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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Location 
Watertown International Airport (ART) 
Jefferson County, New York 
 
Proposed Action 
Jefferson County, owner and operator of ART, requests federal approval for a runway/taxiway extension 
and associated markings, lighting, drainage, and obstruction removal improvements; and terminal area 
development.   
 

 Construct 1,000 foot extension to Runway 28 and Parallel Taxiway “A” Extension with  
 associated markings, edge lighting and drainage improvements 
 Construct Taxiway “A” connector (400’ x 50’), approximately 2,800 feet from the existing 

Runway 28 end (or 3,800 feet from the proposed runway end), prior to the intersection of 
Runway 10-28 and Runway 7-25 

 Upgrade Runway 10-28 runway lights to high intensity runway lights (HIRL) 
 Relocation of Runway 28 PAPI and REILs 1,000’ to the east on previously disturbed airport 

property.  PAPI will be located on left side of Runway 28, approximately 909 feet from the 
proposed runway end; while REILs will be located off new Runway 28 end. 

 Install an ILS and MALSR Approach Lighting System (2,400’ in length) to Runway 28 
 Remove tree obstructions: 

o Clearing Grubbing: 0.4 +/- acres of trees at the Runway 10 end Object Free Area (OFA); 
and 1.8 +/- acres trees at the Runway 28 end OFA 

o Obstruction Removal: 28.4 +/- acres to Runway 10 end Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) 
for Runway 10 approach end, and 28.6 +/- acres to the Runway 28 end RPZ for the Runway 
28 approach end 

 Fee acquisition of 0.4+/- acres to the Runway end 10 OFA, and 8.0 +/- acres to the Runway 28 
end OFA and relocation of the perimeter access road. Easement acquisition of 49.8+/- acres to 
the Runway 10 RPZ for the Runway 10 approach end, and 62.7 +/- acres to the Runway 28 
RPZ. Remove 1,000 linear feet (LF) of existing 8’ fence, and install 1,800 LF of new 8’ fence, 
with 3 rows of barbed wire, around proposed runway 28 end 

 Construct perimeter access road around Runway 28 extension (2,500 LF x 15 LF) 
 Expand terminal building approximately 20,000 square feet, including installation of a self 

contained (packaged) sanitary treatment plant on airport property in northwest corner along 
Route 12F 

 Expand paved parking for approximately 300 vehicle parking spaces (passengers, car rental and 
employee) from existing 155 vehicle parking spaces 

 Construct airport access road (3,000 LF x 24 LF) from Route 12F 
 Expand general aviation apron 358,000 square feet 
 Construct 75’ x 60’ snow removal equipment (SRE) building 
 Construct (2) 60’ x 60’ conventional hangar 
 Construct 10-bay T-hangar with taxilane 
 Install above ground 100 LL fuel tank 
 Improve Runway 10-28 Runway Safety Area (RSA) including grading 409,000 square feet (SF) 

and upgrading drainage  
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 Redesign and publication of new approach procedures to the Runway 28 end (<3/4-mile 
visibility minimum)  
 

Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide additional runway length and support facilities to 
accommodate the existing needs of Air Wisconsin, the commercial air carrier flying the existing route 
between Watertown and Philadelphia airports. Air Wisconsin operates the CRJ200 through their agreement 
with American Airlines Group, Inc, (hereinafter referred to as Air Wisconsin) on the existing 
Watertown/Philadelphia route. The Proposed Action includes: extending Runway 10-28 and parallel 
taxiway, including associated marking and lighting improvements; improving approach to Runway 28, and 
expanding the terminal building to accommodate the scheduled air carrier needs.  Proposed Action also 
improves the general aviation development area to support business jet and private pilot aircraft users.  
A runway length analysis was performed by Air Wisconsin, the operator of the CRJ200 for the 
Watertown/Philadelphia route.  Multiple scenarios were analyzed by varying temperatures and runway 
pavement surface conditions.  Air Wisconsin’s flight dispatch office conducted the analysis using their 
Aerodata operating software, based on the existing 6,000 foot runway length, with both summer and winter 
temperature conditions, and wet and dry pavement to determine the aircraft limitations.  The 6,000 foot 
runway length is adequate for the aircraft to operate with a full load of 50 passengers during various 
temperature conditions on both wet and dry pavement, but not during winter operations when braking 
action is reduced, herein referred to as poor braking action.  Calculations reveal a 7,000 foot runway is 
required to accommodate 50 passengers on the Watertown/Philadelphia route during winter conditions with 
poor braking action. 
 
The short-term forecasts project air carrier operations will continue at a level of 1,456 annual operations, 
and the total number of available seats for future enplanements will increase from 27,852, in 2013, to 
36,400.  General aviation based aircraft and operations are also anticipated to increase over the planning 
horizon. This increase influences the need for additional terminal area facilities to support general aviation 
by expanding apron space and providing additional hangars.  
 
The extended runway will meet the year-round operations for the CRJ200 regional jet aircraft providing 
non-stop service to PHL under all weather conditions, without having to incur penalties or switch aircraft 
fleet. The Proposed Action will also provide the necessary terminal facilities to address passenger loads and 
security requirements.  The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide airport facilities for safe air carrier 
operations, and adequately address airport needs for general aviation users. 
 
Background 
Watertown International Airport (ART) is a public use facility, owned and operated by Jefferson County.  
Originally constructed of two 5,000 foot bi-directional, intersecting runways, designated as Runway 7-25 and 
Runway 10-28, the airport today continues to maintain two intersecting runways with different dimensions: 
Runway 10-28 has overall dimensions of 6,000 feet by 150 feet, with a parallel taxiway on the north side of 
the runway, while Runway 7-25 has overall dimensions of 4,999 feet by 150 feet, with a full-length paved 
parallel taxiway on the northwest side of the runway.  Runway 7-25 is equipped with an instrument landing 
system (ILS) and a medium intensity approach lighting system (MALSR) to Runway 7, as well as a GPS-
based and VOR-based non-precision approach to Runway 7.  Runway 25 is a visual runway.  Both Runway 
10 and 28 have non-precision GPS-based instrument approaches.   
 
In 2007 a runway length analysis was completed for the business jet aircraft users of the airport, concluding 
that the 5,000 foot runway was inadequate to meet the aircraft needs, and recommended a 1,000 foot 
runway extension.  In 2009 an Environmental Assessment (EA) was completed to extend Runway 10-28 to 



                                                                                                                                                                                                     
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Passero Associates                                                                 iii                                                                              July 2015 

6,000 feet to accommodate existing business jet aircraft operations.  Improvements were constructed in 
2010 to meet airport reference code (ARC) B-II standards.  An airport reference code refers to the approach 
speed and wingspan on an aircraft, in this case a B-II means an aircraft with an approach speed between 91 
knots and less than 121 knots with a wing span between 49 feet and less than 79 feet. ARC is used for 
planning and design only and does not limit the aircraft that may be able to operate safely at the airport.  
The 2009 EA also included land acquisition for the RPZ for Runway ends 10 and 28 for non-precision 
instrument approaches, and additional Runway 7 RPZ lands for the existing precision approach.  The airport 
sponsor maintains an easement over the RPZ lands off Runway 25.  Additional land acquisition for the 
Runway OFA, and expansion of the general aviation apron by 155,000 square feet were also evaluated.  
Since the completion of the 2009 EA, the airport sponsor has completed the 1,000 foot runway/taxiway 
extension to Runway 28, and fee acquisition of 3.07 +/- acres for the Runway 28 runway OFA.  
 
When the runway extension was completed in October 2010 Cape Air was providing Essential Air Service 
(EAS) using a 9-seat Cessna 402.  In 2010, the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) solicited new 
EAS proposals for Watertown International Airport.  In March 2011, American Eagle Airlines (hereinafter 
referred to as American Eagle) was awarded a two-year EAS contract, Docket DOT-OST-1997-2842 
utilizing a 44-seat ERJ 140 regional jet aircraft. In November 2011 an Environmental Assessment (EA) was 
completed for American Eagle to operate from Watertown International Airport, including an expansion to 
the terminal building. 
 
Commencing in November 2011, American Eagle, using 44-seat ERJ140 regional jet aircraft, provided two 
non-stop, round-trip flights per day, Monday through Friday, and one round-trip flight on Saturday and 
Sunday between ART and Chicago O’Hare International Airport (ORD) under the above mentioned EAS 
agreement.  This aircraft change resulted in substantial enplanement increase exceeding 300%.   American 
Eagle operated using primarily Runway 10-28.   
 
Meanwhile in 2012, a 1,600 square foot terminal expansion was undertaken to address the need for 
additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security Administration (TSA) passenger screening area, 
and a larger baggage area to accommodate the new American Eagle service with the 44-seat regional jet 
aircraft.  This terminal expansion was included in the 2011 Environmental Assessment. 
 
In November 2013 American Airlines (American) reached an agreement with the USDOT to continue 
service between ART and ORD under EAS contract, Docket DOT-OST-2013-0188, providing service 
through January 31, 2016 using the ERJ 140, 44-seat regional jet, and introducing an additional departure on 
Sunday evenings that was not part of the EAS contract, for a total of 13 non-stop round trips per week to 
ORD.  In January 2014, after the merger between American Airlines, and US Airways, route structure 
changes were proposed.  This merger created American Airlines Group, Inc. In February 2014, Jefferson 
County Board of Legislator’s General Service Committee consented to the route change.  Cited from 
Docket DOT-OST-2013-0188, dated 22nd day of April, 2014, “American [Airlines Group, Inc.] petitioned the 
US Department of Transportation to approve alternate service pattern.  American informed the Department [of 
Transportation] that the ERJ140 will be retired from its fleet in the very near future.  Due to Watertown’s runway length and 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations, this is the only aircraft that can serve the Watertown-Chicago O’Hare 
route without weight penalties.  Therefore, American has requested to alter Watertown’s current service pattern from Chicago 
O’Hare to Philadelphia International Airport (Philadelphia). American will operate this route with increased frequency (14 
weekly non-stop round trips) at no increase in annual subsidy.  American will provide service with 50-passenger Canadair 
CRJ200 aircraft, operated by Air Wisconsin, and 37-passenger DH8-100 aircraft, operated by Piedmont.”  On May 8, 
2014 Air Wisconsin commenced service, providing 14 flights per week, using a Bombardier Canadair 
Regional Jet (CRJ200).  The larger 50-seat CRJ200 increased available seats by 5,000 annually because of the 
10 percent increase in capacity over the current 44-seat regional jet.  However, when runway snow and ice 
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contamination is possible at ART the fleet would shift to a smaller 37-seat Bombardier Dash 8-100, given 
the limited runway length, and operational limitations for landing the CRJ200 under these conditions.  
American Airlines in a letter dated March 3, 2014, continues to support the need for a longer runway to 
provide service. It is the intention of the airline and the County to use jet service year round, as it would be 
more cost effective and capable of accommodating more passengers, but the limiting factor is the runway 
length. 
 
Most recently, Jefferson County has entered into eminent domain proceedings, as required, including 
properties identified in the 2009 Environmental Assessment.  
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Alternatives 
Four alternatives evaluated in the Environmental Assessment report were: 
 
 1. No Build 
 2. A 1,000 foot runway and taxiway extension to Runway 10, including terminal development 
 3. A 1,000 foot runway and taxiway extension to Runway 28, including terminal development 

4. A 1,000 foot runway and taxiway extension split among both runway ends, including terminal 
development 
 

Only the No Build and 1,000 Runway/Taxiway Extension to Runway 28 were environmentally evaluated.  
The other two alternatives were dismissed due to inability to access property to assess environmental 
impacts. 
  
