kuehne + Nagel flights to 
and from Germany on widebody aircraft primarily providing auto parts to Alabama factories. 
To accommodate this increase in air cargo, BHM constructed a new 53,500-square-foot 
facility that has increased its processing capabilities for the various cargo operators it 
serves. This facility's location provides easy access to major U.S. markets. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Calendar 

Year 

Air Carrier Commuter General 

Aviation 

Military 

2014 48,230 49,332 78,308 11,582 

2015 50,584 48,230  78,672 11,583 

2016 52,058 47,868  75,857 12,427 

2017 59,158 41,666 75,282 13,660 

2018 65,566 40,760 76,241 17,825 

2019 67,988 40,732 78,546 19,217 

2020 42,324 26,858 62,670 13,079 

2021 55,834 32,998 79,093 14,643 

2022 55,512 36,548 82,234 15,767 

2023 70,334 32,478 79,006 15,325 



1-5 | P a g e  
Birmingham-Shuttlesworth International Airport 
Environmental Assessment (EA) 
EAXX-021-12-ARP-1740561283 

TABLE 1-3 
CARGO TONNAGE SUMMARY 
 

Source: Air Carrier Activity Information System (ACAIS), FAA  

 

1.2 Project Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the proposed project is to enhance the airfield’s ability to accommodate the 
increasing demand for both passenger and cargo aircraft operations in a safe and efficient 
manner by addressing the non-standard runway to taxiway separation located on the 
southwest portion of Runway 6/24 and Taxiway A.  

As a result of the existing non-standard 350-foot separation distance between Runway 6-24 
and Taxiway A on the southwest portion of the airfield, the majority of the Airport’s mainline 
traffic cannot operate in an optimal environment as the existing separation distance does 
not meet current FAA design standards. By relocating Taxiway A, most commercial aircraft 
will be able to utilize Taxiway A efficiently with minimal operational restrictions. The 
relocation of Taxiway A is necessary to enhance airfield and aircraft safety, ensure the 
protection of personnel, and support the demand for the existing and future fleet mix. 

In addition to the need to relocate Taxiway A, the pavement condition of the taxiway is rapidly 
deteriorating. The current Pavement Condition Index (PCI) is listed below in Table 1-4.  

 

 

 

 

 

Calendar Year Landed Weight (Lbs.) % Change 

2014 176,272,280 -0.39% 

2015 177,166,860 +0.51% 

2016 178,257,470 +0.62% 

2017 163,825,910 -8.10% 

2018 177,936,690 +8.61% 

2019 171,410,935 -3.67% 

2020 173,209,320 +1.05% 

2021 172,919,560 -0.17% 

2022 166,855,040 -3.51% 

2023 207,861,305 +24.58% 
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TABLE 1-4 
PAVEMENT CONDITION INDEX (PCI) 

Source: Taxiway A Pavement Evaluation, Garver 2024 

1.3 Proposed Action 

The Airport is proposing to relocate existing Taxiway A to enhance airfield safety, 
accommodate the future aircraft fleet mix, and to meet airfield design standards as outlined 
in FAA AC 150/5300-13B, Airport Design. The proposed actions, listed as follows, will 
increase the separation distance between Runway 6-24 and Taxiway A in order to meet 
current FAA design standards and enhance safety at BHM. 

• Realignment, reconstruction, and widening of parallel Taxiway A 
• Realignment, reconstruction, and widening of associated connector taxiways 
• Strengthening a portion of Taxiway A, including its connectors 
• Relocation or encapsulation of approximately 3,200 linear feet of Village Creek 
• Relocation of portions of the vehicle service roads 
• Realignment of existing utilities 
• Staging areas and haul routes during construction 

 
1.4 Federal Action Requested 

Federal action is being sought for the relocation of Taxiway A at BHM. This Environmental 
Assessment is being prepared in alignment with FAA Order 1050.1G, Environmental 
Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, FAA National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the accompanying FAA 1050.1 
Desk Reference. The following actions are proposed and are subject to this Environmental 
Assessment: 

• Determination under 49 U.S.C. §40103(b) and §47105 (b)(3) whether the proposed 
project meets applicable design and engineering requirements set forth in FAA 
Advisory Circulars 

• Unconditional approval of the ALP pursuant to 49 U.S.C. §40103(b) and 
§47107(a)(16), and determination of effects upon the safe and efficient utilization of 
navigable airspace pursuant to 14 CFR Parts 77, 157 and 49 U.S.C. §44718 

• A determination under CFR Part 147 (49 U.S.C. §40113(a)) as to whether or not it 
objects to the airport development proposal from an airspace perspective, based on 
aeronautical studies 

Branch Name Section ID Area (Sq Ft) PCI PCI Category 

Taxiway A TWY A-04 188,853 68/100 FAIR 

Taxiway A TWY A-05 190,013 54/100 POOR 

Taxiway A TWY A-06 185,195 51/100 POOR 

Taxiway A TWY A-07 34,946 94/100 GOOD 

Taxiway A TWY A-08 30,431 69/100 FAIR 
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• A determination, through the aeronautical study process, under 14 CFR 77 (49 U.S.C. 
§40103(b), §40113) regarding obstructions to navigable airspace 

• Determination of project eligibility for the Federal Grant-in-Aid Program authorized by 
the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended (recodified as 49 U.S.C. 
§47107), and/or determination of project eligibility to impose Passenger Facility 
Charges (PFCs) and determinations that the proposed project is in conformance, for 
environmental purposes exclusively, with Federal grant eligibility and other 
requirements, pursuant to CFR Parts 77, 150, 152, 157, 169 

 

1.4.1 Other Federal Actions 

The following permits and clearances could potentially be required from other federal 
agencies: 

• Section 404 Individual Permit for Placement of Fill in Wetlands-U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) 

 

1.4.2 Airport Operator Actions 

The actions expected by the BAA to occur in the normal course of proposed project 
implementation include: 

• Application for federal financial assistance (SF424) 
• Application for and approval of a building and grading permit 
• Land use approval 
• Construction of the preferred alternative (i.e. the final, surviving alternative that is 

determined by BHM after the conclusion of the EA) 
• Village Creek Public Outreach efforts 

 

1.4.3 State and Local Actions 

The following permits and clearances are required from state and local agencies: 
• Clearance from the Alabama State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
• Section 402 Water Quality Certification- State of Alabama and City of Birmingham. 
• Floodplain Development Approval- City of Birmingham 
• Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR)/ Letter of Map Revision (LOMR)- 

FEMA/ADECA OWR 
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Chapter 2 

Alternatives 
 

2.1 Introduction 

Federal regulations and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require a 
comprehensive environmental review process, which includes identifying and evaluating 
viable alternatives that could meet the objectives of a proposed project. This thorough 
analysis is imperative to ensure potential alternatives have been explored and that any 
alternative capable of fulfilling the project's purpose, has not been disregarded prematurely. 
In accordance with the federal guidelines that mandate NEPA, a range of alternatives have 
been developed that may achieve the objectives of the Proposed Action. The following 
alternatives have been identified in the Program Definition Study (PDS), and in planning 
discussions after the PDS was developed, to meet FAA standards at Birmingham-
Shuttlesworth International Airport (BHM). 
 
2.2 Range of Alternatives 

This section outlines different alternatives that would fulfill the identified Purpose and Need, 
as stated in Chapter 1, Background, Purpose and Need. Guidelines from 1050.1G were 
considered when analyzing the reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action.   

NEPA standards necessitate the examination of alternatives because certain elements of 
the Proposed Action may have environmental impacts that can be mitigated or eliminated 
through the integration of alternatively viable actions. NEPA also requires the consideration 
of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed Action, and those alternatives must be 
technically and economically feasible and meet the purpose and need of the Proposed 
Action.  

As previously described, the Proposed Action is intended to enhance airfield safety, 
accommodate the future aircraft fleet mix, and meet airfield design standards. Seven 
alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, were identified. The following list highlights 
the range of alternatives that are considered in this EA. Reference Appendix B for figures of 
the seven alternatives.  

2.2.1 Alternative 1 - Village Creek Encapsulation in Place and Taxiway A Relocation to 400’ 

Alternative 1 includes the realignment of 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A pavement to achieve 
a 400-foot separation from the runway centerline to the taxiway centerline. This alternative 
includes the encapsulation of 2,100 linear feet of Village Creek in place by constructing a 
concrete box culvert along its existing alignment.  

2.2.2 Alternative 2 - Village Creek Relocation and Taxiway A Relocation to 400’ 

Alternative 2 includes the realignment of 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A pavement to achieve 
a 400-foot separation from the runway centerline to the taxiway centerline. This alternative 
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also includes the relocation of approximately 3,200 linear feet of Village Creek by 
constructing an open-air creek parallel to its current alignment. Finally, Alternative 2 requires 
the relocation of the parallel VSR.  

2.2.3 Alternative 3a - Village Creek Encapsulation In Place and Taxiway A Relocation to 500’ 

Alternative 3a includes the realignment of 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A pavement to achieve 
a 500-foot separation from the runway centerline to the taxiway centerline, meeting ADG V 
design standards. This alternative includes the encapsulation of approximately 2,600 linear 
feet of Village Creek in place and Taxiway A would be relocated directly on top of the 
encapsulated Village Creek. Finally, Alternative 3a requires the relocation of the parallel VSR. 

2.2.4 Alternative 3b - Village Creek Relocation and Encapsulation and Taxiway A Relocation 
to 500’ 

Alternative 3b includes the realignment of 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A to achieve a 500-
foot separation from the runway centerline to the taxiway centerline, meeting ADG V design 
standards. This alternative also includes the relocation and encapsulation of 2,500 linear 
feet of Village Creek. Finally, Alternative 3b requires the relocation of the parallel VSR.  

2.2.5 Alternative 4 - Village Creek Relocation and Taxiway A Relocation to 500’ 

Alternative 4 includes the realignment of 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A pavement to achieve 
a 500-foot separation from the runway centerline to taxiway centerline, meeting ADG V 
design standards. This alternative also includes the relocation of approximately 3,200 linear 
feet of Village Creek by constructing an open-air creek parallel to its current alignment. 
Finally, Alternative 4 requires the relocation of the parallel VSR.  

2.2.6 Alternative 5 - Village Creek Relocation and Hybrid 400’/500’ Taxiway A Relocation. 

Alternative 5 includes the realignment of 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A pavement to achieve 
a hybrid offset distance varying from 400 feet to 500 feet from the runway centerline to 
taxiway centerline, meeting ADG V design standards. This alternative includes the relocation 
of approximately 3,200 linear feet of Village Creek, and the relocation of the parallel VSR. 
This alternative was developed during planning discussions after the PDS was developed, 
therefore this alternative was not included in the PDS.  

2.2.7 Alternative 6 - No Action 

The No Action Alternative would result in the airfield configuration remaining as it is today, 
and the need to meet FAA design standards and enhance safety would not be addressed. 
Taxiway A and Village Creek would remain in the same location in the No Action Alternative. 
This alternative includes the reconstruction of Taxiway A in place, demolition of existing non-
standard taxiway connectors, and constructing taxiway connectors that meet FAA design 
standards. 

An initial review of this broad range of alternatives was conducted to identify the alternatives 
that are considered reasonable. Alternatives that are eliminated from further analysis are 
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described in Section 2.3. Alternatives that may meet the project need are carried forward 
for further analysis and are addressed in Section 2.4. 

2.3  Alternatives Considered but Dismissed 

This section briefly describes the reasons for elimination of the following alternatives in this 
EA: 

• Alternative 1 – Village Creek Encapsulation in Place and Taxiway A Relocation to 400’ 
• Alternative 3a – Village Creek Encapsulation in Place and Taxiway A Relocation to 500’ 
• Alternative 3b – Village Creek Relocation and Encapsulation and Taxiway A Relocation 

to 500’ 

These alternatives were eliminated primarily because they are not economically feasible. 
The costs associated with encapsulation were estimated to be significantly higher than the 
open-air creek alternatives. Additionally, the anticipated adverse effects to Village Creek 
were significantly greater than the open-air creek alternatives (i.e., potential to decrease 
existing habitat connectivity and fish passage, and prohibiting the stream from accessing the 
floodplain). 

2.4 Alternatives Carried Forward for Analysis  

This section describes the alternatives being carried forward in the analysis of environmental 
impacts. An evaluation was performed to assess these alternatives on their technical and 
economic viability, as well as their effectiveness in fulfilling the project's Purpose and Need.  