Discussion 
The Environmental Assessment (EA) and appendices address the effect of the Proposed Action on the 
quality of human and natural environment.  The following impact findings summarize the more thorough 
analysis presented in the EA. 
 
Air Quality 
Jefferson County is in non-attainment for ozone and in attainment for all other criteria pollutants.  Air 
quality analysis concluded that neither the No Build nor Alternative Action plan will have a significant 
regional air quality impact. 
 
Compatible Land Use 
A portion of the Runway 28 RSA/ROFA, installation of airport access road and fence, and installation of 
approach lighting system and ILS component, will extend onto lands that are currently undeveloped lands 
that are zoned Agricultural-Residential, but are not active agriculture lands, and do not lie within an 
agricultural district.  The lands are controlled by the airport sponsor. A rezoning or special use permit may 
be required from the Town of Hounsfield. 
 
U.S. Department of Transportation: Section 4(f) 
Conklin Farm on Evans Road, and the Dexter Marsh Wildlife Management Area (WMA) will not be 
impacted by the Proposed Action. 
 
Fish, Wildlife and Plants 
Several species were identified by various agencies.  No species or active habitats were found in the 
Proposed Action area.  
 
Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 
Field analysis of undeveloped lands for the runway extension, approach lighting corridor and terminal 
development area did not find any artifacts.  There is one area listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places, the Conklin Farm on Evans Road that is outside the Proposed Action limits and will not be 
disturbed. SHPO issued a “No Effect” letter on March 4, 2013. 
 
Noise 
A detailed noise analysis was completed for the existing and Proposed Action.   An area less than 0.1 +/- 
acres lies within the 65 dB DNL that is off airport property, near the terminal area, and undeveloped, for 
both the existing and Proposed Action. The remaining 65 DNL is on airport property. 



                                                                                                                                                                                                     
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Passero Associates                                                                 vi                                                                              July 2015 

 
Wetland Impacts 
Initial wetland impacts of 1.1+/- acres for the grading of Runway 28 safety and object free area, to meet 
standards, construction of the airport perimeter road and installation of the fence; and the approach lighting 
corridor were minimized to 0.62+/- acres through redesign. The Army Corps of Engineers issued a 
preliminary Jurisdictional Determination on September 6, 2013.  The Runway 28 perimeter road was 
realigned to avoid a wetland, and the approach lighting access road was also realigned to minimize the 
wetland impact.   Proposed wetland disturbance is 0.62 +/- acres.  
 
Impact Categories 
The impacts of the proposed Federal Action on coastal resources, construction impacts, farmlands, 
floodplains, hazardous materials, light emissions and visual impacts, natural resources and energy supply, 
secondary impacts, socioeconomic impacts, environmental justice, water quality, and wild and scenic rivers, 
and cumulative impacts were also evaluated in the EA.  The Proposed Action will not have any significant 
adverse environmental impacts on any of the above noted categories. 
 
Public Involvement 
Meetings were held in October 2012, January 2013 and December 2013.  A Notice of Availability of the 
DEA was published in the Watertown Daily Times on August 1, 2014 for review and comment by the 
public.  The document was available at the Watertown International Airport and Flower Memorial Library.  
Comment period expired on August 31, 2014.  Only one comment was received from the USEPA and is 
included in Appendix J of the Environmental Assessment. 
 
Mitigation Measures 

1. Compatible Land Use: a rezoning or special use permit may be required from the Town of 
Hounsfield for the construction of the approach lighting towers and the access road to support the 
approach lights. 

2. Wetland Impacts: avoidance through redesign of the perimeter road and access road to the 
approach lights, and mitigation for the remaining wetlands will be coordinated with Ducks 
Unlimited, leader in wetland conservation, through the Army Corp of Engineers permitting 
process. 

3. Solid Waste: contract specifications will consider recycling of construction or deconstruction 
materials, including fencing material. 

4. Water Quality:   
 Construction documents will consider green building features for terminal expansion 
 Porous pavement in the parking areas will be considered during future design of the parking 

areas and access road based on geotechnical reports conducted during the design phase.  
However, the high bedrock elevations and soil types may not support porous pavement 
design.  At minimum, appropriate stormwater treatment measures will be included to meet 
Clean Water Act statutes. 

 Continuance of non-stormwater discharge permit (Multi-Sector General Permit) for aircraft 
deicing activities 

 NYS Department of Health Permit, and NYSDEC approval for construction of sewer 
treatment or sewage conveyance facility, if necessary 

5. Natural Resources and Energy Supply: 
 Update the existing NYSDEC Bulk Petroleum Storage for installation of new above ground 

facility 
 Construction documents will consider green building features for terminal expansion 
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6. Construction Impacts: 
 Best Management Practices will be incorporated into construction documents for the 

contractor, including: 
o FAA AC 150/5370-10B, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports 
o Item P-156, Temporary Air & Water Pollution, Soil Erosion & Siltation Control 

Measures 
o FAA AC 150/5320-5B, Airport Drainage 
o Contract documents will address dust control and noise during construction 

 NYSDEC General Permit for Stormwater Discharge (SWPPP) & Notice of Intent (activities 
disturbing more than one acre) 

 Pursuant to EPA letter dated August 26, 2014 a tree inventory will be considered to 
determine if an offset is required for loss of carbon sink from removal of trees considered to 
be obstructions 
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CHAPTER ONE  
PURPOSE AND NEED 

 
1.1 Introduction 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures on Protecting the Environment (March 20, 2006), 
Section 401 requires an Environmental Assessment for “(k)(3) Federal financial participation in, or 
unconditional airport layout plan approval of a major runway extension”.  The EA will evaluate potential 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), FAA Order 1050.1E, FAA Order 5050.4B, and FAA Environmental Desk Reference. 
 
1.2 Background 
Watertown International Airport (ART) is a public use facility, owned and operated by Jefferson County.  
Originally constructed with two 5,000 foot bi-directional, intersecting runways, designated as Runway 7-25 
and Runway 10-28, the airport today continues to maintain two intersecting runways with different 
dimensions:  Runway 10-28, the primary runway, has overall dimensions of 6,000 feet by 150 feet, with a 
parallel taxiway on the north side of the runway, while Runway 7-25 has overall dimensions of 4,999 feet by 
150 feet, with a full-length paved parallel taxiway on the northwest side of the runway.  Runway 7-25 is 
equipped with an instrument landing system (ILS) and a medium intensity approach lighting system 
(MALSR) to Runway 7; as well as a GPS-based and VOR-based non-precision approaches to Runway 7.  
Runway 25 is a visual runway.  Both Runway 10 and 28 have GPS-based non-precision instrument 
approaches.   
 
In 2007 a runway length analysis1 was completed for the business jet aircraft users of the airport concluding 
that the 5,000 foot runway length was inadequate to meet the aircraft needs, and recommended a 1,000 foot 
extension.  Subsequently, in 2009 an Environmental Assessment (EA)2 was completed to extend Runway 
10-28 to 6,000 feet to accommodate existing business jet aircraft operations.  Improvements were 
constructed in 2010 to meet airport reference code (ARC) B-II standards.  An airport reference code refers 
to the approach speed and wingspan on an aircraft, in this case a B-II means an aircraft with an approach 
speed between 91 knots and less than 121 knots with a wing span between 49 feet and less than 79 feet. 
ARC is used for planning and design only and does not limit the aircraft that may be able to operate safely at 
the airport.  The 2009 EA also included land acquisition for the runway protection zones (RPZ) for Runway 
ends 10 and 28 for non-precision instrument approaches, and additional Runway 7 RPZ lands for the 
existing precision approach.  The airport sponsor maintains an easement over the RPZ lands off Runway 25.  
Additional land acquisition for the Runway Object Free Area (OFA), and expansion of the general aviation 
apron by 155,000 square feet were also evaluated.  Since the completion of the 2009 EA, the airport sponsor 
has completed the 1,000 foot runway/taxiway extension to Runway 28, and fee acquisition of 3.07 +/- acres 
for the Runway 28 runway OFA.  
 
When the runway extension was completed in October 2010 Cape Air was providing Essential Air Service 
(EAS) using a 9-seat Cessna 402.  In 2010, the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) solicited new 
EAS proposals for Watertown International Airport.  In March 2011, American Eagle Airlines, (hereinafter 
referred to as American Eagle) was awarded a two-year EAS contract, Docket DOT-OST-1997-2842 
utilizing a 44-seat ERJ 140 regional jet aircraft (see Appendix C for copy of agreement).  Then in November 

                                                            
1 Runway Length Analysis, 2007, Passero Associates 
2 Environmental Assessment for Runway/Taxiway Extension, Watertown International Airport, July 2009, Passero 
Associates 
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2011 an Environmental Assessment3 was completed for American Eagle to operate from Watertown 
International Airport including an expansion to the terminal building. 
 
Commencing in November 2011, American Eagle, using 44-seat ERJ 140 regional jet aircraft, provided two 
weekday and weekend nonstop roundtrips (12 flights a week) between ART and Chicago O’Hare 
International Airport (ORD) under the above mentioned EAS agreement.  This change in aircraft resulted in 
a substantial increase to enplanement exceeding 300%.   American Eagle operated primarily using Runway 
10-28.4   
 
Meanwhile in 2012 a 1,600 square foot terminal expansion was completed to address the need for additional 
secured seating, a larger Transportation Security Administration (TSA) passenger screening area, and a larger 
baggage claim area to accommodate the new American Eagle service with the 44-seat regional jet aircraft.  
This terminal expansion was included in the 2011 Environmental Assessment determination (for American 
Eagle). 
 
In November 2013, American Airlines (American) reached an agreement with the USDOT to continue 
service between ART and ORD (see Appendix C – Docket DOT-OST-2013-0188) continuing with service 
as identified in the original EAS contract, utilizing the ERJ 140 regional jet, and introducing an additional 
departure on Sunday evening, that was not part of the EAS contract, resulting in 13 flights per week.  This 
contract is valid through January 31, 2016.  On November 19, 2013, American Airlines provided a letter 
stating they plan to follow industry norms and phase out the 44-seat aircraft (ERJ 140) for the 50-seat 
aircraft (ERJ 145).  American Airlines stated this aircraft would continue to operate with similar weight 
limitations as the ERJ 140, given the current 6,000 foot Runway 10-28, and continued to support the need 
for a longer runway to provide better service (See Appendix C, American Airlines letter dated November 19, 
2013.) 
 