The PDS provides a detailed inventory of existing airfield facilities to establish baseline 
conditions for analysis. The PDS recommended improvements needed to address both the 
current and future fleet mix at BHM. In evaluating the factors that support the 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative, safety remains the priority. The following 
alternatives were chosen to be carried forward for analysis in this EA. 

2.4.1 Alternative 2 - Village Creek Relocation and Taxiway A Relocation to 400’ (Preferred 
Alternative) 

Alternative 2 involves the realignment of approximately 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A 
pavement to achieve a maximum separation distance of 400 feet and the relocation of 
approximately 3,200 linear feet of Village Creek. In addition, this alternative includes the 
relocation of the parallel VSR, and the strengthening of taxiway pavements. This would 
involve constructing a new open-air creek parallel to the existing creek alignment. 
Alternative 2 fulfills the objectives as specified in the projects Purpose and Need. 

Implementation of Alternative 2 will result in impacts to Village Creek, identified as a riverine 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Effects to species residing in the creek have 
been investigated and potential impacts will be discussed in subsequent chapters. The total 
cost to complete Alternative 2 is estimated to cost approximately $75.1 million in 2024 
dollars, as shown in in Table 2-1. 
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2.4.2 Alternative 4 - Village Creek Relocation and Taxiway A Relocation to 500’ 

Alternative 4 involves the realignment of approximately 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A 
pavement to achieve a maximum separation distance of 500 feet and the relocation of 
approximately 3,200 linear feet of Village Creek. In addition, this alternative includes the 
relocation of the parallel VSR. Alternative 4 fulfills the objectives as specified in the projects 
Purpose and Need.  

Implementation of Alternative 4 will result in impacts to Village Creek, identified as a riverine 
by the USFWS. Effects to species residing in the creek have been investigated and potential 
impacts will be discussed in subsequent chapters. The total cost to complete Alternative 4 
is estimated to cost approximately $82.2 million in 2024 dollars, as shown in Table 2-1.  

2.4.3 Alternative 5 - Village Creek Relocation and Hybrid 400’/500’ Taxiway A Relocation 

Alternative 5 involves the realignment of 7,700 linear feet of Taxiway A pavement to achieve 
a hybrid offset distance varying from 400 feet to 500 feet from the runway centerline to 
taxiway centerline, meeting ADG V design standards. This alternative includes the relocation 
of approximately 3,200 linear feet of Village Creek, and the relocation of the parallel VSR. 
This alternative was developed during planning discussions after the PDS was developed, 
therefore this alternative was not included in the PDS.  

Implementation of Alternative 5 will result in impacts to Village Creek, identified as a riverine 
by the USFWS. Effects to species residing in the creek have been investigated and potential 
impacts will be discussed in subsequent chapters. The total cost to complete Alternative 5 
is approximately $78.6 million in 2024 dollars, as shown in Table 2-1.  

2.4.4 Alternative 6 - No Action 

NEPA standards require the assessment of a No Action Alternative. This allows for 
comparisons with other alternatives to fully understand their potential impacts. For this EA, 
the No Action Alternative would involve the reconstruction of taxiway pavements while 
maintaining the current runway and taxiway separation distance as it exists today. Per FAA 
recommendations, the No Action Alternative would correct non-standard geometries of 
associated taxiway connectors to meet FAA design standards. The No Action Alternative is 
estimated to cost approximately $26.7 million in 2024 dollars, as shown in Table 2-1. The No 
Action Alternative would not meet the objectives of the project's Purpose and Need. 

2.5 Alternatives Summary 

A comparative matrix of Alternative 2, Alternative 4, Alternative 5, and the No Action 
Alternative is provided in Table 2-1. Although the No Action Alternative would not create 
environmental impacts, it would not address the safety needs at BHM or meet the objectives 
of the Purpose and Need. In addition to the No Action Alternative, the Alternatives being 
carried forward are as follows, and are presented in Appendix B, Figure B2, ALT 2- Village 
Creek Relocation and Taxiway A Relocation to 400-Feet, Figure B5 ALT 4 - Village Creek 
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Relocation and Taxiway A Relocation to 500-Feet, and Figure B6, ALT 5 – Village Creek 
Relocation and Hybrid 400’/500’ Taxiway A Relocation.  

Cost estimates for Alternative 2, Alternative 4, and the No Action Alternative originate from 
the PDS, which included both asphalt and concrete for rehabilitation and construction. 
Alternative 5 was developed during planning discussions, therefore cost estimates were not 
included in the PDS, however, costs are included in Table 2-1. The cost estimates provided 
in Table 2-1 detail the asphalt costs; however, final determination of appropriate materials 
will be made during the design phase. Project components in Table 2-1 include utility 
relocation (water and sewer), VSR relocation, Village Creek relocation and mitigation, 
building demolition, and other costs respective of each alternative. Design costs are not 
included in this table, only construction costs are reflected below. 
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TABLE 2-1 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERATION MATRIX1 

1 Program Definition Study, Garver June 2024 
2 Total cost interpolated between Alternatives 2 and 4

 
Criteria 

Alternative 2 
400’ offset 
(Preferred) 

Alternative 4 
 500’ offset 

Alternative 5 
400’/500’ offset 

Alternative 6 
 No Action 

 
Corrects Non-

Standard 
Geometry 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 
 

 
    

     Yes  

 
 

No 

 
Village Creek 

Relocation 

 
Relocate 3,200 

Linear Feet 

 
Relocate 3,200 

Linear Feet 

 
Relocate 3,200 

Linear Feet 

 
None Required 

 
Estimated 

Construction 
Duration 

 
 

32 Months 

 
 

36 Months 

 
 

36 Months 

 
 

18 Months 

 
 
 
 

Anticipated 
Airport Property 

Impacts 

 
 
 
 
 

Affects 1.5 acres of 
Kaiser Industry 

leaseholds 

 
 
 
 
 

Affects 1.5 acres of 
Kaiser Industry 

leaseholds 
Affects cargo apron 

area – loss of one 
aircraft parking 

space 

 
Constraints to the 
400’ offset section 

for operations 
involving ADG V or 

larger aircraft 
during CAT II and 

CAT III visibility 
minimums. 

Constraints with 
the 400’ offset 

section at terminal 
ramp for operations 

involving ADG VI 
aircraft during all 

weather conditions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

None 

 
Total  Cost 

 
$75.1M 

 
$82.2M 

 
$78.62 

 
$26.7M 
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Chapter 3 

Affected Environment 
 

3.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the characteristics of the environment in which 
the Proposed Action may occur. This chapter follows guidance set out in 1050.1G, 5050.4B, 
and the accompanying 1050.1 Desk Reference. 

1050.1G provides an overview of thirteen (13) environmental resource categories to be 
analyzed, and, where applicable, provides a threshold for potential impacts.  The categories 
for potential analysis are as follows:  

 

3.2 Project Setting 

BHM is a public use commercial service airport that opened in 1931. The Airport is 
surrounded by the City of Birmingham, as illustrated in Figure C1, located in Appendix C. The 
region has many local attractions including the Southern Museum of Flight, the Birmingham 
Art Museum, and the Birmingham Civil Rights Institute. This community has rich cultural and 
historical significance and is a center for business activity.  

The Airport serves a dual role in the region, functioning as both a commercial service airport 
and a cargo operations provider. As the largest international airport in Alabama, BHM is a 
critical transportation asset, significantly contributing to the local economy. By facilitating 
substantial cargo movement and supporting more than 18,000 jobs, the Airport generates 
approximately $1.6 billion to the local economy each year.1 

Huntsville is located approximately 100 miles to the north of the Airport, and Montgomery is 
approximately 90 miles to the southeast of the Airport. The Airport’s relative location is 
illustrated in Figure A1, located in Appendix A. The Airport property and associated project 

 
 

 
1  Flybirmingham.com/economicimpact 

• Aviation Emissions and Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Coastal Resources 
• Department of Transportation, Section 4(f) 

and Section 6(f) 
• Farmlands 
• Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and 

Pollution Prevention 
• Historical, Architectural, Archeological, 

and Cultural Resources 

• Land Use 
• Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
• Noise and Compatible Land Use 
• Socioeconomics and Children’s 

Environmental Health and Safety Risks 
• Visual Effects 
• Water Resources 
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area is approximately 650 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) and is surrounded by urban 
residential, commercial and industrial properties, as well as major transportation corridors 
(e.g., Interstate 20), as shown in Figure C2. The Airport is positioned within the Ridge and 
Valley physiographic province of Alabama, known for its long, parallel ridges and valleys. 
Specifically, BHM is located within the southern portion of the Ridge and Valley District in the 
Ridge and Valley Province. The Southern Ridge and Valley District is distinguished by various 
topography containing folded and faulted sedimentary rocks, including sandstone, shale, 
and limestone. Surface water runoff generally flows into Village Creek, a stream of the Black 
Warrior River, located within the Upper Black Warrior Watershed. 

The Proposed Action utilizes the same boundary for the Study Area and the Area of Potential 
Effect (APE). The Study Area and APE encompasses approximately 378 acres of land within 
the airport property boundary. The Proposed Action necessitates the realignment and 
relocation of Taxiway A, Village Creek, and the parallel VSR. The Study Area includes the 
areas that may be impacted during the construction and operation of the Proposed Action 
and its alternatives, as well as staging areas and haul routes. The Study Area is the same 
boundary for the Proposed Action and all the alternatives carried forward for analysis. 
Additionally, all the environmental resource categories, except for noise and air quality, 
utilize the same Study Area or fall within the Study Area. Noise and air quality are the 
exception because these categories do not require disturbance- or footprint-based analysis; 
noise analysis is based on contours and air quality analysis is based on national standards. 
The Study Area and APE is illustrated on aerial imagery in Figure C3, located in Appendix C. 
The area potentially affected by the implementation of the Proposed Action is entirely within 
airport property, including both paved and unpaved areas that have already been disturbed 
due to the construction of airport facilities and ongoing vegetation maintenance practices at 
the Airport. Impacts to Village Creek are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action.  

3.3 Environmental Impact Categories Not Affected 

Per FAA Order 1050.1G, “Effects or Impacts” are defined as impacts to the human 
environment from the Proposed Action or its alternatives that are reasonably foreseeable or 
have a reasonably close link to the Proposed Action or its alternatives.2 The following list 
identifies five (5) resource categories that are determined to not be affected by the Proposed 
Action or its alternatives. Therefore, these categories are excluded from further analysis 
because no reasonably foreseeable impacts to the human environment are anticipated. 

 3.3.1 Coastal Resources 

Coastal Resources include “all natural resources occurring within coastal waters and 
their adjacent shorelands such as islands, transitional and intertidal areas, salt 
marshes, wetlands, floodplains, estuaries, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, and coral 
reefs, as well as fish and wildlife and their habitats in these areas.” Jefferson County 

 
 

 
2 FAA Order 1050.1G 6.1 (i) 
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is not located within the Coastal Barrier Resource System as defined by the Coastal 
Barrier Resources Act of 1982. According to the Alabama Department of 
Environmental Management, the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 
administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), is 
not applicable to Jefferson County. The Alabama Coastal Area Management Program 
(ACAMP) states that “enforceable policies of the program regulate various activities 
on coastal lands and waters seaward of the continuous 10-foot contour in Baldwin 
and Mobile counties3.” Additionally, the Marine Sanctuaries Act is not applicable to 
the water resources of Jefferson County, Alabama.  Therefore, Coastal Resources are 
not relevant to this assessment.  

3.3.2  Department of Transportation, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 

Section 4(f) properties are defined as “resources that include publicly owned land 
from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, 
or local significance; and publicly or privately owned land from a historic site of 
national, state, or local significance.” The closest Section 4(f) properties are the 
Inglenook Park and the Wahouma Park, located approximately 0.82 and 1.5 miles to 
the northeast and east of the proposed project area, respectively. Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF) mapping indicates that no land within the study area has 
been acquired with a land conservation grant, consequently, there are no impacts 
related to Section 6(f).  As a result, and because the proposed project is located 
entirely within Airport property, the Proposed Action would not affect Section 4(f) or 
6(f) properties, and therefore, are not relevant to this assessment.  

3.3.3 Farmlands 

The Farmland Protection Act (FPPA) regulates all federal actions that may have the 
potential to convert farmland to non-agricultural uses. The Farmland category is 
defined by “those agricultural areas considered important and protected by federal, 
state, and local regulations. Important farmlands include pasturelands, croplands, 
and forests that are considered to be prime, unique, or of statewide or local 
importance.” Because the Proposed Action would be implemented within the 
boundary of existing Airport property and would not include the conversion or 
acquisition of farmland, there are no anticipated impacts to farmlands, and 
therefore, farmlands are not relevant to this assessment. The United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
concurred with this determination. On June 2, 2025, the USDA NRCS provided a letter 
stating, “Based on the nature of the project, the site is exempted from the FPPA.” The 
USDA Concurrence Letter is located in Appendix C. 

  

 
 

 
3 https://adem.alabama.gov/coastal 
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3.3.4  Land Use 

According to the 1050.1 Desk Reference, assessing land use involves determining 
whether current and proposed land uses align with an aeronautical or aerospace 
proposal. Impacts on land use may include disruption or relocation of communities. 
Runway and taxiway separation improvements associated with the Proposed Action 
would not result in adverse impacts to the land use surrounding the Airport. The 
implementation of the Proposed Action would not require the acquisition of land and 
would occur entirely within the boundary of existing Airport property. Therefore, Land 
Use is not relevant to this assessment. 

 3.3.5 Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

The Natural Resources and Energy Supply resource category “evaluates a project’s 
consumption of natural resources, including water, asphalt, aggregate, wood, and the 
use of energy supplies, such as coal, natural gas, electricity, and other fossil fuels.” 
This evaluation considers all stages of the Proposed Action, including construction, 
operation, and maintenance. The Proposed Action is anticipated to utilize commonly 
available construction materials within Jefferson County, such as concrete, gravel, 
and fuels for powering construction equipment. Although there will be a temporary 
increase in energy demand during construction, it is not anticipated to exceed 
available or future supplies of natural resources. Therefore, the Proposed Action 
would have minimal impacts to Natural Resources and Energy Supply.  

3.3.6  Visual Effects  

The Visual Effects resource category examines “the extent to which the Proposed 
Action would produce light emissions that create annoyances, interfere with 
activities, or contrast with the visual resources of the existing environment.” Visual 
resources include buildings, sites, cultural properties, or other landscape features 
that are visually important or possess unique characteristics. Temporary light 
emission impacts are expected during construction; however, no long-term impacts 
on visual resources are anticipated. Two structures would be demolished as part of 
the Proposed Action; however, these structures are not visually important, and they 
do not possess unique characteristics, therefore the demolition of the structures is 
not considered a significant impact. Village Creek is an important landscape feature 
within and near the project area. The Proposed Action would relocate Village Creek; 
however, the relocation would, at a minimum, maintain the existing conditions of 
Village Creek. Based on these considerations, the Proposed Action would have 
minimal impact to Visual Effects. 
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3.4 Environmental Impact Categories Potentially Affected  

After a comprehensive analysis of the project site and consultation with regulatory agencies, 
the environmental resource categories listed below are or may be present within the Study 
Area. These categories are carried forward for further analysis in the following chapter, 
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation.  

• Aviation Emissions and Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention 
• Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources 
• Socioeconomics and Children’s Health and Safety Risks 
• Noise and Compatible Land Use 
• Water Resources 

o Wetlands 
o Floodplains 
o Surface Waters 
o Ground Water 
o Wild/Scenic Rivers 
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Chapter 4 

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
 

4.1 Introduction 

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, outlines the analysis and 
evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with Alternative 2 (referred to as 
the Preferred Alternative), Alternative 4, and Alternative 5 in comparison with the No Action 
Alternative. Information on the regulatory setting and special purpose laws, if applicable, is 
also provided.  

FAA Order 1050.1G, National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures and the 
1050.1 Desk Reference (Version 3, February 2020) establish significance thresholds for 
several environmental categories. 

The subsequent sections present the regulatory context, applicable significance thresholds, 
and the environmental consequences associated with each resource affected by the 
Preferred Alternative, Alternatives 4 and 5, and the No Action Alternative. If applicable, any 
alternative that has significant environmental impacts include corresponding mitigation 
measures.  

As described in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, certain resource categories are not 
relevant to the Proposed Action. As a result, the following categories do not require further 
analysis and are therefore omitted from this chapter: 

• Coastal Resources 
• Department of Transportation, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
• Farmlands 
• Land Use 
• Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
• Visual Effects 

The following figures and supporting documents for Chapter 4 can be found in Appendix D.  

• Appendix D1 – Air Quality and Noise Report 
• Appendix D2 – USFWS IPaC Report 
• Appendix D2.2 – ADCNR Correspondence Letter 
• Appendix D2.3 – Aquatic Resource Survey 
• Appendix D2.4 – Biological Assessment 
• Appendix D2.5 – USFWS Correspondence Letter 
• Appendix D3 – Asbestos Report 
• Appendix D3.2 – Phase I ESA 
• Appendix D3.3 – Mapped Hazardous Materials Sites  
• Appendix D3.4 – Phase II ESA 
• Appendix D3.5 – ADEM Official Response Letter 
• Appendix D4 – Architecture/History Report 
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• Appendix D4.2 – AL Historic Commission Concurrence Letter 
• Appendix D4.3 – Tribal Notification Letters 
• Appendix D5 – Aquatic Resource Delineation Report 

4.2     Aviation Emissions and Air Quality 

As defined by the 1050.1 Desk Reference, air quality is defined as “the measure of the 
condition of the air expressed in terms of ambient pollutant concentrations and their 
temporal and spatial distribution.” Air quality regulations in the United States strive to 
mitigate the adverse impacts of high air pollutant concentrations and protect human health, 
particularly those of vulnerable populations such as children, the elderly, and individuals 
with pre-existing health conditions.  

4.2.1 Regulatory Setting 

Under the Clean Air Act (CAA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) which includes six (6) criteria air 
pollutants. The criteria air pollutants are carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
Ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). Two different sizes of 
PM are included in the NAAQS, PM10 and PM2.5

4. The EPA has identified these six criteria air 
pollutants to be harmful to human health, the environment, and have the potential to cause 
property damage. The following statute relates to the protection of air quality, as established 
by the NAAQS and regulated by the EPA.  

4.2.1.1 Clean Air Act 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) is governed by the EPA and regulates air pollutants from stationary 
and mobile sources. The CAA authorizes the EPA to develop, maintain, and regulate the 
NAAQS and Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP). The NAAQS apply to all geographies within the 
United States and establish designations for areas with various concentrations of pollutant 
levels. These classifications include nonattainment areas, which are regions where ambient 
air quality exceeds the NAAQS; maintenance areas, which are former nonattainment regions 
that have achieved and currently maintain pollutant levels below NAAQS thresholds; and 
attainment areas, where ambient concentrations of criteria air pollutants consistently 
remain below established NAAQS thresholds. Federal actions anticipated to occur in either 
nonattainment or maintenance areas must comply with the conditions listed under General 
Conformity5.  

Under Section 176(c) of the CAA, federal agencies are prohibited from participating in, 
funding, or otherwise authorizing any project, through the licensing, permitting, or other 

 
 

 
4 PM10 is coarse particles which have a diameter smaller than 10 micrometers and PM2.5 are fine particles which have a diameter smaller 
than 2.5 micrometers. 
5 General Conformity analysis procedures contain detailed technical requirements for demonstrating how an action would conform to 
the applicable implementation plan (see 40 CFR § 93.159). 



 

4-21 | P a g e  
Birmingham-Shuttlesworth International Airport 
Environmental Assessment (EA) 
EAXX-021-12-ARP-1740561283 

approvals, that could cause or increase the severity and/or number of violations of the 
NAAQS, or delay efforts to promptly meet these standards (US EPA 1993). 

4.2.2 Significant Impact Threshold 

The 1050.1 Desk Reference describes the threshold of significance for Aviation Emissions 
and Air Quality. A significant impact to air quality would occur if the action “would cause 
pollutant concentrations to exceed one or more of the NAAQS, as established by the EPA 
under the CAA, for any of the time periods analyzed, or to increase the frequency or severity 
of any such existing violations.”  

4.2.3 Analysis of Air Quality 

An Aviation Emissions and Air Quality and Noise Technical Report was conducted in July 
2025. The Report evaluated the potential emissions and noise impacts from aircraft, 
stationary sources, and “general access vehicles” under Alternatives 2 and 4. Using the 
analysis from Alternatives 2 and 4, impacts from Alternative 5 have been inferred. 

The Airport is located in Jefferson County, Alabama. Jefferson County is designated by the 
EPA as in attainment for all criteria air pollutants except for 2006 PM2.5, which is designated 
as in maintenance6. An area of Jefferson County was previously considered as 
nonattainment for lead pollution but is now considered in attainment7. As a result, a General 
Conformity analysis is required for the construction emission pollutants for PM2.5 for the 
Proposed Action. General Conformity demonstrates that a project will align with the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) purpose and help eliminate/reduce NAAQS violations. De 
minimis thresholds, determined by the EPA, are used to assess the significant impacts for 
the in attainment criteria pollutants under NEPA.  

Construction-related emissions, including volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from on-road 
vehicles (e.g., supply deliveries, labor commute, etc.), nonroad equipment (e.g., demolition, 
grading, and milling and paving, etc.), and fugitive dust emissions (e.g., land clearing, 
asphalt paving, etc.) are estimated for each phase of Alternative 2 and Alternative 4. 
Emission analysis is based on type of construction activity, number and types of equipment, 
activity levels, construction start and end dates, and project footprints. As described in the 
Aviation Emissions and Air Quality and Noise Technical Report, the Airport Construction 
Emission Inventory Tool (ACEIT) was used to generate an annual construction schedule for 
each activity. Additionally, the Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator Version 5 (MOVES5) was 
used to generate off-road and on-road emission factors for Jefferson County. Emission 
estimates from construction activities were assessed using standard industry methods, 
including the FAA Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook Version 4 (FAA Handbook 
Version 4; FAA 2024) and associated US EPA Guidance.  

 
 

 
6 US EPA. 2025. Green Book: Current Nonattainment Counties for All Criteria Pollutants. US EPA.  
https://www.epa.gov/green-book. 
7 US EPA. 1995. Clean Air Act Approval and Promulgation of Redesignation of the Leeds Area of Jefferson County,  
Alabama, to Attainment for Lead. 40 CFR 52 and 81. https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-1995-01-06/pdf/95-284.pdf#page=1. 
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The Aviation Emissions and Air Quality and Noise Technical Report concluded that the 
demolition and construction activities associated with the Proposed Action would be below 
de minimis thresholds for all air quality criteria pollutants over a five-year construction 
period from 2027 – 2031. The following sections discuss the potential impacts of each 
alternative in detail as they relate to Aviation Emissions and Air Quality. 

4.2.4 Environmental Consequences 

4.2.4.1 Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) and Alternative 4 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 4 are not anticipated to result in changes to aircraft operations.  
Stated another way, the future aircraft operations at BHM both with and without the 
Proposed Action are expected to be exactly the same. Therefore, no changes to aviation 
emissions or air quality are expected. Runway and taxiway separation improvements 
associated with each Alternative (2 and 4) would not have adverse impacts on local air 
quality. As there are no significant impacts to air quality from the Alternatives assessed, 
construction emission mitigation measures would not be required. However, the Airport 
remains committed to best management practices (BMPs) (e.g., dust suppression, 
maintaining construction vehicles, limited engine idling, etc.) to alleviate impacts from 
construction. The projected emissions associated with construction are significantly less 
than the EPA de minimis threshold for each criteria pollutant. 

4.2.4.2    Alternative 5 
Alternative 5, the proposed hybrid alternative, is not anticipated to result in changes to 
aircraft operations; therefore, no changes to aviation emissions or air quality are expected. 
Runway and taxiway separation improvements associated with Alternative 5 would not have 
adverse impacts on local air quality. As there are no significant impacts to air quality from 
Alternative 5, construction emission mitigation measures would not be required. However, 
the Airport remains committed to best management practices (BMPs) (e.g., dust 
suppression, maintaining construction vehicles, limited engine idling, etc.) to alleviate 
impacts from construction. Construction emissions are anticipated to be comparable to 
those of Alternatives 2 and 4, remaining below the EPA de minimis thresholds. 