In January 2014 American Airlines merged with US Airways, and approached Jefferson County proposing 
route changes. In February 2014, Jefferson County Board of Legislator’s General Service Committee, after 
meetings with local representatives and businesses, consented to the route change, to provide non-stop 
service from Watertown International Airport (ART) to Philadelphia International Airport (PHL), instead of 
Chicago (ORD).  The merger between American Airlines and US Airways formed American Airlines Group, 
Inc.  Cited from Docket DOT-OST-2013-0188, dated 22nd of April, 2014, states “American petitioned the US 
Department of Transportation to approve alternate service pattern.  American informed the Department [of Transportation] 
that the ERJ 140 will be retired from its fleet in the very near future.  Due to Watertown’s runway length and Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations, this is the only aircraft that can serve the Watertown-Chicago O’Hare route 
without weight penalties.  Therefore, American has requested to alter Watertown’s current service pattern from Chicago O’Hare 
to Philadelphia International Airport (Philadelphia).  American will operate this route with increased frequency (14 weekly 
non-stop round trips) at no increase in annual subsidy.  American will provide the service with 50-passenger Canadair 
CRJ200 aircraft, operated by Air Wisconsin, and 37-passenger DH8-100 aircraft, operated by Piedmont.” (Refer to EAS 
Agreement in Appendix C).  On May 8, 2014 Air Wisconsin commenced service, providing 14 flights per 
week, using a Bombardier Canadair Regional Jet (CRJ200).  Hereinafter reference will be made to Air 
Wisconsin as the provider of services at Watertown International Airport.  The larger 50-seat CRJ200 
increased available seats by 5,000 annually because of the 10 percent increase in capacity over the current 44-
seat regional jet.  However, when runway snow and ice contamination is possible at ART the fleet would 

                                                            
3 Environmental Assessment Proposed Amendment of American Eagle Airlines Operations Specifications to Allow Scheduled Passenger Jet Service and 
Expansion of Existing Passenger Terminal Building at Watertown International Airport (ART), Jefferson County, NY, Landrum & Brown, November 2011 
4 American Eagle email, October 18, 2012 
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shift to a smaller 37-seat Bombardier Dash 8-100, given the limited runway length, and operational 
limitations for landing the CRJ200 under these conditions.  American Airlines continues to support the need 
for a longer runway to provide service (See Appendix C, American Airlines letters dated March 3, 2014.) It is 
the intention of the airline and the County to use jet service year round, as it would be more cost effective 
and capable of accommodating more passengers, but the limiting factor is the runway length. 
 
Most recently, Jefferson County has entered into eminent domain proceedings, as required, including 
properties identified in the 2009 Environmental Assessment.  
 
1.3 Proposed Action 
Jefferson County, owner and operator of ART, requests federal approval for the following proposed 
projects: 
  

 Construct 1,000 foot extension to Runway 28 and Parallel Taxiway “A” Extension with  
 associated markings, edge lighting and drainage improvements 
 Construct Taxiway “A” connector (400’ x 50’), approximately 2,800 feet from the existing 

Runway 28 end (or 3,800 feet from the proposed runway end), prior to the intersection of 
Runway 10-28 and Runway 7-25 

 Upgrade Runway 10-28 runway lights to high intensity runway lights (HIRL) 
 Relocation of Runway 28 PAPI and REILs 1,000 feet to the east on previously disturbed airport 

property. PAPI will be located on left side of Runway 28, approximately 909 feet from the 
proposed runway end; while REILs will be located off new Runway 28 end. 

 Install an ILS and MALSR Approach Lighting System (2,400’ in length) to Runway 28 
 Remove tree obstructions: 

o Clearing Grubbing: 0.4 +/- acres of trees at the Runway 10 end OFA; and 1.8 +/- acres 
trees at the Runway 28 end OFA 

o Obstruction Removal: 28.4 +/- acres to Runway 10 end Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) 
for Runway 10 approach end, and 28.6 +/- acres to the Runway 28 end RPZ for the Runway 
28 approach end 

 Fee acquisition of 0.4+/- acres to the Runway 10 end OFA, and 8.0 +/- acres to the Runway 28 
end OFA and relocation of the perimeter access road.  Easement acquisition of 49.8+/- acres to 
the Runway 10 RPZ and 62.7 +/- acres to the Runway 28 RPZ.   

 Remove 1,000 linear feet (LF) of existing 8’ fence, and install 1,800 LF of new 8’ fence, with 3 
rows of barbed wire, around proposed runway 28 end 

 Construct perimeter access road around Runway 28 extension (2,500 LF x 15 LF) 
 Expand terminal building approximately 20,000 square feet, including installation of a self 

contained (packaged) sanitary treatment plant  on airport property in the northwest corner along 
Route 12F 

 Expand paved parking for approximately 300 vehicle parking spaces (passengers, car rental and 
employee), from existing 155 vehicle parking spaces 

 Construct airport access road (3,000 LF x 24 LF) from Route 12F 
 Expand general aviation apron 358,000 square feet 
 Construct 75’ x 60’ snow removal equipment (SRE) building 
 Construct (2) 60’ x 60’ conventional hangar 
 Construct 10-bay T-hangar with taxilane 
 Install above ground 100 LL fuel tank 
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 Improve Runway 10-28 Runway Safety Area (RSA) including grading 409,000 square feet (SF) 
and upgrading drainage  

 Redesign and publication of new approach procedures to the Runway 28 end (<3/4-mile 
visibility minimum) 

 
1.4 Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide additional runway length and support facilities to 
accommodate the existing needs of Air Wisconsin, the commercial air carrier5 flying the existing route 
between Watertown and Philadelphia. Air Wisconsin, through their agreement with American Airlines 
Group, Inc. operates the CRJ200 on the existing route.  The Proposed Action includes: extending Runway 
10-28 and parallel taxiway, including associated marking and lighting improvements; improving approach to 
Runway 28, and expanding the terminal building to accommodate the scheduled air carrier needs.  Proposed 
Action also improves the general aviation6 development area to support business jet and private pilot aircraft 
users.  
Tied to the runway length is a parallel taxiway that provides the necessary safe operational environment 
while meeting the design standards for a runway/taxiway system.  Installing new runway/taxiway lighting 
and relocation of the PAPI and REILs for Runway 28 are included in the runway/taxiway extension.  The 
PAPI and REILs will be relocated from their current position approximately 1,000 feet east onto previously 
disturbed airport property.  The relocated PAPI will be approximately 909 feet from the proposed Runway 
28 end, while the REILs will be installed off the proposed Runway 28 end. The Taxiway “A” connector is 
provided for exiting the active Runway more expediently.  In addition to runway length, Runway 10-28 
offers only non-precision instrument approaches to either runway end, with visibility minimums of one mile 
or greater.  The proposed action includes improving instrument approach procedures to Runway 28 to 
operating visibilities to less than ¾ mile under an Instrument Landing System (ILS) approach, which will 
allow Air Wisconsin to conduct adequate approaches to Watertown International Airport’s Runway 28 
during low visibility conditions, instead of being diverted to an alternate airport, which they must currently 
do with the existing non-precision (RNAV) instrument approach with visibilities of 1 mile.7 A lower 
minimum approach requires high intensity runway lights (HIRL), upgraded markings and installation of an 
ILS and Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System (MALSR) for Runway 28.  The ILS would include the 
localizer and glideslope antennae, along with upgraded markings. Localizer antennae is situated on the far 
end of the runway, in this case off Runway 10 end, and provides horizontal guidance.  The associated 
glideslope antennae, which provides vertical guidance, is located about 1,000 feet from the Runway 28 
threshold, offset about 400-600 feet from the runway centerline.  The MALSR, which assists the pilot in 
transitioning from instrument flight to visual flight in preparation for landing, is anticipated to extend 2,400 
feet out from the proposed runway extension.  A planned improved precision instrument approach results 
in larger Runway Protection Zones (RPZ).  Within the RPZ tree obstructions will be trimmed or removed 
to provide for clear approaches to the runway end.  In the 2009 Environmental Assessment land acquisition 
was approved for 2.1+/- acres of land in the Runway 28 RPZ and 18.3+/- acres of land in the Runway 10 
RPZ.  At the time the commercial service carrier was not flying the regional jet aircraft.  After the runway 
was extended, resulting from the 2009 Environmental Assessment, the critical aircraft changed to the 
regional jet, and hence the need for a precision approach was introduced, which changed from the 2009 
planned non-precision instrument approach.  A non-precision approach is an instrument approach that does 

                                                            
5 Air carrier as defined by 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 1, section 1.1, is person who undertakes directly by lease, or 

other arrangement, to engage in air transportation  
6 FAA General Aviation Airports, A National Asset, May 2016 defines general aviation as the operation of civilian aircraft for 

purposes other than commercial passenger or freight transport, including personal, business and instructional flying. 
7 American Eagle email dated January 29, 2013 
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not provide vertical guidance and is limited in visibility to no less than ¾ mile, while a precision approach 
provides vertical guidance and can have visibilities less than ¾ mile. A precision approach allows for aircraft 
to use the airport in most weather conditions.  This equipment will improve the usability of Runway 10-28 
and significantly reduce diversions of flights occurring under the existing condition.  
 
The relocation of the airport security perimeter road and airport fence are directly related to the runway 
extension.  These projects need to be outside the runway object free area to meet FAA standards. 
  
The proposed 20,000 square foot terminal building expansion8 is necessary to better support the commercial 
service passenger circulation, ticket counter queuing area, additional secured seating, additional bathrooms in 
the secured area, a larger TSA queuing and screening area, office and concession space consistent with the 
enplanement projections.  Also tied to projected enplanements is the need to improve the parking and 
landside access to provide sufficient parking for passengers, car rental and employees. A new internal 
circulation road off Route 12F is proposed, including a cell phone lot, so greeters do not have to leave 
airport property while waiting to pick up passenger.  Route 12F has sufficient capacity to accommodate the 
increased automobile traffic, and maintain a high level of service, with the level of service unchanged.9 
 
The proposed terminal building expansion results in additional sanitary waste, which is not capable of being 
handled by the existing septic tanks.  To address this issue a self contained sanitary treatment plant, capable 
of handling 100,000 gallons a day, is part of the Proposed Action.  This sanitary treatment system is 
proposed at the westerly airport boundary along Route 12F frontage.  The site is the low elevation area of 
the terminal development area.  The location will support gravity flow sewage conveyance from the terminal 
area. 
 
Between the existing business jet and private pilot aircraft, there is insufficient existing apron to support 
general aviation operations.  In the 2009 Environmental Assessment determination a 155,000 square foot 
expansion to the general aviation apron was included and projected to meet demand and design standards.  
This project has not been completed, but is still needed.   
 
This environmental assessment examines a total of 358,000 square feet of apron space, inclusive of the 
155,000 square feet identified in the 2009 Environmental Assessment, to address the further increase in 
business jet activity resulting from the 2010 completed Runway 10-28 extension.  This increased activity has 
placed an operational constraint in the general aviation apron area, as well as not providing sufficient aircraft 
parking spaces. The design standards for these business jet aircraft require larger taxilane clearances and 
parking space requirements beyond the original general aviation apron space identified in the 2009 EA.   
The total apron expansion of 358,000 square feet will relieve existing congestion, between the buildings on 
the existing general aviation apron, and meet projected parking demands for transient business jets, and 
other general aviation activity.  The additional apron will also maintain separation between commercial air 
carrier operations and general aviation operations.  Furthermore it will separate the larger business jet 
aircraft from the smaller general aviation aircraft, keeping business jet aircraft closer to the required support 
facilities already on the airport. 
 
Within the general aviation area the following projects are anticipated: 

                                                            
8 Airport Master Plan Update, Final: July 2015, Passero Associates (see Appendix B1) 
9 Refer to Section 4.14.1 of this report and Appendix I. 
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 Construction of 75’ x 60’ Snow Removal Equipment Building, to provide proper shelter for storage 
and maintenance of snow removal equipment.  Currently, some equipment, which was purchased 
with federal or state funds, is stored outside and exposed to the weather elements, thereby 
shortening their life expectancy.  