4.2.4.3     No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would result in the airfield configuration remaining as is. The need 
to meet FAA design standards would not be addressed. The No Action Alternative would 
leave the project area mostly unchanged, except for minor construction to correct non-
standard taxiway connectors. Construction emissions related to the No Action Alternative 
would be significantly less than Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 and would still be below the EPA de 
minimis thresholds, therefore resulting in no adverse impacts on air quality.  

4.3 Biological Resources 

The 1050.1 Desk Reference defines biological resources as “resources that are valued for 
their intrinsic, aesthetic, economic, and recreational qualities and include fish, wildlife, 
plants, and their respective habitats.” Various biological resources exist including aquatic 
plant and animal species, game and non-game species, special status species (state or 
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federally listed threatened/endangered species), and environmentally sensitive or critical 
habitats. The Biological Resources Section addresses potential impacts to any biological 
resource from the Proposed Action.  

4.3.1     Regulatory Environment 
Regulations that govern biological resources are designed to ensure the protection and 
conservation of ecosystems, species, and habitats. There are federal, state, and local 
regulations that require mitigation to adverse impacts from proposed federal actions. The 
subsequent sections describe the applicable regulations as they relate to biological 
resources for the Proposed Action.  

4.3.1.1 Endangered Species Act 
The primary federal regulation for biological resources is the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
16 USC § 1531-1544, administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The ESA 
requires all federal agencies to conserve threatened and endangered species, and 
coordinate with the USFWS to ensure federal actions do not jeopardize the existence or 
destroy critical habitats of threatened or endangered species. Coordination for species and 
habitats of concern is administered under Section 7 of the ESA. Section 7 requires federal 
agencies to consult with USFWS and appropriate state fish and wildlife agencies when a 
federal project may adversely affect fish or wildlife resources.  

On a state level, Alabama’s Endangered Species Act and associated guidance impose a 
variety of restrictions, a permit program, and several exemptions pertaining to species 
designated as threatened or endangered. A person may not take, import, transport, or sell 
any portion of an endangered or threatened species.  
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4.3.1.2    Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 USC § 703-712, administered by the USFWS, prohibits 
taking, selling, and other activities that harm migratory birds, bird eggs, or nests unless 
authorized by a special USFWS permit. In addition, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act, 16 USC § 668-668d, provides protection to eagles and nests from unauthorized capture, 
purchase, or transport.  

4.3.2 Significant Impact Threshold 
According to the 1050.1 Desk Reference, a significant impact would occur if the USFWS 
determines that the Proposed Action would jeopardize federally listed threatened or 
endangered species or would result in adverse impacts to a federally designated critical 
habitat. The FAA has not established significance thresholds for non-listed species. The 
1050.1 Desk Reference provides additional considerations for evaluating potential impacts 
to biological resources from federal actions including: a long-term or permanent loss of 
unlisted plant or wildlife species, adverse impacts to special status species, substantial 
losses, disturbances, degradation, or a reduction in a native species’ habitat or populations; 
and adverse impacts to a species’ ability to successfully reproduce or otherwise have non-
natural mortality.  

4.3.3 Analysis of Biological Resources 

The analysis of biological resources identifies potential impacts from the Proposed Action 
to biological resources such as vegetation, threatened and endangered species, and 
environmentally sensitive and critical habitats.  

 The USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool was used to generate a 
list of federally protected species and critical habitats that may be within the proposed 
project area. An early coordination letter was submitted to USFWS requesting information 
on protected species that may be found within the proposed project area. Table 4-1 
summarizes the listed species that may occur within the proposed project area, which was 
derived from IPaC and consultation with USFWS. No critical habitats were identified within 
the proposed project area.   

TABLE 4-1 
FEDERALLY PROTECTED SPECIES LIST 

Common Name Scientific Name Status 
Gray Bat Myotis grisescens Endangered 

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalist Endangered 
Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis Endangered 

Tri-colored Bat Perimyotis subflavus  Proposed Endangered 
Alligator Snapping Turtle Macrochelys temminckii Proposed Threatened 

Flattened Musk Turtle Sternotherus depressus Threatened 
Black Warrior Waterdog Necturus alabamensis Endangered 

Rush Darter Etheostoma phytophilum Endangered 
Watercress Darter Etheostoma nuchale Endangered 

Ovate Clubshell Pleurobema perovatum Endangered 
Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Proposed Threatened 

 Source: Volkert, 2025 
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Common bird species that may occur at airports and are protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act include American crows (Corvus branchyhynchos), killdear (Charadrius 
vociferus), mourning doves (Zenaida macroura), and eastern meadowlarks (Sturnella 
magna). These species use grassy areas for ground foraging. Common terrestrial animal 
species that may occur at airports in an urban setting include Virginia opossum (Didelphis 
virginiana), racoon (Procyon lotor), and armadillo (Dasypus novemcinctus). These species 
are very common throughout the area surrounding the Airport. 

The Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (ADCNR) was solicited for 
comments and recommendations on the Proposed Action. The ADCNR’s records indicate 
that the tri-colored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), the state and federally protected watercress 
darter, and the state protected Brazilian free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis) are known to 
occur within three miles of the proposed project area, primarily in nearby springs and karst 
habitats.  The ADCNR also stated that state and federally protected aquatic species in 
Jefferson County are highly sensitive to runoff, erosion, and sedimentation from disturbed 
soils.  

4.3.3.1 Vegetation 
The Airport is in a highly urban area. The entire study area has been historically developed 
and/or disturbed. The study area can be characterized by permanent or semi-permanent 
structures, pavement or hardscape, and maintained landscaped areas.   

Existing vegetation in the study area is dominated by mowed and maintained grasses such 
as Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) and Bahia grass (Paspalum notatum). Small sections 
of forested upland areas are characterized by successional hardwood forests and consist of 
hackberry (Celtis occidentalis), pignut hickory (Carya glabra), and hop-hornbeam (Ostrya 
virginiana). Emergent wetland areas are mostly composed of various sedge species (Carex 
sp.) and wetland tolerant dallis grass (Paspalum dilatatum). Pockets of forested wetland 
areas contain obligate and facilitate wetland species such as cattails (Tyhpa latifolia), black 
willow (Salix nigra), and water hickory (Carya aquatica). Various invasive species scattered 
throughout the site include Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense), mimosa tree (Albizia 
julibrissin), and kudzu (Pueraria montana). 

No state or federal listed plant species were identified in the proposed project area by the 
USFWS or ADCNR.     

4.3.3.2    Wildlife / Threatened and Endangered Species 
Field evaluations were conducted by qualified biologists in May and July 2025 to identify 
potentially suitable habitat or ESA protected species. A Biological Assessment (BA) was 
prepared for and coordinated with the USFWS via email on August 18, 2025. The BA found, 
and the FAA determined, that the proposed project would have “No Effect” on the gray bat, 
Indiana bat, northern long-eared bat, flattened musk turtle, Black Warrior waterdog, rush 
darter, ovate clubshell, and monarch butterfly. However, the proposed project “May Affect 
but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” the tri-colored bat, alligator snapping turtle and 
watercress darter. The USFWS concurred with the BA findings on September 23, 2025.  
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4.3.3.3    Environmentally Sensitive and Critical Habitats 
There are no federal or state listed critical habitats within the proposed project area. 
However, according to the ADCNR, aquatic habitats in Jefferson County are highly sensitive 
to runoff, erosion, and sedimentation from ground disturbance. 

4.3.4 Environmental Consequences 

4.3.4.1    Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), Alternative 4, and Alternative 5 
Because Village Creek is proposed to be relocated in the same location for Alternatives 2, 
4, and 5, the impacts to biological resources would be the same. The primary difference 
between alternatives is the separation distance of Taxiway A: 400’ separation for Alternative 
2, 500’ separation for Alternative 4, and a hybrid 400/500’ separation for Alternative 5. Even 
though the disturbance footprint is slightly different (approximately 100’) between 
alternatives, this would occur on previously disturbed areas and there would be no 
significant differences to impacts. Therefore, analysis for Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 are 
combined. 

Vegetation 
There are no rare or unique plant communities present in the proposed project area. No 
federal or state protected plant species occur within the proposed project area.  

The Proposed Action would disturb approximately 47.4 acres of upland grasses, 2.2 acres of 
upland forests, and 0.9 acres of emergent wetlands. Once construction is complete, all bare 
disturbed areas would be permanently stabilized with native grass suitable for use at an 
airport. 

Significant impacts to vegetation are not anticipated from the proposed action.   

Wildlife/Threatened and Endangered Species 
The USFWS reported that the watercress darter can be found in the segment of Village Creek 
within the study area during the colder months. The FAA determined, and the USFWS agreed, 
that the Proposed Action “May Affect but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” the watercress 
darter if a conservation measure limiting in-stream work is implemented. The FAA also 
determined that if conservation measures for tree clearing are implemented the Proposed 
Action “May Affect but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” the tri-colored bat. The USFWS 
concurred with this determination on September 23, 2025 (see Appendix D).  

Significant impacts to wildlife/threatened and endangered species are not anticipated from 
the Proposed Action. This determination was made based on coordination with USFWS and 
the planned implementation of conservation measures during project construction.   

Environmentally Sensitive and Critical Habitats 
The Proposed Action would disturb approximately 122 acres of land during construction. 
There are no federal or state designated critical habitats within the proposed project area; 
however, according to ADCNR, state and federally protected aquatic species in Jefferson 
County are highly sensitive to runoff, erosion and sedimentation from ground disturbance. A 
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site-specific Construction Best Management Practices Plan (CBMPP) would be developed 
and implemented prior to, during, and post construction to minimize impacts on protected 
aquatic species.      

Significant impacts to environmentally sensitive and critical habitats are not anticipated 
from the Proposed Action.  

4.3.4.2    No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would result in the airfield configuration remaining as it is today, 
and the need to meet FAA design standards would not be addressed. There would be no 
impacts to biological resources including vegetation, wildlife/threatened and endangered 
species, or environmentally sensitive and critical habitat. No further analysis would be 
necessary and mitigation efforts would not be required. 

4.3.5 Mitigation of Biological Resources Impacts 

4.3.5.1    Vegetation 
There are no protected or sensitive plant species located within the proposed project area; 
therefore, mitigation would not be required.  

4.3.5.2    Wildlife / Threatened and Endangered Species 
To minimize adverse impacts to the watercress darter, no in-stream construction activities 
would occur between November 1st and March 31st (throughout the project duration).  If this 
conservation measure cannot be implemented, coordination with the USFWS would be 
conducted. 

No tree clearing would occur during the pup season (May 15th to July 31st) for the tri-colored 
bat. If this conservation measure cannot be implemented, coordination with the USFWS 
would be conducted. 

4.3.5.3    Environmentally Sensitive and Critical Habitat 
BMPs would be implemented before, during, and after construction to minimize runoff, 
erosion, and sedimentation into aquatic habitats.  

4.4 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention 

The 1050.1 Desk Reference defines hazardous materials as "any substance or material that 
has been determined to be capable of posing an unreasonable risk to health, safety, and 
property when transported in commerce." Solid waste is defined as "any discarded material 
that meets specific regulatory requirements, including items such as refuse, scrap metal, 
spent materials, chemical by-products, and sludge."  Section 4.4.3 examines the hazardous 
material(s) that may be used during the construction or operational phases of the Proposed 
Action. The analysis in this section addresses solid waste and pollution prevention, 
describing anticipated waste materials to be discarded at the project site and the measures 
taken to avoid, prevent, and minimize pollutant discharges or emissions.  
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4.4.1 Regulatory Environment 

The 1050.1 Desk Reference states that the EPA is the federal authority tasked with ensuring 
the compliance and enforcement of hazardous substance regulations. The following federal 
and state statues described below address hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution 
prevention as part of NEPA requirements. 

4.4.1.1    Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), 
administered by the EPA, holds responsible parties liable for hazardous substance releases 
and mandates that they pay cleanup and remediation costs. CERCLA has established a fund 
for cleanup when no responsible party can be identified. Additionally, CERCLA has 
established the National Priority List (NPL) to guide the EPA in determining which 
contaminated sites with known or potential hazardous releases require further investigation.  

4.4.1.2    Pollution Prevention Act 
The Pollution Prevention Act (PPA) is governed by the EPA. The PPA is designed to prevent 
pollution and reduce criteria pollutants, resulting in minimal to no adverse environmental 
impacts from hazardous and non-hazardous waste. 