 Construction of two 60’ x 60’ conventional hangars, to meet demands of interested parties, as there 
is insufficient heated indoor space for these aircraft in the existing facilities.  Airport management 
maintains a list of interested parties wishing to store their aircraft in conventional hangars.10 

 Construction of 10-bay T-hangar, to provide indoor storage for the smaller general aviation aircraft 
to address the desires of interested parties.  The existing T-hangar are all full, and airport 
management maintains a list of interested parties wishing to store their aircraft in T- hangars. 

 Installation of a 100LL self contained, self service fuel tank, to provide better service to  the smaller 
general aviation aircraft users. The existing fuel farm service is dispensed via truck, and there is no 
self-service for GA.  The fuel needs of commercial carrier and business jet aircraft are serviced prior 
to general aviation. This self serve facility would alleviate the drain on personnel who provide truck 
fuel service to the commercial and business jet aircraft.   

 
 Jefferson County requests federal approval for a runway/taxiway extension and associated marking, 
lighting, drainage, land acquisition and obstruction removal improvements; and terminal area development.  
The extended runway will more safely accommodate Air Wisconsin’s non-stop service to Philadelphia 
International Airport (PHL) under all weather conditions, without having to incur penalties, or change fleet 
during snow and ice contamination; and provide the necessary terminal facilities to address passenger loads 
and security requirements.  The improved instrument approach will also allow Air Wisconsin to provide an 
increased level of service and satisfaction to its clients.  Lastly, the improvements to the general aviation area 
will provide additional space to better serve the transient business aircraft.  This Proposed Action will 
continue to provide a high level of service for the Jefferson County community. 

                                                            
10 Refer to Appendix I for list of aircraft types 



                                                                                                                                                                                                     
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Watertown International Airport EA  July 2015 
Passero Associates                                                                                                                              Page 1-7 

 
1.5 Forecasts 
During the preparation of the July 2015 Airport Master Plan Update, forecasts were prepared for the air 
carrier enplanements, and operations based on historic information, with a base year of 2012 (refer to 
Appendix B1 for forecasts and FAA TAF data).  Since inception, American’s enplanements have increased 
substantially over previous EAS providers to ART.  Table 1-1 provides a synopsis of enplanements at ART 
from 2000-2013.  Years 2000-2011 data is based on FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) data, while 2012-
2013 data is based on airport management records.  FAA TAF is the official forecast of aviation activity for 
US Airports prepared by the FAA.  It contains airports within the National Airspace System, and provides 
forecasts for air carrier, air taxi/commuter, general aviation and military.  Airport management records were 
used for 2012-2013 to reflect the most accurate enplanements at the airport in the last two reporting years.  
Table 1-1 also contains a forecasted increase in passenger seats available and enplanements for the short 
term, denoted as 2017. 
 

Table 1-1 
Historic EAS Provider and Enplanements 

Year Carrier Type of Aircraft Maximum # 
Passenger 
Seats 

Passenger 
Seats 
Available 
 

Actual 
Enplanements 

2000-
2007 

Air Midwest Beech 1900 19 - 27,6491 

2007-
2008 

Big Sky Beech 1900 19 - 1,4661 

2008-
Nov 
2011 

Cape Air Cessna 402 9 - 6,9071 

2012 American Eagle Embraer 140 44 27,588 17,0501 
2013 American Eagle Embraer 140 44 27,852 18,9201 
2017 (F) Air Wisconsin CRJ200 50 36,4002 22,6042 

 Source: 1FAA TAF referenced for years 2000-2011.  Years 2012 and 2013 from airport management 
22017 (F) Forecasts based on 50 seat aircraft operating 14 flights per week, for 52 weeks, with 62.1% load factor (average of enplaned % passenger load 
for last 3 years) 

 

Table 1-2 summarizes passenger loads for American Eagle at ART since initiating service in November 
2011, accounting for both enplanements and deplanements.  The aircraft at the time was the ERJ 140 44-
seat regional jet. 
 

Table 1-2 
American Eagle Passenger Loads 

Year 
Total Seats 
Available 

Actual 
Enplanements 

% Passenger 
Load 

Actual 
Deplanements 

% Passenger 
Load 

2011* 3,388 1,942 57.3% 2,811 83.0% 
2012 27,588 17,050 61.8% 18,099 65.6% 
2013 27,852 18,920 67.9% 20,172 72.4% 

Source: Airport Management records as received from American Eagle.  Average % Passenger Load for Enplanements is 62.1%, used for forecasting) 
*2011 data is for American Eagle only, as the year was split between American Eagle and Cape Air. 

 
Commuter Operations 
Since American Eagle’s inception of service the enplanements have increased along with the number of 
operations performed by the air carrier.  A commuter air carrier is an air carrier that carrier passengers on at 
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least five round trips per week on at least one route between two or more points according to its published 
flight schedule that specifies the times, days of the week and places which those flights are performed11.   A 
commuter operation is defined as a take-off or landing from a commuter air carrier.  In 2012 scheduled 
service consisted of 24 operations per week (12 take-off and 12 landings).  In 2014 that service increased to 
28 operations per week (14 take-off and 14 landings).  The Airport Master Plan Update consisted of two 
scenarios for future operations.  The forecasts were approved on June 22, 2015 for the constant growth 
scenario, which maintains 28 operations per week (refer to Appendix B1 for approval letter).  The FAA 
Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) estimates 1,688 total annual operations for commuter and air taxi throughout 
the planning period. The results are in Table 1-3.   
 

Table 1-3 
Commuter Operational Forecasts 

 
Year 

Constant Growth 
Operations 

TAF  
Operations 

2012 1,248 1 1,688 

2017 1,456 1 1,688 

2022 1,4561 1,688 

Source:  1 Assumes: 2012: 24 flights per week x 52 weeks (12 arrivals and 12 departures), 2017-2022: 28 flights per week x 52 weeks (14 
arrivals and 14 departures)  

 
Similar to the commuter air carrier operations, the Airport Master Plan Update also forecast operations for 
General Aviation.   A based aircraft is an aircraft that is permanently stored at an airport.  An operation is a 
takeoff or landing of an aircraft.  Local operations are those takeoffs and landings conducted by based 
aircraft; while itinerant operations are those takeoffs and landings conducted by visiting aircraft that are 
permanently stored at another airport, but conduct operations at Watertown International Airport.  The 
Airport Master Plan Update also forecast an increase in general aviation aircraft and operations through the 
planning period, as shown in Table 1-4.  This increase influences the need for additional facilities to support 
general aviation, specifically the need for additional hangars and apron space in the general aviation terminal 
area.  

Table 1-4 
Based Aircraft and General Aviation Operations Forecasts 

Year 2012 2017 2022 

Based Aircraft 35* 37 39 

Local Operations 

(54%) 
22,750 24,050 25,350 

Itinerant 
Operations 

(46%) 

19,380 20,487 21,594 

Total 
Operations 

42,130 44,537 46,944 

Source: Airport Master Plan Update: Final July 2015 (See Appendix B1 for detailed forecasts) 

                                                            
11 14 Code Federal Regulations Part 298.3(b) 
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1.6 Runway Length Analysis 
Air Wisconsin operates the CRJ200 primarily using Runway 10-28.  The length of Runway 10-28 is not 
adequate to accommodate CRJ200 operations under all weather conditions, with a full passenger load, 
especially during the winter condition.  Dating back to March 2012, American Airlines has indicated a need 
for a longer runway, with the most recent correspondence on March 3, 2014 to support the current route 
between Watertown International Airport and Philadelphia International Airport.  
 
Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, Runway Length Requirements for Airport, was referenced for the runway length 
analysis.  This Advisory Circular states that either the Airport Planning Manual or air carrier specific data can 
be used to determine runway length, and that “Both takeoff and landing length requirements must be determined with 
applicable length-adjustments in order to determine the recommended runway length.  The longest of the takeoff and landing 
length requirements for the critical design airplanes under evaluation becomes the recommended runway length.”  As the 
Airport Planning Manual did not contain the appropriate temperature charts for the airport, a runway length 
analysis for the Canadair Regional Jet (CRJ200LR) was performed based on carrier specific data from Air 
Wisconsin.  The CRJ200 flies the short-haul route, of 288 statute miles12, from Watertown International 
Airport (ART) to Philadelphia (PHL). 
  
Airline Operator Analysis 
Air Wisconsin, operator of the CRJ200 at ART, provided airline specific data for winter operating 
conditions.  Air Wisconsin confirmed they operate the CRJ200LR (hereinafter referred to as CRJ200) in the 
months from May through end of September.  The dispatch office uses poor braking action, defined when 
braking action is reduced due to an accumulation of snow greater than 1/8th of an inch, to calculate winter 
operational characteristics which significantly impact operating weighs of the CRJ200.  Due to the 
diminished performance during poor braking action conditions, the CRJ200 demonstrates diminished 
capabilities with the existing 6,000 foot runway.   
 
Air Wisconsin calculates the maximum allowable take-off weight for departure and maximum landing 
weight for arrival based on the conditions at flight time.  The given inputs are fuel load, operating empty 
weight, current meteorological conditions and airport/runway characteristics.  Airport runway characteristics 
are elevation, runway length, obstacle clearance requirements and runway surface condition.  The resultant 
calculation provides the allowable take-off and landing weights.  The variable, controlled at departure, is the 
number of passengers that can be accommodated on that specific flight.  The number of passengers and 
checked bags is the simplest way to maintain safe operational aircraft weight.  When conditions are such that 
either the maximum take-off weight or the maximum landing weight are exceeded, penalties are incurred 
and passengers and their bags are removed from the flight.  
 
Multiple scenarios were developed by varying temperatures and airport runway surface conditions.  Air 
Wisconsin’s flight dispatch office conducted an analysis using their Aerodata operating software, based on 
the existing 6,000 foot runway length, with both summer and winter temperature conditions, and wet and 
dry pavement to determine the aircraft limitations.  These calculations also included the fuel requirements by 
the airline, obstacle clearance requirements and accelerate/stop distance requirements.   
 
The CRJ200 aircraft maximum gross take-off weight is 53,000 pounds, with a full 50 seat passenger load and 
fuel.  Maximum landing weight is 47,000 pounds, refer to Appendix B2 for data table for the CRJ200.  The 
maximum takeoff weight would be restricted by maximum landing weight plus fuel burn to a destination.  
                                                            
12 http://flightaware.com/live/findflight?origin=art&destination=KPHL 
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Air Wisconsin provided data to fly the short-haul route to PHL the maximum takeoff weight for the 
CRJ200 is 49,500 pounds (47,000 pound landing weight + 2,500 pounds fuel).  Table 1-5 provides data 
obtained from Air Wisconsin under varying temperature and runway conditions.  The 6,000 foot runway 
length is adequate for the aircraft to operate with a full load of 50 passengers during various temperature 
conditions on wet and dry pavements, but not during winter operations with poor braking action.  With the 
existing 6,000 foot runway length, and poor braking action during winter conditions, allowable passenger 
numbers can be reduced by as much as 40 percent.  The aircraft operating weight limitations are directly 
related to accelerate/stop distance, obstacle clearance requirements, and runway condition. 
 