4.4.1.3    Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulates the creation, storage, 
treatment, and disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous solid waste in the U.S. The RCRA 
is designed to protect human health and the environment, conserve energy and natural 
resources, reduce the volume of waste generated, and ensure sustainable management of 
waste products.  

4.4.1.4    Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards 
Executive Order (EO) 12088 requires federal agencies (e.g., the FAA) to comply with 
applicable pollution control standards and to coordinate with the EPA and relevant state and 
local agencies to determine the BMPs available in order to control, prevent, and abate 
pollution that is harmful to the environment. NEPA documents should disclose how federal 
agencies are complying with the applicable pollution control standards in order to meet the 
directions of this EO.  

4.4.1.5    State Regulations 
Within the State of Alabama, the Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
(ADEM) retains primary authority for the regulation, compliance, and enforcement of 
hazardous waste, solid waste, and pollution prevention policies. Coordination with the 
appropriate ADEM offices should occur to ensure compliance with relevant state 
regulations. 

4.4.2 Significant Impact Threshold 

The FAA has not defined a significant impact threshold for hazardous materials, solid waste, 
or pollution prevention. Key considerations include whether the Proposed Action may violate 
relevant federal, state, local, or tribal laws; create adverse impacts on human health or the 



 

4-29 | P a g e  
Birmingham-Shuttlesworth International Airport 
Environmental Assessment (EA) 
EAXX-021-12-ARP-1740561283 

environment; produce variable amounts or types of hazardous waste; or generate 
substantial quantities of hazardous materials or solid waste that would exceed local 
capacity thresholds. It is necessary to investigate the proposed project site for existing 
records of contamination, such as those listed on the EPA NPL, or sites undergoing 
remediation under the established federal programs. The Proposed Action must comply with 
applicable FAA orders or Advisory Circulars (AC) related to hazardous materials, solid waste, 
and pollution prevention. 

4.4.3 Analysis of Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention 

The Study Area for this environmental resource category matches the overall Study Area of 
the Proposed Action (see Figure C3 in Appendix C). The Study Area, along with the mappable 
listed hazardous materials sites, are depicted on Figure D3.3 found in Appendix D. 

To maintain compliance with NEPA and the applicable state and federal guidance listed 
above, a limited asbestos survey and Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) 
were conducted with respect to hazardous and non-hazardous solid waste and pollution 
prevention as it relates to the Proposed Action.  

The limited asbestos sampling survey was conducted by Slade Land Use, Environmental, 
and Transportation Planning in February 2025 to identify suspect asbestos materials that 
may be present in a structure within the proposed project area that would be demolished as 
part of the Proposed Action. Visual inspections and laboratory analysis were conducted 
using EPA’s Bulk Analysis methodology to determine the presence of asbestos in the 
selected samples from the subject building. The asbestos sampling survey identified greater 
than one percent of asbestos being present in the various bulk-collected samples.  

A Phase I ESA was conducted by BECC in December 2024 in an effort to identify the 
indication or likelihood of Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), Historical 
Recognized Environmental Conditions (HRECs) and/or Controlled Recognized 
Environmental Conditions (CRECs) as they relate to the proposed project area of the 
Proposed Action. The Phase I ESA consisted of the evaluation of an approximately 20-acre 
section along Village Creek on land adjacent to Taxiway A at the Airport. The findings from 
the Phase I ESA concluded that the historical use of the property and surrounding area for 
aircraft maintenance and service operations constitutes a REC.  Historical uses included the 
generation and use of hazardous waste streams (i.e., solvents and paints).  Previous tenants 
in this proposed project area have documented releases of regulated compounds and the 
existing tenant is a current and historical generator of hazardous waste in the form of 
solvents and paints, and petroleum products in the form of fuel and spent oil. In addition, 
land use controls placed on adjacent property to the south constitutes a CREC. The Phase I 
ESA did not identify any HRECs in connection with the area evaluated or in connection with 
the property in which the Proposed Action would occur. As a result of the identified RECs, 
the Phase I ESA recommended further investigation to establish and identify the impacts of 
historical operations. Additionally, the Phase I ESA noted that for any future property 
improvements involving excavation and removal of soil from these known contaminated 
areas, an investigation of the contaminants should occur to better understand the character 
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of the material relative to its management and disposal in accounting for potential health 
and safety risk during its removal.  

Due to the findings of the Phase I ESA, a Phase II ESA was conducted on July 24 th, and July 
25th, 2025. The Phase II ESA included the installation of 20 soil borings in various locations 
within the proposed project area. Personnel collected soil samples from each installation to 
assess the potential for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs), which are the potential contaminants most commonly found with 
historical use of the site. The Phase II ESA investigation was conducted in accordance with 
the American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice E1902-19 and the ADEM 
Alabama Environmental Investigation & Remediation Guidance (AEIRG)8. Two (2) soil 
samples, E8 (1-5ft) and E14 (5-10ft) identified detectable concentrations of VOCs; however, 
none of the detectable concentrations were above the respective Regional Screening Levels 
(RSLs) for industrial soil. Five (5) soil samples, E1 (1-4ft), E5 (1-5ft), E11 (1-5ft), E15 (5-9ft), 
and E19 (5-10ft) identified detectable concentrations of PAHs; however, none of the 
detectable concentrations were above their respective RSLs for industrial soil. Because the 
Phase II ESA concluded that the detectable concentrations of VOCs and PAHs were within 
the limits of their RSLs, impacts associated with Hazardous Materials are not anticipated as 
a result of the Proposed Action. The recommendations from the Phase II ESA identified that 
no further assessments of onsite soil are necessary during this phase.  

During early agency coordination, ADEM provided a letter stating that a Site Inspection for 
per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) was conducted in 2019 for the Air National Guard 
(ANG) 117th Air Refueling Wing. The ANG is located on the north side of Airport property, 
outside of the proposed project area. The PFAS Site Inspection identified five potential 
release locations across the ANG base property, along with several off-base (on-airport) 
areas. One of the off-base, on-airport locations, the Fire Training Area, is located within the 
proposed project area. Given the information provided in the Site Inspection, ADEM stated 
that there is a potential for PFAS contamination to be present at the Airport; however, the 
nature and extent of PFAS contamination at the ANG has not been defined. Therefore, off-
base migration of PFAS from the ANG base toward other Airport locations is possible. 

4.4.4 Environmental Consequences 

4.4.4.1    Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), Alternative 4, and Alternative 5 
Because Village Creek is proposed to be relocated in the same location for Alternatives 2, 
4, and 5, the primary impacts to hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention 
would be the same. The primary difference between alternatives is the separation distance 
of Taxiway A: 400’ separation for Alternative 2, 500’ separation for Alternative 4, and a 
hybrid 400/500’ separation for Alternative 5. Even though the disturbance footprint is 
slightly different (approximately 100’) between alternatives, this would occur on previously 
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disturbed areas, the alternatives would require the demolition of the same buildings, and 
the amount of soil excavation would be similar; therefore, there would be no significant 
differences to impacts. Thus, analysis for Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 are combined. 

The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 4, and Alternative 5 would require the demolition of two 
structures within the proposed project area and would require the excavation of soil to 
relocate Village Creek. The Phase I and II ESAs determined that VOCs and PAHs are below 
RSLs (i.e. below significance thresholds). The limited asbestos sampling survey found that 
one structure to be demolished contains greater than one percent of asbestos materials, 
which can be mitigated by following appropriate regulations. Asbestos testing on the 
secondary structure was not conducted because there is no reason to believe that asbestos 
or insulation materials are present within the structure. If a need for asbestos testing occurs, 
the recommendation is to test for asbestos during the beginning of the 
construction/demolition phase. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 4, and 
Alternative 5 have the possibility of encountering PFAS, which can be mitigated by following 
ADEM and other industry recommendations. Given these findings and following the 
appropriate mitigation measures as described in Section 4.4.5, impacts to hazardous 
materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention would be below significance thresholds for 
the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 4, and Alternative 5. 

4.4.4.2    No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would result in the airfield configuration remaining as is, and the 
need to meet FAA design standards would not be addressed. The No Action Alternative 
would not have the potential to generate hazardous waste, solid waste, or produce pollution. 
No further analysis is necessary, and mitigation efforts would not be required under this 
alternative.  

4.4.5 Mitigation of Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention 

More than one percent of asbestos material was identified in one of the structures within the 
proposed project area. This requires adherence to the Occupational Health and Safety 
Administration (OSHA) and the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPS) regulations (40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M) during demolition. Following these 
mitigation measures would protect the health and safety of construction workers and 
protect the environment from any asbestos impacts. 

While the findings of the Phase II ESA do not require mitigation of VOCs or PAHs within 
excavated soil, it was recommended by ADEM to test for PFAS contamination in soils during 
the design phase. Testing for PFAS contamination before construction would allow for 
appropriate planning of mitigation measures that would be needed during construction. If 
PFAS is found within soils, ADEM recommends that any excavated soil stockpiled onsite be 
placed on impermeable materials and protected from wind and rainwater runoff to prevent 
migration of contamination. Further coordination with ADEM would be required to determine 
appropriate reuse and/or disposal methods of excavated soils. 
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4.5 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 

The Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources category includes a 
variety of resources and sites, including properties and physical resources related to human 
activities, societies, and cultural institutions. According to the 1050.1 Desk Reference, 
“such resources include past and present expressions of human culture and history in the 
physical environment, such as prehistoric and historic archeological sites, structures, 
objects, and districts, which are considered important to a culture or community.” This 
resource category may also include traditional practices that are associated with certain 
community values and institutions.  

4.5.1 Regulatory Environment 
Numerous regulations exist relating to historical, architectural, archeological, and cultural 
resources. An exhaustive list of federal policies is listed in Appendix B.7 of the 1050.1 Desk 
Reference. The subsequent list of federal and state acts were considered in the analysis of 
this environmental category, if applicable: 

4.5.1.1    Archeological and Historic Preservation Act 
Under 54 U.S.C § 312501-312508, the National Park Service (NPS) Departmental Consulting 
Archeologist and Archeological Assistance Program (DCAAAP) provides oversight for the 
preservation of historical and archeological data which may be lost or destroyed due to 
federal actions.  

4.5.1.2 Historic Sites Act 
The Historic Sites Act mandates the preservation of historic sites, objects, properties of 
national importance, and other related resources for public use. It forms the foundation for 
the National Historic Landmarks Program, granting the federal government power to 
conduct historical surveys, safeguard and maintain historic data, and acquire and protect 
archaeological and historic sites. 

4.5.1.3    National Historic Preservation Act 
According to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the FAA must 
assess impacts to properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and 
collaborate with the relevant State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for any projects that 
have the potential to affect historic properties. It’s important to note that NEPA and NHPA 
are separate and distinct acts, each with its own set of review processes. However, both 
require similar efforts regarding scoping and agency consultation.  

4.5.1.4    State Regulations 
The Alabama Historical Commission (AHC) functions as the SHPO for the state of Alabama. 
The AHC has specific duties throughout the Section 106 review process, including 
consulting on the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for a Proposed Action. According to the AHC, 
the agency achieves its mission by “preservation and promotion of state-owned historic 
sites as public attraction; and statewide programs to assist people, groups, and cities with 
local preservation activities.” Significant sites within Alabama that have been placed on the 
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NRHP can be found by using the online AHC interactive map.9 This tool is useful in identifying 
sites listed on the NRHP, although it is not an exhaustive list of all known or unknown 
historical, architectural, archeological, and cultural resources.  

The Alabama Burial Act (Code of Alabama 1975, §13A-7-23.1) and the Alabama Historical 
Commission Administrative Code Chapter 460-X-10 Burials define the lawful excavation, 
relocation, and/or restoration of cemeteries and human remains. The crime of desecration 
of defacement of a memorial occurs if “a person willfully or maliciously injures, defaces, 
removes or destroys any tomb, monument, gravestone, burial mound, earthen or shell 
monument containing human skeletal remains or associated burial artifacts.”  

4.5.2 Significant Impact Threshold 

Per the 1050.1 Desk Reference, there are no established significance thresholds for this 
impact category. However, the guidance specifies a consideration factor when assessing the 
context and intensity of potential environmental impacts on historical, architectural, 
archeological, and cultural resources. This factor involves, but is not restricted to, scenarios 
where the Proposed Action may lead to findings of Adverse Effect during the Section 106 
review process.  Importantly, this factor is not intended to be a threshold, and NHPA 
regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8(a) state that “an adverse effect finding does not necessarily 
require an EIS under NEPA.” 