Table 1-5 
CRJ200 when Runway Length = 6000’ 

Takeoff with Dry Pavement 
 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Runway 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Runway 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 
27oC 48,520 48,830 None: can carry 50 passengers 
0oC 51,080 51,360 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-5oC 51,370 51,620 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-10oC 51,670 51,900 None: can carry 50 passengers 

 
Landing with Dry Pavement  

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Runway 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Runway 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 
27oC 55,100 55,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
0oC 55,100 55,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-5oC 55,100 55,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-10oC 55,100 55,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 

 
Takeoff with Wet Pavement  

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Runway 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Runway 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 
27oC 48,520 48,830 None: can carry 50 passengers 
0oC 49,100 49,200 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-5oC 49,940 50,050 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-10oC 50,470 50,660 None: can carry 50 passengers 
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Landing with Wet Pavement  

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Runway 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Runway 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 
27oC 48,520 51,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
0oC 49,100 51,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-5oC 49,940 51,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-10oC 50,470 51,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 

 
Takeoff with Poor Braking Action (Winter condition) 

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Runway 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Runway 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 
27oC N/A N/A N/A 
0oC 44,760 45,150 Reduced to 35 passengers for Runway 10 Departures/  

Reduced to 37 passengers for Runway 28 Departures 
-5oC 45,480 45,890 Reduced to 38 passengers for Runway 10 Departures/  

Reduced to 40 passengers for Runway 28 Departures  
-10oC 45,970 46,380 Reduced to 40 passengers for Runway 10 Departures/ 

Reduced to 42 passengers for Runway 28 Departures 
 

Landing with Poor Braking Action (Winter condition) 
 
 

Temp 

Allowable 
Weight  

Runway 10 

Allowable 
Weight 

Runway 28 

 
 

Penalty 
27oC N/A N/A  
0oC 39,600 39,600 Reduced to 30 passengers  
-5oC 39,600 39,600 Reduced to 30 passengers  
-10oC 39,600 39,600 Reduced to 30 passengers  

Source: Air Wisconsin Flight Dispatch for the CRJ200LR, for ART to PHL at various temperatures, with required fuel, balanced field, obstacle clearance climb, 
utilizing Aerodata Software.  The passenger reductions are from a possible 50 total passengers 

 
Air Wisconsin modeled a winter situation, with poor braking action, to account for the contaminated 
runway, and allow the CRJ200 to operate from ART to PHL with full 50 seat passenger load.  The results 
are shown in Table 1-6.   
 

Table 1-6 
CRJ200 Runway Length Requirement 

for Winter Condition/Poor Braking Action 
Temp 

Winter Condition/ 
Poor Braking Landing # Passengers 

Runway Length 
Required 

-10oC 47,500 50 7,000’ 
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A 7,000 foot runway length would allow the CRJ200 to carry 50 passengers on the ART to PHL route, 
thereby maximizing the passengers and usability of the aircraft.  
 
Currently the Dash 8-100 flies from October through May with the existing 6,000 foot runway length 
because it has better capabilities and reduced penalties on this length.  The Dash 8-100 aircraft has had to 
take weight penalties too, in the form of reduced passenger loads, to operate on the existing runway length 
during the winter months.  Extending the runway by 1,000 feet, to a total length of 7,000 feet, would 
increase performance capabilities of the CRJ200 to operate year round.  At 7,000 feet, it is more economical 
to operate the CRJ200 than the Dash 8-100 (refer to Appendix B2, Runway Length).  Changing to a CRJ200 
during winter months could increase the number of passengers by an additional 13 passengers per flight, or 
an additional 5,800 passengers annually.  The increase in passengers would have a positive economic effect 
on both the airline business as well as the local community. 
 
1.7 Airport Design Standards 
Operations of the CRJ200 has changed the airport design standards for the airport.  Prior to American 
Eagle’s operations, Watertown International Airport was designed to accommodate aircraft approach speeds 
greater than 91 knots but less than 121 knots, and wingspans between 49 feet but less than 79 feet, also 
referred to as Airport Reference Code (ARC) B-II.  However, when American Eagle commenced operations 
with the ERJ 140 regional jet the airport design standards increased to an ARC C-II.  When Air Wisconsin 
started operating the CRJ200, the ARC changed to D-II. These design standards accommodate aircraft 
approach speeds greater than 141 knots but less than 166 knots, and wingspans greater than 49 feet but less 
than 79 feet.  This increase in design standards results in larger design surface dimensions.  Tables 1-7 and 1-
8 outline the design standards for Runway 10-28 and Runway 7-25, which are depicted on the ALP. 
  
Specifically, the runway safety area, object free area and runway protection zones increase in size. These 
larger surfaces result in additional land acquisition to ensure these surfaces are controlled by the airport 
sponsor, along with the removal of trees that would be located within these surfaces.  Similarly, as the 
runway safety area increases in width, parts of Runway 10-28 runway safety area do not meet the design 
grading standards, and as such need to be improved to meet the standards. 
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Table 1-7 
Airport Design Standards13 

Runway 10-28 

 
 
 

Item 

Existing 
Design 

Standards 
C-II >3/4 

mi visibility 

Proposed 
Design 

Standards 
D-II 

<3/4 mi 
visibility 

Runway 28 

 
Existing 

Field 
Conditions 
Runway 28 

Existing 
Design 

Standards 
C-II >3/4 

mi 
visibility 

Proposed 
Design 

Standards 
D-II 

<3/4 mi 
visibility 

Runway 10 

Existing 
Field 

Conditions 
Runway 10 

 
 

Proposed 
Action 

Runway/Taxiway Separation 300’ 400 400’ 300’ 400’ 400’ Meets standard 
Runway Width 100’ 100’ 150’ 100’ 100’ 150’ Exceeds standard 
Runway Safety Area 

-Length 
-Width 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
1,775’ 
1,090’ 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
1,275’ 
715’ 

Acquire land for 
increased ROFA with 

runway extension 
Runway Object Free Area 

-Length 
-Width 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
1,775’ 
1,090’ 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
1,275’ 
715’ 

Acquire land for 
increased ROFA with 

runway extension 
Runway Protection Zone 

-Inner Width 
-Outer Width 
-Length 
-Acreage (owned/easement) 

 
1,000’ 
1,510’ 
1,700’ 

48.9 +/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,750’ 
2,500’ 

78.9 +/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,510’ 
1,700’ 

46.2 +/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,510’ 
1,700’ 

48.9 +/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,750’ 
2,500’ 

78.9+/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,510’ 
1,700’ 

12.6 +/- 

 
Acquire land for 
increased RPZ  

Note: Runway Safety Area, Object Free Area and Runway Protection Zone lengths are measured from existing pavement edge, and do not include proposed runway 
extensions. 
 
 

                                                            
13 FAA AC 150/5300‐13A, Appendix 7 
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Table 1-8 
Airport Design Standards14 

Runway 7-25 

 
 
 

Item 

Existing 
Design 

Standards 
C-II <3/4 

mi 
visibility 

Runway 7 

Proposed 
Design 

Standards 
D-II 

<3/4 mi 
visibility 

Runway 7 

 
Existing 

Field 
Conditions 
Runway 7 

Existing 
Design 

Standards 
C-II >1 

mi 
visibility 
Runway 

25 

Proposed 
Design 

Standards 
D-II 

>3/4 mi 
visibility 

Runway 25 

Existing 
Field 

Conditions 
Runway 25 

 
 

Proposed 
Action 

Runway/Taxiway Separation 400’ 400 400’ 250’ 400’ 400’ Meets standard 
Runway Width 100’ 100’ 150’ 100’ 100’ 150’ Exceed standard 
Runway Safety Area 

-Length 
-Width 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
1,000’ 
500’ 

 
600’ 
500’ 

 
Declared distances 

applied 
Runway Object Free Area 

-Length 
-Width 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
1,000’ 
800’ 

 
600’ 
500’ 

 
Declared distances 

applied 
Runway Protection Zone 

-Inner Width 
-Outer Width 
-Length 
-Acreage (owned/easement) 

 
1,000’ 
1,750’ 
2,500’ 

78.9+/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,750’ 
2,500’ 

78.9+/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,750’ 
2,500’ 

70.3+/- 

 
500’ 

1,010’ 
1,700’ 

29.5 +/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,510’ 
1,700’ 

48.9+/- 

 
1,000’ 
1,510’ 
1,700’ 

48.9+/- 

 
Acquire additional 

land Runway 7 RPZ 

Declared Distances 
TORA 
TODA 
ASDA 
LDA 

 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 

 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,599’ 
4,599’ 

 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,599’ 
4,599’ 

 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 

 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 

 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 
4,999’ 

 
Declared distances 

applied to meet RSA 
and ROFA standards 

 

                                                            
14 FAA AC 150/5300‐13A, Appendix 7 
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CHAPTER TWO  
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

 
This document is prepared to determine whether the Proposed Action or its alternatives have potential to 
significantly affect the environment.  The EA provides detailed description of the alternatives to aid decision 
makers to choose a development option that meets the needs of the Proposed Action.  This chapter 
describes the Proposed Action alternatives and the No Build alternative, and evaluates them on their ability 
to meet the Purpose and Need.  The EA will consider the No Build alternatives so decision makers have a 
baseline for comparing the impacts of the Proposed Action.   
 
2.1  NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE  
The No Build alternative (Figure 2-1) is provided as a baseline to compare the potential environmental 
impacts from the Proposed Action.  It assumes no runway extension, nor changes to the existing 
NAVAIDs; terminal/automobile parking expansion, or improvements to the general aviation area.  It also 
assumes the existing non-precision instrument approaches would not be improved.  This alternative does 
not meet future facility needs.  Runway 7-25 will remain 4,999 feet long, and Runway 10-28 will remain 
6,000 feet long.  No additional landside development will occur and the existing demands will not be met.   
 
Projects included in the no build alternative relate to the increased design standards and Runway Protection 
Zone.  The FAA recommends ownership control of these surfaces. The following areas are identified for fee 
simple or easement acquisition: 
 
 Fee acquisition of Runway 10 OFA (0.4+/- acres), and fee or easement acquisition of Runway 10 
RPZ (18.3+/- acres) and Runway 28 RPZ (2.1 +/- acres) 
 
Lands within the existing Runway Protection Zones (Runway 10: 18.7+/- total (0.4+/- acres for OFA inside 
the RPZ), and Runway 28: 2.1 +/- total) for both runway ends were previously reviewed in the 
Environmental Assessment (2009).   
 
Jefferson County has entered into eminent domain proceedings, as required, including properties identified 
in the 2009 Environmental Assessment. 

.
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2.2  ALTERNATIVES  
Three runway length and airside alternatives were evaluated.  Each runway alternative includes the same 
landside and terminal area development: 
   

1. 1,000 foot Runway/Taxiway Extension to Runway 10 
2. 1,000 foot Runway/Taxiway Extension to Runway 28 
3. 1,000 foot Runway/Taxiway Extension Split  among both ends of Runway 10-28 

 
Lands within the Runway Protection Zones, Runway 10 RPZ (18.7+/- acres) and Runway 28 RPZ (2.1 +/- 
acres), were previously reviewed in the Environmental Assessment (2009), under design standards of ARC 
B-II.  The three alternatives meet the larger design standards of ARC D-II, as previously discussed in section 
1.7, which result in larger RPZ’s, based on lower visibilities. 
 
2.2.1 1,000 Foot Extension to Runway 10  
This alternative is depicted in Figure 2-2, and extends Runway 10 only.  The physical runway extension 
occurs on airport property, and the taxiway extension will require property acquisition to construct.  
Following is a list of improvements included in the alternative: 
 
 Construct 1,000 foot extension to Runway 10 end and Parallel Taxiway “A” Extension with  
 associated markings, edge lighting and drainage improvements 
 Construct Taxiway “A” connector (400’ x 50’), approximately 2,800 feet from the existing Runway 

28 end, prior to the intersection of Runway 10-28 and Runway 7-25 
 Upgrade Runway 10-28 runway lights to high intensity runway lights (HIRL) 
 Relocate Runway 10 PAPI and REILs 1,000 feet west of existing location on previously disturbed 

airport property.  The PAPI would be located on the left side of Runway 10 and the REILs would 
be located off Runway 10 end. 

 Install an ILS and MALSR Approach Lighting System (2,400’ in length) to Runway 28 
 Remove tree obstructions: 

o Clearing Grubbing: 2.3 +/- acres trees at the Runway 10 end object free area (OFA); and  
o Obstruction Removal: 32.4 +/- acres to Runway 10 end Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) 

for Runway 10 approach end, and 15.4 +/- acres to the Runway 28 end RPZ for the Runway 
28 approach end 

 Fee acquisition of 12.3+/- acres to the Runway end 10 OFA; and fee or easement acquisition of 
62.8+/- acres to the Runway 10 RPZ for the Runway 10 approach end, and 32.7 +/- acres to the 
Runway 28 RPZ for the Runway 28 approach end.   

 Remove 1,900 LF of existing 8’ fence, and install 4,100 LF of new 8’ fence, with 3 rows of barbed 
wire, around proposed runway 10 end 

 Construct perimeter access road around Runway 10 extension (4,100 LF x 15 LF) 
 Expand terminal building approximately 20,000 square feet, including installation of a self contained 

(packaged) sanitary treatment plant 
 Expand paved parking for approximately 300 vehicle parking spaces (passengers, car rental and 

employee), from existing 155 vehicle parking spaces 
 Construct airport access road (3,000 LF x 24 LF) from Route 12F 
 Expand general aviation apron 358,000 square feet 
 Construct 75’ x 60’ snow removal equipment Building 
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 Construct (2) 60’ x 60’ conventional hangar 
 Construct 10-bay T-hangar with taxilane 
 Install above ground 100 LL fuel tank 
 Improve Runway 10-28 RSA including grading 409,000 SF and upgrading drainage  
 Redesign and publication of new approach procedures to the Runway 28 end (<3/4-mile visibility 

minimum) 
 

Jefferson County has entered into eminent domain proceedings, as required, including properties identified 
in the 2009 Environmental Assessment. 

 

..
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2.2.2 1,000 Foot Extension to Runway 28  
This alternative is depicted in Figure 2-3 and extends Runway/Taxiway to Runway 28 1,000 feet.  
The individual projects include:  
 
 Construct 1,000 foot extension to Runway 28 and Parallel Taxiway “A” Extension with  
 associated markings, edge lighting and drainage improvements 
 Construct Taxiway “A” connector (400’ x 50’), approximately 2,800 feet from the existing 

Runway 28 end (or 3,800 feet from the proposed runway end), prior to the intersection of 
Runway 10-28 and Runway 7-25 

 Upgrade Runway 10-28 runway lights to high intensity runway lights (HIRL) 
 Relocate Runway 28 PAPI and REILs 1,000 feet east of existing location on previously disturbed 

airport property.  The PAPI will be located approximately 909 feet from the proposed Runway 
28 end, and the REILs will be located off Runway 28 end. 

 Install an ILS and MALSR Approach Lighting System (2,400’ in length) to Runway 28 
 Remove tree obstructions: 

o Clearing Grubbing: 0.4 +/- acres of trees at the Runway 10 end OFA; and 1.8 +/- acres 
trees at the Runway 28 end object free area (OFA) 

o Obstruction Removal: 28.4 +/- acres to Runway 10 end Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) 
for Runway 10 approach end, and 28.6 +/- acres to the Runway 28 end RPZ for the Runway 
28 approach end 

 Fee acquisition of 0.4+/- acres to the Runway end 10 OFA and 8.0 +/- acres to the Runway 28 
end OFA and relocation of the perimeter access road.  Easement acquisition of 49.8+/- acres to 
the Runway 10 RPZ, and 62.7 +/- acres to the Runway 28 RPZ. 

 Remove 1,000 LF of existing 8’ fence, and install 1,800 LF of new 8’ fence, with 3 rows of 
barbed wire, around proposed runway 28 end 

 Construct perimeter access road around Runway 28 extension (2,500 LF x 15 LF) 
 Expand terminal building approximately 20,000 square feet, including installation of a self 

contained (packaged) sanitary treatment plant 
 Expand paved parking for approximately 300 vehicle parking spaces (passengers, car rental and 

employee), from existing 155 vehicle parking spaces 
 Construct airport access road (3,000 LF x 24 LF) from Route 12F 
 Expand general aviation apron 358,000 square feet 
 Construct 75’ x 60’ snow removal equipment building 
 Construct (2) 60’ x 60’ conventional hangar 
 Construct 10-bay T-hangar with taxilane 
 Install above ground 100 LL fuel tank 
 Improve Runway 10-28 Runway safety area including grading 409,000 SF and upgrading 

drainage  
 Redesign and publication of new approach procedures to the Runway 28 end (<3/4-mile 

visibility minimum) 
 

Jefferson County has entered into eminent domain proceedings, as required, including properties identified 
in the 2009 Environmental Assessment. 
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2.2.3 1,000 Foot Extension Split between Runway 10 and 28  
This alternative is depicted in Figure 2-4.  The runway/taxiway extension will be split between 250 
foot extension to Runway 10 and 750 foot extension to Runway 28, to accommodate the runway 
length on airport property while minimizing land acquisition.  Following is a bulleted list of projects 
included in the alternative: 
 
 Construct 250 foot extension to Runway 10 and 750 foot extension to Runway 28, with 

associated parallel Taxiway “A” Extension and markings, edge lighting and drainage 
improvements 

 Construct Taxiway “A” connector (400’ x 50’), approximately 2,800 feet from the existing 
Runway 28 end (or 3,550 feet from the proposed runway end), prior to the intersection of 
Runway 10-28 and Runway 7-25 

 Upgrade Runway 10-28 runway lights to high intensity runway lights (HIRL) 
 Relocate Runway 10 REILS, 250 feet west of existing location and Runway 28 PAPI and REILs, 

relocated 750 feet east of the existing location.  Relocations would occur on previously disturbed 
airport property.  Runway 28 PAPI would be on the left side of Runway 28, while the respective 
REILs would be located off the extended runway 

 Install an ILS and MALSR Approach Lighting System (2,400’ in length) to Runway 28 
 Remove tree obstructions: 

o Clearing Grubbing: 2.3 +/- acres trees at the Runway 10 end object free area (OFA); and  
o Obstruction Removal: 28.8 +/- acres to Runway 10 end Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) 

for Runway 10 approach end, and 22.3 +/- acres to the Runway 28 end RPZ for the Runway 
28 approach end 

 Fee acquisition of 2.3+/- acres to the Runway end 10 OFA; and fee or easement acquisition of 
53.2+/- acres to the Runway 10 RPZ for the Runway 10 approach end, and 56.4 +/- acres to 
the Runway 28 RPZ for the Runway 28 approach end 

 Remove 855 LF of existing 8’ fence, and install 1,000 LF of new 8’ fence, with 3 rows barbed 
wire, around proposed runway 10 end 

 Construct perimeter access road around Runway 10 extension (1,000 LF x 15 LF) 
 Expand terminal building approximately 20,000 square feet, including installation of a self 

contained (packaged) sanitary treatment plant 
 Expand paved parking for approximately 300 vehicle parking spaces (passengers, car rental and 

employee), from existing 155 vehicle parking spaces 
 Construct airport access road (3,000 LF x 24 LF) from Route 12F 
 Expand General Aviation Apron 358,000 square feet 
 Construct 75’ x 60’ snow removal equipment building 
 Construct (2) 60’ x 60’ conventional hangar 
 Construct 10-bay T-hangar with taxilane 
 Install above ground 100LL fuel tank 
 Improve Runway 10-28 RSA including grading 409,000 SF and upgrading drainage  
 Redesign and publication of new approach procedures to the Runway 28 end (<3/4-mile 

visibility minimum) 
 

Jefferson County has entered into eminent domain proceedings, as required, including properties identified 
in the 2009 Environmental Assessment.  
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2.3 ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION CRITERIA  
The feasibility of each runway length alternative was measured against a series of criteria consistent 
with the proposed purpose and need.  The categories include: 
 

 Design Standards: Ability to meet the FAA AC 150/5300-13A “Airport Design” 
requirements for ARC D-II 

 Environmental Impacts: Review of potential environmental impact categories 
 Facility requirements: Ability to meet the existing and projected demand 
 Obstruction analysis: Quantify obstructions to be removed, and estimate impacts to 

aircraft approaches and operating minimums 
 Land/easement acquisition: Identify land to be acquired 
 Development Costs: Quantifies project implementation costs 
 Implementation feasibility:  Summarized and identifies barriers to timely completion of 

improvements. 
 
The comparison analysis is summarized in Table 2-1.  The results of this analysis will identify 
alternatives to be considered for further environmental analysis. 
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Table 2-1 
Alternative Evaluation Criteria 

ALTERNATIVES 
 NO BUILD 

 (FIG. 2-1) 
RUNWAY 10 EXT 

 (FIG. 2-2) 
RUNWAY 28 EXT 

 (FIG. 2-3) 
SPLIT EXT  
(FIG. 2-4) 

MEET AIRPORT DESIGN 

STANDARDS FOR ARC D-II 
No. 

Standard ROFA, 
RSA and RPZ not 
met 

Yes Yes Yes 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  Water Quality: 
Deicing fluid not 
contained 

 Noise: additional 
analysis 

 Air Quality 
additional analysis 

 Land Use: 
Rezoning land off 
Runway 10 

 Construction: fill 
material needed to 
develop Runway 10 

 Wetlands: for 
Runway 28 RPZ 
and MALSR 

 Water Quality 
permit to contain 
deicing fluid 

 Noise: additional 
analysis 

 Air Quality 
additional analysis 

 Land Use: 
Rezoning or special 
use permit land off 
Runway 28 

 Wetlands: for 
Runway 28 RPZ 
and MALSR 
 Water Quality 

permit to contain 
deicing fluid 

 Noise: additional 
analysis 

 Air Quality additional 
analysis 

 Land Use: Rezoning 
land off Runway 10 

 Construction: fill 
material needed to 
develop Runway 10 

 Wetlands: for Runway 
28 RPZ and MALSR 

 Water Quality permit 
to contain deicing 
fluid 

FACILITY REQUIREMENTS: 
7,000’ RUNWAY LENGTH  

 
 

FULL PARALLEL TAXIWAY 
 
 
 

ILS/MALSR 
 

IMPROVED APPROACHES 
 
 
 
 

RELOCATED NAVAIDS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IMPROVED LANDSIDE 

FACILITIES 

 
No: Maximum 
Length remains 
6,000’ 
Yes 
 
 
 
No 
 
No. Maintains 
existing Non-
precision approach 
minimums 
 
No relocation of the 
PAPI and REILs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 

 
Yes 
 
 
Yes, requires land 
acquisition to 
construct 
 
Yes 
 
Yes, aims to provide 
precision approach  
<3/4 mi 
 
 
Relocation of PAPI 
and REILs 
approximately 1,000 
feet west of existing 
location 
 
 
 
 
Yes 

 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
Yes, aims to provide 
precision approach 
<3/4 mi 
 
 
Relocation of PAPI 
and REILs 
approximately 1,000 
feet east of existing 
location 
 
 
 
 
Yes  

 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
Yes, aims to provide 
precision approach 
<3/4 mi 
 
 
Relocation of PAPI and 
REIL for Runway 28, 
approximately 750 feet 
east of existing location, 
REIL for Runway 10 
approximately 250 feet 
west of existing location 
 
 
Yes 
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2.4 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED EVALUATION  
Two alternatives were carried forward for detailed evaluation: the No Build alternative and proposed 1,000 
foot extension to the Runway 28 end.  The No Build alternative is carried forward for baseline comparison 
purposes only, as required by NEPA. 
 