4.5.3 Analysis of Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources 
The APE for Section 106 efforts is the area in which the project may directly or indirectly 
impact historic properties. Per 36 CFR § 800.16(d), the APE “means the geographic area(s) 
within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations to the character or 
use of historic properties, if such properties exist.” The extent of the APE is determined by 
the size and type of project and varies depending on the impacts from the proposed project. 
The 1050.1 Desk Reference describes other considerations when determining the extent of 
the APE, including operational effects, increased noise, vibration, or lighting, and increased 
traffic with ground disturbing impacts.  As described in Section 3.2, the APE is the same 
boundary as the Study Area (see Figure C3 in Appendix C). 

In May 2025 Mead & Hunt developed an Architecture/History Survey Report (AHSR) that 
identified buildings, structures, and/or objects that are at least 50 years of age, or may be of 
exceptional significance. Several non-historic age resources are located just outside the 
APE, including two cargo buildings that were erected in 2000 and 2024, and a fire safety 
building that was erected in 2020. Two historic-age resources were identified within the APE, 
including a mid-century office/industrial building that was erected in 1968, and a mid-
century storage shed that was erected in 1965. Both historic-age resources are proposed for 
demolition as part of the Proposed Action. The results of the AHSR concluded that neither 
historic-age resource is eligible for listing in the State nor National Register of Historic Places 
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(NRHP); therefore, a determination of No Historic Properties Affected was recommended. 
The AHC concurred with this determination on June 23, 2025.  

4.5.4 Environmental Consequences 

4.5.4.1    Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), Alternative 4, Alternative 5 
As a result of the determination of no effect to historic properties, runway and taxiway 
separation improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 4, or 
Alternative 5 are not anticipated to result in adverse impacts to historical, architectural, 
archaeological, and cultural resources. In accordance with the AHC letter of concurrence, if 
archaeological materials are encountered during construction of the Proposed Action, 36 
CFR §800.13(b) would be adhered to. Archaeological materials consist of any items, fifty 
years or older, which were made or used by man, and include but are not limited to 
arrowheads, ceramic sherds, bricks, worked wood, bone, stone, metal, and glass objects.  

4.5.4.2    No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would result in the airfield configuration remaining as is today, and 
the need to meet FAA design standards would not be addressed. The No Action Alternative 
would not have the potential to result in adverse impacts on historical, architectural, 
archaeological, and cultural resources. 

4.6 Socioeconomic and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks 

Socioeconomics refers to factors relating to social and economic elements of a project. A 
socioeconomic analysis examines potential impacts on components of the human 
environment, including population, employment, housing, and public services, which may 
result from the Proposed Action. Per the 1050.1 Desk Reference, children’s environmental 
health and safety risks refers to “risks to health or to safety that are attributable to products 
or substances that a child is likely to come into contact with or ingest (including air, food, 
water, soil, and consumer products).” 

4.6.1 Regulatory Setting 

The main statute concerning socioeconomic impacts is the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisitions Policy Act of 1970. This Act establishes requirements that 
apply when real property is acquired, or individuals are displaced due to implementation of 
a chosen alternative. The regulatory setting that applies to children’s health and safety risks 
are provided in Section 12.3.1 and Exhibit 12-5 of the 1050.1 Desk Reference. Executive 
Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health and Safety Risks, requires 
federal agencies to examine their policies, programs, activities, and standards for 
environmental health or safety risks that may disproportionately impact children. There are 
no requirements for federal consultation processes, permits, or approvals that relate to 
children’s health and safety risks.  

4.6.2 Significant Impact Threshold 

The FAA has not established a threshold of significance that relates to socioeconomics. 
Factors to consider when evaluating the context and intensity of potential environmental 
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impacts to socioeconomics include the possibility of substantial economic growth, changes 
in the physical structure of established communities, relocation needs when replacement 
housing is insufficient, community or business relocations, alterations in local traffic 
patterns, and changes to the community tax base.  

The FAA has not established a threshold of significance that relates to children’s health and 
safety risks. Factors to consider when evaluating the context and intensity of potential 
impacts include mitigation measures that have the potential to disproportionately impact 
children’s health and safety.  

4.6.3 Analysis of Socioeconomics and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks 

The proposed project area is contained within the urban Airport setting of Jefferson County, 
Alabama. Surrounding land uses include industrial, commercial, and residential, which are 
typical of the Birmingham region. The Proposed Action would occur entirely within existing 
Airport property. No residences or non-Airport related businesses are located within the 
construction footprint. U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year data was 
used to analyze low-income and minority populations surrounding the proposed project 
area. Table 4-2 provides the demographic profile of populations within the proposed project 
area, the county, and the state, using ACS 5-year data.  

TABLE 4-2 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 
 

Location Race 
Comparison 

Minority 
(%) 

Below 
Poverty 

(%) 

Median 
HH 

Income 
($) 

Unemployment     
(%) 

Children 
<18 (%) 

Project 
Buffer 

200,733 72.8 25.2 36,002 11.5 12.5 

Jefferson 
County 

674,721 19.83 
Black 

 
7.55  

White 

15.9 35,600 3.1 25.4 

Alabama 5,024,279 12.4 
Black 

 
61.6 

White 

38.4 16.8 4.5 1.4 

Source: Worldpopulationreview.com, Census.gov 

There are no socioeconomic or disproportionate environmental health and safety risks to 
children within the proposed project area, and no new exposure pathways would be created. 
Standard construction safety controls would be used, including dust and noise BMPs. As a 
result, no impacts to socioeconomics or children’s health and safety are anticipated as a 
result of the proposed project.  
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4.6.4 Environmental Consequences 

4.6.4.1    Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), Alternative 4, Alternative 5 
Because the proposed action would be confined entirely within the existing Airport 
boundary, and there would be no disproportionate environmental health and safety risks to 
children within or near the proposed project area, there are no anticipated impacts to 
socioeconomics and children’s environmental health and safety as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative, Alternative 4, or Alternative 5.  

4.6.4.2    No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would result in the airfield configuration remaining as is today, and 
the need to meet FAA design standards would not be addressed. The No Action Alternative 
would not have the potential to result in adverse impacts to socioeconomics and children’s 
environmental health and safety risks. 

4.7 Noise and Compatible Land Use 

The 1050.1 Desk Reference defines noise as “unwanted sound that can disturb routine 
activities, such as sleep or conversation.” Certain land uses, such as residential areas, are 
more sensitive to airport noise than others. The FAA often requires noise analysis during 
environmental reviews. The FAA’s primary noise metric is the Day Night Average Sound Level 
(DNL), which is the “cumulative noise energy exposure of individuals to noise resulting from 
various aviation activities and are established.” The DNL considers the noise level of 
individual aircraft events, the frequency of these events over a specific period, and the time 
when they occur, whether day or night.  

4.7.1 Regulatory Environment 

The Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 directed the FAA to establish a system 
for measuring noise, exposure to noise, and to identify land uses that are compatible with 
various exposure levels. 

4.7.2 Significant Impact Threshold 

The 1050.1 Desk Reference provides the significance threshold for noise. The threshold 
includes actions that “would increase noise by DNL 1.5 dB or more for a noise sensitive area 
that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level, or that will be 
exposed at or above the DNL 65 dB noise level due to a DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase, when 
compared to the No Action Alternative for the same time frame. For example, an increase in 
DNL from 65.5 dB to 67 dB would be considered a significant impact. The determination of 
significance must be obtained through the use of noise contours and/or grid point analysis 
alongside local land use information.” 

4.7.3 Analysis of Noise and Compatible Land Use 

An Aviation Emissions and Air Quality and Noise Technical Report was conducted in July 
2025. The report evaluated the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 4 to identify potential 
emissions and noise impacts from aircraft, stationary sources, and “general access 
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vehicles”. Using the analysis for the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 4, impacts from 
Alternative 5 have been inferred. 

The Aviation Emissions and Air Quality and Noise Technical Report states that according to 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Noise Abatement and Control 
standards (24 CFR Part 51, Subpart B), standard construction noise does not typically 
impact locations or people beyond 500 feet from the source. The closest residences to the 
Proposed Action site are 1,500 feet away, which exceeds the 500-foot boundary. Due to the 
distance between the proposed project site and the residences, noise impacts from 
operation of the proposed project are not anticipated. Construction-related noise may be 
heard during the day; however, daytime construction noise is exempt from most noise 
ordinances. The Airport would follow the BMPs described below to reduce potential noise 
disruptions:  

• Avoid construction within 1,000 feet of an occupied dwelling on Sundays, legal 
holidays, or between the hours of 10:00 pm and 6:00 am 

• Refrain from blasting activities within 3,000 feet of an occupied dwelling on Sundays, 
legal holidays, or between the hours of 8:00 pm and 8:00 am 

If a noise complaint is filed, various noise mitigation strategies will be considered and 
employed to an extent that is reasonably possible. 

4.7.4 Environmental Consequences 

4.7.4.1    Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), Alternative 4, Alternative 5 
Because Village Creek is proposed to be relocated in the same location for Alternatives 2, 
4, and 5, the primary impacts to noise and compatible land use would be the same. The 
primary difference between alternatives is the separation distance of Taxiway A: 400’ 
separation for Alternative 2, 500’ separation for Alternative 4, and a hybrid 400/500’ 
separation for Alternative 5. Even though the disturbance footprint is slightly different 
(approximately 100’) between alternatives, noise analysis is based on contours, not 
disturbance; therefore, there would be no significant differences to impacts. Thus, analysis 
for Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 are combined. 

As the closest residences are 1,500 feet from the area in which the Proposed Action would 
occur, no significant noise or land use compatibility impacts are anticipated as a result of 
the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 4, and Alternative 5. Additionally, Alternative 2, 
Alternative 4, and Alternative 5 are not anticipated to result in changes to aircraft operations. 
The future aircraft operations at BHM both with and without the Proposed Action are 
expected to be exactly the same.  

4.7.4.2    No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would result in the airfield configuration remaining as is today, and 
the need to meet FAA design standards would not be addressed. The No Action Alternative 
would not have the potential to result in adverse impacts to noise and compatible land use. 
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4.8 Water Resources 

The EPA defines water resources as “lakes, streams, groundwater, coastal waters, wetlands, 
and other waters, their associated ecosystems, and the human uses they support (e.g., 
drinking water, recreation, and fish consumption).” The quality and distribution of available 
water resources are critical to the health of both humans and ecosystems. Water resource 
stewardship ensures the proper functionality and sustainability of the hydrologic cycle. 
According to the 1050.1 Desk Reference, this resource category should cover the following 
topics: wetlands, floodplains, surface waters, groundwater, and wild and scenic rivers. 
These components are interconnected within a watershed and collectively support the 
entire local watershed system.  

4.8.1 Regulatory Setting 

The 1050.1 Desk Reference provides a comprehensive list of applicable laws and regulations 
relating to this impact category, including the Clean Water Act (CWA), Executive Order 11990 
Protection of Wetlands, DOT Order 5660.1a Preservation of The Nation’s Wetlands, Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, Rivers and Harbors Act, and Safe Drinking Water Act.. 
Coordination with all regulatory agencies having authority over the Proposed Action is 
essential to ensure full compliance with all applicable regulations.  

4.8.2 Non-Applicable Water Resource Impact Categories 
FAA Order 1050.1G Part 1.2 (b) states “when considering whether the reasonably 
foreseeable effects of the Proposed Action are significant, FAA will analyze the potentially 
affected environment and degree of the effects of the action. FAA may use any reliable data 
source and will not undertake new research unless it is essential to evaluating alternatives 
and the cost and time of obtaining it are not unreasonable.” 

Available desktop data was used to determine that the following resource categories are 
unlikely to be significantly affected as a result of the Proposed Action; therefore, they have 
not been analyzed further.  