The Runway 10 extension alternative (to the Runway 10 end) was not progressed because resource field 
analysis was incomplete.  Based on reference documentation it appears wetlands may be present in the area; 
substantial fill would be required to construct this alternative; archeological clearance would be required to 
satisfy the State Historic Preservation Office; and the lands requiring rezoning, were issues that were 

ALTERNATIVES 
 NO BUILD 

 (FIG. 2-1) 
RUNWAY 10 EXT 

 (FIG. 2-2) 
RUNWAY 28 EXT 

 (FIG. 2-3) 
SPLIT EXT  
(FIG. 2-4) 

OBSTRUCTION  
REMOVAL 
(ON & OFF AIRPORT) 

Runway 10: 
None 
 
Runway 28: 
None 
 
Total = None, 
obstructions 
remain 

Runway 10: 
Trees: 34.7 +/- ac  
 
Runway 28: 
Trees: 15.4 +/- ac 
 
Total: 
50.1 +/- acres 

Runway 10: 
Trees: 28.8 +/- ac 
 
Runway 28:  
Trees: 30.4 +/- ac 
 
Total: 
59.2 +/- acres 

Runway 10: 
Trees: 31.1 +/- ac  
 
Runway 28: 
Trees: 22.3 +/- ac 
 
Total : 
53.4 +/- acres 
 

LAND ACQUISITION 
RSA/ROFA 

RPZ 
# IMPACTED PARCELS 

 
 
 

RSA/ROFA 
RPZ 

# IMPACTED PARCELS 
 

Runway 10:  
0.4+/- acres 
18.2 +/-acres 
2 parcels 
 
 
Runway 28: 
 None 
 3.3 +/- acres 
1 parcel 
 
Total: 
21.9 +/- acres 

Runway 10: 
12.3 +/-acres 
62.8 +/- acres 
3 parcels 
 
 
Runway 28 :  
None 
32.7 +/- acres 
1 parcel 
 
Total: 
107.8 +/- acres 

Runway 10:  
0.4 +/- acres 
48.2 +/-acres 
3 parcels 
  
 
Runway 28: 
8 +/- acres 
55.8 +/- acres 
2 parcels 
 
Total: 
112.0 +/- acres 

Runway 10: 
2.3 +/-acres 
53.2 +/- acres 
3 parcels 
 
 
Runway 28 :  
None 
56.4 +/- acres 
1 parcel 
 
Total: 
111.9 +/- acres 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS $130,000 $7,100,000 $5,600,000 $6,500,000 

IMPLEMENTATION 

FEASIBILITY 
Does not meet needs. 
 
Does not improve safety. 
 
Limits operations of 
commercial airline. 
 
 
 

Meets needs. 
 
Improved safety. 
 
Requires land to 
construct parallel 
taxiway. Relocation of 
PAPI and REILS 
would occur on airport 
property 
 
Unable to access property 
off Runway 10 to assess 
environmental impacts. 
 

Meets needs. 
 
Improved safety. 
 
All physical 
improvements on airport 
property including the 
relocation of the PAPI 
and REILs for Runway 
28. 

Meets needs. 
 
Improved safety. 
 
All physical improvements 
on airport property, 
including the relocation of 
PAPI and REILs 
 
Limits commercial airline 
operations for a longer 
durations for construction. 
 
Unable to access property 
off Runway 10 to assess 
environmental impacts. 
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identified.  A good faith effort to obtain land-owner permission was sought, but not received, resulting in 
the inability to access the land and evaluate potential environmental impacts.  These issues factored into 
dismissing this alternative from further consideration.  Similarly, the split runway extension was dismissed 
from evaluation based on the aforementioned points, and the constructability impacts of splitting the 
runway operations that would significantly impact operations to the commercial airline operator, who 
primarily use Runway 10-28. 
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CHAPTER THREE  
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 
This chapter provides an overview of the existing environmental resources within the Proposed Action 
impacted area. 

 
3.1 REGIONAL SETTING  
Jefferson County is located in the northwest portion of New York bordering the Saint Lawrence River and 
Lake Ontario in the Town of Hounsfield. The Airport is located approximately five miles west of the City of 
Watertown central business district (see Figure 3-1, Airport Location Map). The nearest community to the 
Airport is the Village of Dexter, about a mile northwest of the Airport. Jefferson County encompasses 
approximately 1,857 square miles with a population of 116,229.  Watertown International Airport is located 
approximately 18 miles west of Fort Drum, home to the 10th Mountain Division of the U.S. Army.  
Additionally it is situated approximately 20 miles south of the Canadian border.  Both Fort Drum personnel 
and Canadian citizens utilize commercial airline flights from Watertown International Airport. 
 

3.1.1 WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT  
Watertown International Airport (ART) is a public use facility, owned and operated by Jefferson 
County.  Originally opened and named Watertown Municipal Airport in 1928, the facility became an 
International Airport in the 1970’s when it became a port of entry for private aircraft.  The Airport 
covers 1,060 acres and features two intersecting asphalt runways, taxiways, and two aircraft parking 
aprons.  Runway 10-28 is 6,000 feet long, with a partial parallel taxiway on the north side of the 
runway.  Both Runway 10 and Runway 28 have Area Navigation (RNAV) (GPS) non-precision 
instrument approach procedures.  

 
Runway 7-25 measures 4,999 feet long and has a full length parallel taxiway on the northwest side of 
the runway.  Runway 7 has published instrument approach procedures consisting of an Instrument 
Landing System or Localizer (ILS or LOC) approach, with a medium intensity approach lighting 
system with runway alignment lights (MALSR); a VHF omnidirectional radio range (VOR) 
approach, and a RNAV (GPS) approach.  Runway 25 has no published instrument approach 
procedures. 
 
The airport terminal measures 4,900 square feet, on the lower level, and has 42 seats available in the 
secured area.  The TSA equipment is dated with a scheduled upgrade.  Presently there is an 
insufficient number of secured seats to meet the passenger seats available on the aircraft.  There is 
also only one usable bathroom in the secured area, which does not meet current building code 
requirements. 
 

3.2 STUDY AREA  
The Study Area for this Environmental Assessment (EA) extends five nautical miles out from runway end 
for Runway 10 and 28.  Figure 3-1, Airport Location Map, graphically depicts the location of ART.  The 
Proposed Action would occur within one political jurisdiction, the Town of Hounsfield. 
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3.2.1  AIR QUALITY 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria 
pollutants.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has agency oversight for the CAA.  
Jefferson County was determined to be in compliance with all criteria pollutants except the Federal eight 
hour standard for ozone, by 1997 standards, wherein the County is determined to be moderate 
nonattainment.

   
Non-attainment area is any geographic area of the United States that experiences a violation 

of one or more NAAQS.  The General Conformity Rule, section 176(c) of the CAA, applies to those 
projects located within a nonattainment or maintenance area.  FAA actions are subject to the General 
Conformity Rule.  The General Conformity Rule establishes the procedures and criteria to determine 
whether a Federal action conforms to air quality plans.  . When General Conformity determination is 
required, an air quality emissions review is prepared to determine conformance with air quality 
implementation plans.  Under General Conformity, only the proposed action must be addressed, and must 
consider reasonably foreseeable emissions.  As such, a General Conformity evaluation is required for the 
Proposed Action. An air emissions review will be included in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, section 
4.1. 
 
3.2.2  EXISTING LAND USE AND NOISE SENSITIVE FACILITIES  
The existing land use within the Study Area consists of residential, vacant and agricultural lands as shown on 
Figure 3-2, Existing Land Use below.  In addition to land use is zoning, which is determined by local 
jurisdictions and stipulates permitted uses within a given land area.  Figure 3-3 depicts the zoning for the 
airport and its vicinity.  The airport is appropriately zoned Industrial, while adjacent lands to the west are 
zoned multi-use, and to the east are zoned agricultural and residential.  Development off airport property, in 
either direction, will impact zoning, and be examined in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, section 4.3. 
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Figure 3-2 
Existing Land Use 

 



                                                                                                                                                                                                     
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Watertown International Airport EA  July 2015 
Passero Associates                             Page 3-5 

 
Figure 3-3 

Existing Zoning 
 

 
MR: Marine, MU: Multi-Use; AR: Agriculture and Residential; I: Industrial 

 
Noise-sensitive public land uses are defined by the FAA, and include hospitals, nursing homes, public 
libraries, schools, and places of worship.  Table 3-1, Noise Sensitive Public Facilities Located Within the Study Area, 
contains noise sensitive land uses identified in the Environmental Assessment prepared for American Eagle 
Operations (2011), as denoted with an *.  Additional noise-sensitive facilities, that may be affected by over-
flights were added to the list (those not denoted with an *). Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, section 
4.13 will address the noise impacts, if any, on these sites.  