4.8.2.1    Groundwater 
Section 14.4 of the 1050.1 Desk Reference defines groundwater as “subsurface water that 
occupies the space between sand, clay, and rock formations.” Additionally, it defines 
aquifers as the geologic layers that store or transmit groundwater to wells, springs, and other 
water sources. Under the Safe Water Drinking Act, EPA’s Source Aquifer program allows the 
agency to designate an aquifer as a sole source of drinking water and establish a review area. 
An aquifer is categorized as a sole source aquifer if it supplies 50 percent of the drinking 
water for its service area and there are no reasonable alternative drinking water sources 
should the aquifer become contaminated. The EPA’s map of sole source aquifer locations10 
was reviewed to determine if there is a sole source aquifer within the geographic area of the 

 
 

 
10 https://www.epa.gov/dwssa/map-sole-source-aquifer-locations 

https://www.epa.gov/dwssa/map-sole-source-aquifer-locations
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Proposed Action. None were identified; therefore, it is anticipated that the Proposed Action 
would have no effect on groundwater resources.  

4.8.2.2    Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Section 14.5 of the 1050.1 Desk Reference defines Wild and Scenic Rivers as rivers having 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish, wildlife, historic, or cultural values as 
defined by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. These rivers are listed within the National Wild 
and Scenic River System (National System) and are regulated by four federal agencies: the 
National Park Service (NPS), the USFWS, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the 
U.S. Forestry Service (USFS). According to the National Wild and Scenic River System 
interactive map, the Sipsey Fork of the West Fork River is the only river shown in Alabama to 
be listed in the National System.  

The National River Inventory (NRI) identifies rivers or river segments that appear to meet the 
minimum Wild and Scenic Rivers Act criteria based on free-flowing status and resource 
values. The NRI interactive map indicates the closest river that meets this criteria is the 
Cahaba River, located approximately 6 miles to the southeast of the proposed project area.  

No Wild and Scenic Rivers or NRI listed streams were found within the proposed project 
area; therefore, it is anticipated that the Proposed Action would have no effect on Wild and 
Scenic Rivers or NRI listed resources.  

4.8.3 Significant Impact Threshold 

The significance thresholds for each applicable water resource subcategory are listed 
below. 

4.8.3.1 Wetlands 
Section 14.1.3.1 of the 1050.1 Desk Reference outlines the threshold for determining 
significant impacts to wetlands from federal actions. An impact is considered significant if 
the action: 

• Adversely affects the wetland's ability to protect the quality or quantity of municipal 
water supplies, including surface waters and sole source aquifers 

• Substantially alters the hydrology necessary to maintain the wetland’s ecological 
functions and values 

• Significantly reduces the wetland’s capacity to retain floodwater or storm runoff 
• Harms the natural systems that support wildlife, fish habitats, or other critical 

surrounding resources 
• Encourages secondary development or services that would trigger any of the above 

effects 
• Conflicts with applicable state wetland management strategies 

4.8.3.2    Floodplains 
Section 14.2.1.1. of the 1050.1 Desk Reference states that all FAA actions must avoid 
floodplains if a practicable alternative exists; if no practicable alternative exists, actions in a 
floodplain must be designed to minimize adverse impacts to the floodplain’s natural and 
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beneficial values. This requirement is to comply with Executive Order 11988, Floodplain 
Management, 42 Federal Register 26951, (May 25, 1977) and DOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain 
Management and Protection. Significant encroachment is defined by the DOT Order 5650.2, 
as an encroachment in a floodplain that results in one or more of the following construction 
or flood-related impacts: 1) considerable probability of loss of human life, 2) likely future 
damage associated with the encroachment that could be substantial in cost or extent, 
including interruption of service on or loss of a vital transportation facility, and 3) a notable 
adverse impact on “natural and beneficial floodplain values”. 

4.8.3.3    Surface Waters 
Section 14.3.3.1 of the FAA Desk Reference outlines the threshold for determining significant 
impacts from federal actions. An impact to surface waters is considered significant if the 
action would 1) exceed water quality standards established by federal, state, local, and tribal 
regulatory agencies; or 2) contaminate public drinking water supply in a way that public 
health may be adversely affected.  

4.8.4 Analysis of Water Resources 

The analysis of impacts on water resources is necessary to determine if the impacts would 
be considered significant. Analysis performed for each water resource found within the 
proposed project area is described in the following sections.  

4.8.4.1    Wetlands 
An Aquatic Resources Delineation was performed to identify and describe the aquatic 
resources within the proposed project area, in accordance with Section 404 of the CWA (33. 
U.S.C. 1344) and/or Section 10 of the River and Harbors Act (RHA) of 1899 (33. U.S.C. 403). 
The delineation was conducted in two phases. Phase I included conducting a desktop review 
of readily available GIS database information of the proposed project area to identify 
potential aquatic resources (see Figure D1). Databases reviewed included aerial 
photographs, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) flood map, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey, and the USFWS National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) map.  

Phase II of the Aquatic Resource Delineation was conducted on May 15, 2025 and July 11, 
2025. This phase included using the USACE Wetland Delineation Manual and the 2012 
Eastern Mountains and Piedmont Regional Supplement to identify and flag wetlands in the 
field. Flag locations were collected using a Trible TD6 handheld unit. A total of seven (7) 
wetland areas (WL1, WL2, WL3, WL4, WL5, WL6, WL7) were found within the proposed 
project area (see Figure D2). 
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FIGURE D1 
NATIONAL WETLANDS INVENTORY 

 
Source: Volkert, 2025 
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FIGURE D2 
MAPPED WATER RESOURCES  

 
Source: Volkert, 2025 
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4.8.4.2    Floodplains 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for 
the study area was reviewed to determine if the Proposed Action encroaches on a FEMA 
regulated flood zone (see Figure D3). FEMA flood zone designations include: Zone A (subject 
to inundation by the 1% annual-chance flood event with no base flood elevation (BFE) 
determined), Zone AE (subject to be inundation by the 100% annual-chance flood event with 
a BFE determined), Zone VE (subject to inundation by the 1% annual-chance flood event with 
additional hazards due to storm waves, BFE determined), and Zone X (minimal risk areas 
outside the 1% and 0.2% annual-chance floodplains with no BFE or base flood depths 
determined). The project site is located on FEMA FIRM 01073C0392H for the city of 
Birmingham (effective 3/21/2019). The FIRM indicated that the study area encroaches on the 
Zone AE floodplain and regulatory floodway for Village Creek (refer to Section 4.8.5 for a 
discussion of floodplain encroachment and its significance for the various Alternatives). A 
regulatory floodway is defined as a channel of a river or watercourse and the adjacent land 
areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively 
increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated height.  
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FIGURE D3 
FEMA FLOOD ZONES 

 
Source: Volkert, 2025 
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4.8.4.3    Surface Waters 
Surface waters within the study area were located and mapped during the Aquatic Resource 
Delineation on May 15, 2025, and July 11, 2025. Four (4) perennial streams (PS3, PS4, PS5, 
and PS6) and one (1) ephemeral channel (EC1) were identified within the study area.  

According to the ADEM’s Assessed Waters GIS mapping, the segment of Village Creek (PS3) 
located within the study area is listed on ADEM’s 2024 §303(d) list for pesticides and has an 
approved total maximum daily load (TMDL) for pathogens (E.coli) and siltation.     

4.8.5 Environmental Consequences 

4.8.5.1    Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) and Alternative 5 

Wetlands 
The Preferred Alternative and Alternative 5 would include the placement and fill into wetland 
areas (refer to Section 4.8.7 for a discussion of permitting and approval  requirements). Table 
4-3 itemizes the anticipated wetland impacts for the Preferred Alternative  and Alternative 5.  

TABLE 4-3 
ANTICIPATED WETLAND IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND ALTERNATIVE 5 

Wetland Total Square 
Feet 

Total 
Acreage 

Acreage of 
Impact 

Jurisdictional/Non-
Jurisdictional 

WL1 6,098 0.01 0.01 Jurisdictional 

WL2 9,017 0.21 0.09 Non-Jurisdictional  

WL3 8,538 0.20 0.13 Non-Jurisdictional 

WL4 7,536 0.17 0.17 Non-Jurisdictional 

WL5 11,935 0.27 0.27 Non-Jurisdictional 

WL6 77,406 1.78 0 Jurisdictional 

WL7 4,182 0.10 0 Jurisdictional 

Total 
Impacts 

124,712 2.74 0.67  

Source: Volkert, 2025 

Floodplains 
The Preferred Alternative  and Alternative 5 would include the relocation and backfilling of 
existing Village Creek; and the placement of culverts to fill in the regulated 
floodway/floodplain to construct the vehicle service road and Taxiway A. These alternatives 
will encroach the floodplain; however, it is not considered a significant encroachment under 
DOT Order 5650.2. The alternatives are not anticipated to cause considerable probability of 
loss of human life or likely future damage associated with the encroachment that could be 
substantial in cost or extent, including interruption of service on or loss of a vital 
transportation facility. The Preferred Alternative and Alternative 5 are also not expected to 
have a notable adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values. The existing 
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floodplain has already been altered due to development and the proposed design will mimic 
the existing natural floodplain functions to the maximum extent practical. During the design 
phase of this project, a FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) would be 
submitted and approved prior to construction to account for any floodplain impacts. Post-
construction, a FEMA Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) would be submitted to document as-
built conditions and revise the floodplain mapping. 

The Preferred Alternative and Alternative 5 are not expected to decrease existing floodplain 
capacity or function; however, the Zone AE floodplain and regulated floodway will be 
relocated. Early coordination with the City of Birmingham’s Deputy Director of Planning, 
Urban Design, Watershed Management, and Hazard Mitigation Service’s was conducted 
(see Appendix E). They responded that if the project altered or relocated Village Creek, the 
guidelines set forth in Article II, Title 1, Chapter 8, Floodplain Overlay, Section 7, B.9 and B.10 
of the City of Birmingham Zoning Ordinance would apply. The City of Birmingham floodplain 
regulations require assurance that the carrying capacity of any altered or relocated 
watercourse is maintained. During the CLOMR/LOMR process, hydraulic modeling would be 
performed to ensure the flood carrying capacity of the relocated channel is maintained. The 
relocated channel would be designed to mimic the existing channel geomorphology and 
hydraulic dimensions. During the final design phase, the CLOMR analysis would be 
submitted to the City of Birmingham for review and comment. Once their concerns are 
addressed, the CLOMR analysis will be forwarded to FEMA and the Alabama Department of 
Economic and Community Affairs/Office of Water Resources for approval.   

Surface Waters 
The Preferred Alternative  and Alternative 5 would include the relocation of existing Village 
Creek and the placement of culverts and fill into surface waters to construct the vehicle 
service road and Taxiway A. The Preferred Alternative would impact ~3,200 linear feet of 
existing Village Creek (PS3) and would be replaced with ~3,000 linear feet of relocated 
Village Creek. This would result in the loss of ~200 linear feet of Village Creek. Table 4-4 
itemizes the anticipated surface water impacts for the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 
5. Refer to Section 4.8.7 for a discussion of permitting and approval  requirements. 
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TABLE 4-4 
ANTICIPATED SURFACE WATER IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND ALTERNATIVE 5 

Stream  Total 
Square 

Feet 

Total 
Acreage 

Linear 
Feet 

Acreage 
of 

Impact 

Linear Feet 
of Impact 

Jurisdictional/Non-
jurisdictional 

PS3 
(Village 
Creek) 

104,980 2.41 4,234 2.20 3,200 Jurisdictional 

PS4 3,528 0.08 1,667 0.06 315 Jurisdictional 
PS5 5,097 0.12 729 0.11 606 Jurisdictional 
PS6 4,051 0.09 1,003 0 0 Jurisdictional 
EC1 218 0.01 96 0 0 Non-Jurisdictional 

Total 
Impacts 

117,874 2.71 7,729 2.37 4,121  

Source: Volkert, 2025 

4.8.5.2 Alternative 4 

Wetlands 
Alternative 4 would include the placement of fill into wetland areas. Table 4-5 itemizes the 
anticipated wetland impacts for Alternative 4.  

TABLE 4-5 
ANTICIPATED WETLAND IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 4 

Wetland Total Square 
Feet 

Total 
Acreage 

Acreage of 
Impact 

Jurisdictional/Non-
Jurisdictional 

WL1 6,098 0.01 0.01 Jurisdictional 
WL2 9,017 0.21 0.13 Non-Jurisdictional  
WL3 8,538 0.20 0.13 Non-Jurisdictional 
WL4 7,536 0.17 0.17 Non-Jurisdictional 
WL5 11,935 0.27 0.13 Non-Jurisdictional 
WL6 77,406 1.78 0 Jurisdictional 
WL7 4,182 0.10 0 Jurisdictional 

Total Impacts 124,712 2.74 0.57  
Source: Volkert, 2025 

Floodplains 
Alternative 4 would include the relocation and backfilling of existing Village Creek and the 
placement of culverts and fill in the regulated floodway and floodplain to construct the 
vehicle service road and Taxiway A. A FEMA CLOMR would be submitted and approved prior 
to construction to account for any floodplain impacts. Post-construction, a FEMA LOMR 
would be submitted to document as-built conditions and revise the floodplain mapping.  
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Alternative 4 is not expected to decrease floodplain capacity or function; however, the Zone 
AE floodplain and regulated floodway will be relocated. The City of Birmingham floodplain 
regulations require assurance that the carrying capacity of any altered or relocated 
watercourse is maintained. During the CLOMR/LOMR process, hydraulic modeling would be 
performed to ensure the flood carrying capacity of the relocated channel is maintained. The 
relocated channel would be designed to mimic the existing channel geomorphology and 
hydraulic dimensions. 

Surface Waters 
Alternative 4 would include the relocation and backfilling of existing Village Creek and the 
placement of culverts and fill into surface waters to construct the vehicle service road and 
Taxiway A. Table 4-6 itemizes the anticipated surface water impacts for Alternative 4.  

TABLE 4-6 
ANTICIPATED SURFACE WATER IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 4 

Stream  Total 
Square 

Feet 

Total 
Acreage 

Linear 
Feet 

Acreage 
of 

Impact 

Linear 
Feet of 
Impact 

Jurisdictional/Non-
Jurisdictional 

PS3 
(VILLAGE 
CREEK) 

104,980 2.41 4,234 2.20 3,200 Jurisdictional 

PS4 3,528 0.08 1,667 0.05 285 Jurisdictional 

PS5 5,097 0.12 729 0.10 576 Jurisdictional 

PS6 4,051 0.09 1,003 0 0 Jurisdictional 

EC1 218 0.01 96 0 0 Non-Jurisdictional 

Total 
Impacts 

117,874 2.71 7,729 2.35 4,061  

Source: Volkert, 2025 

4.8.5.3    No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would result in only minor construction activities being conducted 
at the Airport (i.e. correcting the non-standard taxiway connectors). There would be no 
impact to floodplains or surface waters. The No Action Alternative would have minor impacts 
to wetlands. Wetland impacts would include the placement and fill into the non-
jurisdictional wetland WL5. These impacts would be less than the Preferred Alternative, 
Alternative 4, and Alternative 5.  

4.8.6 Avoidance and Minimization of Water Resources Impacts 

4.8.6.1    Wetlands 
Complete avoidance of wetland impacts is not feasible. Wetland impacts have been 
minimized to the greatest extent practicable and impacts to Section 404 jurisdictional 
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wetlands are considered minor. All Section 404 jurisdictional wetland impacts would be 
mitigated. Refer to Section 4.8.8.1 for a discussion of the wetland mitigation plan.  BMPs 
would be implemented during construction to minimize potential impacts to wetlands from 
stormwater runoff and sedimentation. 

4.8.6.2    Floodplains 
Complete avoidance of floodplain impacts is not feasible; however, it is anticipated that 
floodplain impacts would be minor; therefore, mitigation would not be required.  

4.8.6.3    Surface Waters 
Complete avoidance of surface water impacts is not feasible. Surface water impacts have 
been minimized to the greatest extent possible. Village Creek would be relocated and would 
function as it currently does as an open-air creek. All Section 404 jurisdictional surface water 
impacts would be mitigated. BMPs would be implemented during construction to minimize 
potential impacts to water quality.  

4.8.7 Consultations, Permits, and Other Approvals for Water Resources Impacts 
4.8.7.1    Wetlands 
Section 10 of the RHA of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 403) and Section 404 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1344) 
are regulated by the USACE. Section 401 and Section 402 of the CWA regulatory authority 
has been designated to ADEM.       

Section 10 requires USACE authorization prior to performing any work in, or affecting 
navigable waters of the U.S. There appears to be no navigable waters of the U.S. found in the 
proposed project area; therefore, the project would not be subject to regulation under 
Section 10. Discharge of dredged and/or fill material into jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 
including wetlands would be subject to Section 404 permitting and Section 401 water quality 
certification. Construction activities would be regulated under Section 402 of the CWA.   

4.8.7.2    Floodplains 
Due to the proposed encroachment within a regulatory floodway, a FEMA application for a 
CLOMR will be required prior to construction. A CLOMR is a formal review and comment by 
FEMA as to whether a proposed project complies with the minimum NFIP floodplain 
management criteria. A CLOMR does not revise effective FIRM, Flood Boundary and 
Floodway Maps, or Flood Insurance Studies. Following construction, a LOMR submittal will 
be required. A LOMR is a revision based on technical data that, usually due to manmade 
changes, shows changes to flood zones, flood elevations, floodplain and floodway 
delineations, and planimetric features.  

A City of Birmingham Floodplain Development Permit will also be required due to the 
proposed development within a FEMA flood zone and regulated floodway. 

4.8.7.3    Surface Waters 
Section 10 of the RHA of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 403) and Section 404 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1344) 
are regulated by the USACE. Section 401 and Section 402 of the CWA regulatory authority 
has been designated to ADEM. Section 10 requires USACE authorization prior to performing 
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any work in, or affecting navigable waters of the U.S. There appears to be no navigable waters 
of the U.S. found in the study area; therefore, the project would not be subject to regulation 
under Section 10. Discharge of dredged and/or fill material into jurisdictional waters of the 
U.S. would be subject to Section 404 permitting and Section 401 water quality certification. 
Construction activities would be regulated under Section 402 of the CWA.      

4.8.8 Mitigation of Water Resources Impacts 
4.8.8.1    Wetlands 
Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands would be mitigated through the purchase of wetland 
credits from a USACE Mobile District approved mitigation bank.  

4.8.8.2    Floodplains 
It is anticipated that floodplain impacts will be negligible; therefore, no mitigation will be 
required. 

4.8.8.3    Surface Waters 
Impacts to jurisdictional streams would be mitigated through the purchase of stream credits 
from a USACE Mobile District approved mitigation bank.  
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Chapter 5 

Agency Correspondence and Public Involvement  
 

5.1 Early Agency Coordination Summary 

As part of this EA, early coordination letters were distributed to relevant federal, state, and 
local governments and agencies identified in consultation with the FAA. On May 29, 2025, 
Mead & Hunt solicited initial comments from the identified governments, agencies, and 
local organizations via electronic mail and physical letters. Agencies were asked to submit 
comments for considering during the environmental review process. Agencies receiving this 
correspondence are included in Table 5-1, and if a response was received, the date of 
response is included in the table. The early coordination letter template, as well as agency 
responses, can be found in Appendix E.  

TABLE 5-1 
SOV DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Agency 
Type 

Agency Contacted Date Of Response 

STATE AL Department of Conservation of Natural Resources, 
Wildlife And Freshwater Fisheries Division 

June 30, 2025 

 AL Department of Conservation Of Natural Resources  
 AL Department of Environmental Management August 14, 2025 
 AL Water Division  
 AL Land Division  
 AL State Parks Division  
 AL Department of Public Health (Jefferson County)  
 AL Geological Survey  
 AL Soil & Water Conservation Committee  
 AL National Resources Conservation Service  
 AL Department of Economic and Community Affairs, 

Office of Water Resources 
 

 AL Association of County Commissioners  
 AL Nature Conservancy  

FEDERAL U.S. Army Corps of Engineers In-person coordination meeting 
held on April 22, 2025 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service July 7, 2025 
September 23, 205 

 
Virtual coordination meeting 

held on August 5, 2025 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Community 

Health and Environmental Review Division 
June 27, 2025 

 U.S. Department Of Agriculture June 2, 2025 
 U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development  
 Federal Emergency Management Agency  
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LOCAL City of Birmingham Department of Planning And Zoning 
Administration 

 

 AL Emergency Management  
 Jefferson County Agricultural Department  

 City of Birmingham Planning, Engineering, and Permits June 12, 2025 
Continued coordination in July 

and August 2025 
 Jefferson County Assessor’s Office  
 Village Creek Society  
 Black Warrior Riverkeepers June 28, 2025 
 Freshwater Land Trust September 26, 2025 

 

5.2 Public Involvement 

5.2.1 Local Organization Meeting 

An in-person meeting with virtual access for two local organizations, the Black Warrior 
Riverkeeper and the Village Creek Society, was held on Thursday, August 28, 2025. The 
meeting was located at the Birmingham-Shuttlesworth International Airport in meeting room 
A at 5900 Messer Airport Hwy, Birmingham, AL 35212. The meeting was held at 11:00 a.m. 
CST, beginning with an informational presentation and ending with an opportunity for the 
local organizations to ask questions. Refer to Appendix E for more information about the 
local organization meeting, such as the sign-in sheet, and PowerPoint presentation slides. 
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Chapter 6 

List of Preparers  
 

6.1 Introduction 

The responsibility for the EA under NEPA rests with the FAA Jackson Airport District Office 
(ADO). This EA was prepared by Mead & Hunt, Inc. under contract with the Birmingham 
Airport Authority (BAA). 

6.2 Preparers and Qualifications 

The following Mead & Hunt staff members and subconsultants were directly responsible for 
preparing the contents of this document.  

Ryan Hayes, C.M. – Aviation Planning Manager and Project Manager 

Mr. Hayes is an airport planner and project manager with more than 15 years of experience 
in airport terminal and landside planning, NEPA review documentation, and noise analysis.  

Kate Andrus, National Environmental and Sustainability Practice Leader 

Ms. Andrus is a NEPA and sustainability specialist with more than 15 years of experience in 
airport and environmental planning, project management, and agency coordination.  

Jenna Weigman, ENV. SP – Aviation Sustainability Planner and Deputy Project Manager 

Ms. Weigman is an airport planner who specializes in environmental, sustainability, and 
resilience planning. She has experience with NEPA review documentation, stakeholder 
engagement, and project management.  

Trevor Martin, C.M., ENV. SP – Aviation Environmental and Sustainability Planner 

Mr. Martin is an airport planner who specializes in environmental and sustainability planning. 
He has experience with NEPA review documentation,  airport master planning, and 
sustainability management plans.  

Celeste Vandeventer, M.S.  – Aviation Sustainability Planner 

Ms. Vandeventer is an airport planner who specializes in airport sustainability and resilience. 
She has experience in sustainability and resilience plans, greenhouse gas inventories, and 
net zero roadmaps.  

Dave Schmidgall, P.E. – Civil Engineering Manager 

Mr. Schmidgall is a civil engineer and project manager with more than 15 years of experience 
in airport pavement design, grading, and aircraft parking plans.  
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Ricardo Diaz, P.E. – Civil Engineer 

Mr. Diaz is a civil engineer with more than 12 years of experience in pipe networks, grading, 
and water resource management.  

Christopher Stinson – Civil Engineer 

Mr. Stinson is a civil engineer with more than 9 years of experience in construction 
permitting, stormwater management inspections, and site development.  

Marty Burford and Jesse Jowers – BECC, Inc. 

Mr. Burford and Mr. Jowers from BECC, Inc., a subconsultant of Mead & Hunt, were 
responsible for the geotechnical investigations and survey efforts, and the Phase I and Phase 
II Environmental Site Assessments. 

Phillip DeVita, Trent Tougas, Dillon Tannler – Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. (HMMH) 

Mr. DeVita, Mr. Tougas, and Mr. Tannler from HMMH, Inc., a subconsultant of Mead & Hunt, 
was responsible for assessing the construction-related emissions and noise impacts and 
developing the Air Quality and Noise Report.  

L’Tryce Slade – Slade Land Use, Environmental, and Transportation Planning, LLC. 

Ms. Slade from Slade Land Use, Environmental, and Transportation Planning, LLC., a 
subconsultant of Mead & Hunt, was responsible for the outreach and stakeholder 
coordination, socioeconomic analysis, asbestos survey and documentation, and the 
reasonably foreseeable impact efforts.  

Paige Felts and Annelise Dodd – Volkert, Inc.  

Ms. Felts and Ms. Dodd from Volkert, Inc., a subconsultant of Mead & Hunt, were responsible 
for conducting the wetland delineation and biological assessment, coordinating with USACE 
and USFWS, and developing the Village Creek design.  
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