Dexter 
Marsh 
 WMA 
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Table 3-1 
Noise Sensitive Public Facilities Located Within the Study Area 

Map ID Name Distance from Airport 
 Places of Worship (in miles) 

W1 Living Waters Fellowship 6.0 East 
W2 Rutland Congregational Church 4.3 East 
W3 Life Church of the Nazarene 5.9 Southeast 
W4 Emmanuel Congregational Church 5.8 Southeast 
W5 Maranatha Bible Baptist Church 5.5 Southeast 
W6 First Presbyterian Church 5.8 Southeast 
W7 First United Methodist Church 4.7 Southeast 
W8 Trinity Episcopal Church 4.8 Southeast 
W9 Asbury United Methodist Church 5.2 Southeast 
W10 Holy Family Church 5.4 Southeast 
W11 First Baptist Church 5.1 Southeast 
W12 St Patrick’s Church 4.7 East 
W13 Cornerstone Assembly of God Church 4.6 Southeast 
W14 Concordia Lutheran Church 4.1 East 
W15 United Presbyterian Church 5.8 Southwest 
W16 Fellowship Baptist Church 2.2 Southeast 
W17* Brownville United Methodist 1.6 Northeast 
W18* Airport Christian Fellowship Church 0.9 North 
W19* Faith Fellowship of Dexter 1.6 Northwest 
W20* Dexter Presbyterian Church 1.2 Southwest 
W21* Dexter United Methodist Church 1.6 Northwest 
W22* New Hope Baptist Church 2.2 Southeast 
W23* New Life Christian Church 3.4 East 
W24* St Paul’s Episcopal Church 5.2 Southeast 
W25* Watertown Seventh-Day Adventist 2.2 Southeast 

 Schools  
S1 Dexter Elementary School 1.5 North 
S2 Sackets Harbor Central SD 6.0 Southwest 
S3* Boon Street Public School 4.1 East 
S4 Our Lady of Sacred Heart 4.9 East 
S5 Jefferson Lewis Boces 2.3 Southeast 
S6 Immaculate Heart Central HS 5.0 Southeast 
S7 Watertown High School 5.3 Southeast 
S8* General Brown High School 1.8 North 
S9* Saint Anthony’s Parochial School 4.0 East 
S10 Jefferson Community College 3.5 East 

Map ID Nursing Home/Hospital  
H1 Mercy of Northern NY 4.7 Southeast 
H2 Angels Inn 4.3 Southeast 
H3 Samaritan Medical Center 4.9 Southeast 
H4 Jefferson County Home – The Aged 3.6 East 
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 Libraries  
L1* Brownville-Glen Park Library 1.5 Northeast 
L2* Dexter Free Library 1.6 Northwest 
L3* Flower Memorial Library 5.0 Southeast 
L4* Melvil Dewet Library at JCC 3.6 East 
L5* North Country Library 3.9 East 
L6 Hay Memorial Library 5.8 Southwest 

 Wildlife Management Area  
WMA Dexter Marsh 2.0 West 
Source: Google Earth Search,  

*Sites identified in the Environmental Assessment Proposed Amendment of American Eagle Airlines Operations Specifications 
to Allow Scheduled Passenger Jet Service and Expansion of Existing Passenger Terminal Building at Watertown International 
Airport (ART), Jefferson County, NY, Landrum & Brown, November 2011 
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3.2.3 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT: SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES  
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (DOT Act) provides that “…the Secretary of 
Transportation will not approve any program or project that requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park, 
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance or land from an historic site of national, 
state, or local significance as determined by the officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to the use of such land and such program, and the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting 
from the use.”  
 
There is a single potential Section 4(f) resource located within the Study Area, the Dexter Marsh Wildlife 
Management Area (Dexter Marsh WMA). Figure 3-3, Zoning Map shows the location of the Dexter Marsh 
WMA in relationship to the Airport, which is two miles west of the Airport.  The Dexter Marsh WMA 
provides hiking trails, bird watching facilities, hunting areas, fishing and camping.  While no physical 
development from the Proposed Action will impact the Dexter Marsh WMA, noise impacts relative to the 
WMA will be discussed in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, section 4.13.  There are no other Federal, 
state, or local parks are located within the Study Area.  
 
3.2.4  HISTORIC AND CURRENT POPULATION  
The Proposed Action study area contains portions of the City of Watertown, Village of Dexter, Village of 
Brownville and unincorporated portions of Jefferson County. Table 3-2, Population Comparison for Study Area, 
1990-2010, shows the historic populations of the communities. Fort Drum CDP (Census Designated Place) 
was also included as members of this community are large users of the airport.  Additionally the table shows 
the populations of Jefferson County, the State of New York and the U.S. as a whole during the same time 
span. As shown, the only population decreases are occurring in the City of Watertown and Village of 
Brownville.   
 
According to the most recent U.S. Census data, the study area comprises approximately ten percent minority 
populations. 
 

Table 3-2 Population Comparison for Study Area, 1990-2010 
Watertown International Airport 

 
 
Population Area 

 
Census 

1990 

 
Census 2000 

 
Census 2010 

Percent Change 
1990-2010 

United States 248,709,873 281,421,906 308,745,388 24.1% 
State of New York 17,990,445 18,976,457 19,378,102 7.7% 
Jefferson County, New 
York 

110,943 111,738 116,229 4.8% 

City of Watertown 29,429 26,705 27,023 -8.2% 
Village of Dexter 1,030 1,120 1,052 2.1% 
Village of Brownville 1,138 1,022 1,119 -1.7% 
Fort Drum CDP 11,578 12,723 12,955 11.9% 
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3.2.5 HISTORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL 

RESOURCES 
 

3.2.5.1 National Historic Preservation Act 
There are four primary Acts to consider when evaluating potential impacts to Historical, 
Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources. 

 
 The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, establishes the 
Advisory Council on historic Preservation and the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
within the National Park Service.  Section 110 governs Federal agencies’ responsibilities to preserve 
and use historic buildings.  Section 106 requires Federal agencies to consider the effect of their 
undertaking on properties on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

 
 The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 provides for the preservation of 
historic American sites, buildings, objects and antiquities of national significance. 
 
 The Archeological Resources Protection Act prohibits unauthorized excavation of 
archeological resources on Federal or Indian land, establishing standards for permissible excavation 
by permit. 
 
 The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act deals with the disposition of 
cultural items, including human remains, by a federally funded repository. 
 
The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is the geographic area within which the Proposed Action may 
cause changes in the character or use of the historic properties that make it eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP. Rochester Museum and Science Center conducted a Phase 1A Archaeological 
Assessment for the terminal and general aviation expansion areas and concluded that additional 
study was warranted for these areas.   Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, section 4.10 will 
document the findings of the supplemental field analysis for the Proposed Actions. 

 
Extending the runway will adjust the noise level contours.  The FAA’s Land Use Compatibility 
Guidelines found in 14 CFR Part 150 provides a tool for evaluating land uses against various noise 
levels expressed in the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). These guidelines indicate all land 
uses experiencing aircraft noise levels below 65 DNL are considered compatible. Land uses exposed 
to aircraft noise levels above 65 DNL may be non-compatible depending on the specific uses. 
Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, section 4.13 will document the findings from the noise analysis. 
 
3.2.5.2 Identification of Historic Properties 
The National Register of Historic Places for Jefferson County was reviewed.15   There are 13 historic 
places on the National Register in Hounsfield, NY.  Only one, the Conklin Farm on Evans Road is 
near the airport, but outside the Proposed Action, approximately one mile southeast of the airport, 
across the road from the airport. 
 
3.2.5.3 Tribal Resources 
While the Onondaga Nation and the Oneida Indian Nation do not have land holdings in the APE, 

                                                            
15 National Register of Historic Places, http:// historicdistricts.com/NY/Jefferson/state3.html 
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the FAA contacted these Nations on November 15, 2012 (see Appendix D for correspondence).   
No return correspondence was received from either Nation. 

 
3.2.6 WETLANDS 
The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Database and the New York State Department of Conservation 
(DEC) wetland mapping databases identify potential federal and state regulated wetlands east of the airport.  
Fieldwork was performed to verify wetland locations to better identify potential impacts from the Proposed 
Action, and can be found in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, section 4.17.  
 
3.2.7 FISH, WILDLIFE AND PLANTS 
Correspondence from various agencies indicates plant and animals species potential.  Fieldwork was 
performed to verify species and their habitat, and can be found in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, 
section 4.7.  
 



                                                                                                                                                                                                     
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Watertown International Airport EA  July 2015 
Passero Associates  Page 4-1 

CHAPTER FOUR  
ENVIRONMENAL CONSEQUENCES 

 
This chapter identifies potential environmental impacts of the alternatives evaluated in this Environmental 
Assessment (EA).  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CATEGORIES  
As required by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 CFR Part 1500-1508), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and Order 5050.4B, 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and Environmental Desk 
Reference for Airport Actions, the environmental categories listed below are addressed in this EA.  
 

 Air Quality  Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 
 Coastal Resources  Natural Resources & Energy Supply 
 Compatible Land Use  Noise 
 Construction Impacts  Secondary (Induced) Impacts 
 Department of Transportation:        

Section 4(f) 
 Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and 

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks 
 Farmlands  Water Quality 
 Fish, Wildlife and Plants  Wetlands 
 Floodplains  Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 Hazardous Materials, Pollution 

Prevention and Solid Waste 
 Other Considerations 

 Historical, Architectural, 
Archaeological and Cultural 
Resources 

 Cumulative Impacts 

  
 
SUMMARY OF NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS  
The analysis of the No Build alternative is required by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 CFR 
Part 1500-1508)FAA Order 1050.1E and Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions. For this EA, the 
No Build does not include a runway/taxiway extension, installation of an ILS or approach lighting to 
Runway 28 end; nor does it include any changes to the terminal area, surface parking and access roadways, 
or to the general aviation apron area, nor to existing NAVAIDs.   Therefore, for all impact categories, the 
No Build would have no significant adverse impact to the environmental categories.  
 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION IMPACTS 
 
4.1  AIR QUALITY  
Two primary laws apply to air quality: Clean Air Act (CAA) and National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). The CAA establishes National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants 
and designates attainment or nonattainment areas based on those NAAQS within a state.  The Act requires 
compliance with General Conformity rules.  The USEPA has agency oversight for the CAA. 
 
NAAQS Regulated pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), 
Ozone (O3: 8-Hr) and particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5) and lead (Pb).  The inventory also includes 
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emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC), a precursor pollutant to ozone development.  The de 
minimis thresholds are defined as the thresholds of significance relative to compliance of net emissions under 
Federal and local air quality regulations, and in determining the potential for significant air quality impacts 
caused by a Proposed Action. De minimis is defined by the USEPA as “emissions that are insignificant and 
negligible, with no potential to cause significant adverse air quality impacts.” The applicable rates depend on the severity 
of the nonattainment designation and whether the project is located within the ozone transport region.16  
 
ART is located in Jefferson County, New York, and based on EPA standards set in 2007, does not meet the 
eight-hour standards for healthful levels of ozone, and the USEPA has designated Jefferson County as a 
moderate non-attainment area for ozone (03).17  Jefferson County is considered to be in attainment 
(compliant) with all other federally regulated air pollutants.  As such, the General Conformity Rule applies 
and a General Conformity evaluation is required for the Proposed Action.  
 
The Proposed Action includes an increase in direct aircraft emissions from additional flights, ground 
support equipment, auxiliary power units; additional parking facilities, roadways and stationary sources were 
also evaluated.  During the previous American Eagle Environmental Assessment, prepared in 201118, the air 
quality analysis was conducted for the proposed commercial service jet aircraft service (12 flights per week) 
and support equipment to service those aircraft, with a 7.70 ton increase to NOx and 1.54 ton  increase to 
VOC.19  Table 4-1 contains the results of the air quality analysis for the current Proposed Action, using the 
FAA Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System, compared to the applicable de minimus levels for the 
forecasted increased operations (14 flights per week), or an additional 208 annual operations (see Chapter 1, 
Table 1-3 for constant growth operations), additional vehicles and additional terminal space. 

                                                            
16 The Ozone Transport Region is a single transport region for ozone, comprised of the States of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and the Consolidated 
Metropolitan Statistical Area that includes the District of Columbia, as given at Section 184 of the Clean Air Act. ART is located 
in Jefferson County in the state of New York and is referred to by the USEPA as being located within the Ozone Transport 
Region. 
17 USEPA website, http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/ancl3.html, accessed December 2012 
18 Environmental Assessment Proposed Amendment of American Eagle Airlines Operations Specifications to Allow Scheduled 
Passenger Jet Service and Expansion of Existing Passenger Terminal Building at Watertown International Airport (ART), 
Jefferson County, NY, Landrum & Brown, November 2011 
19 Ibid 
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Table 4-1 

Increase in Emissions – Proposed Action 
EMISSIONS SOURCE INCREASE IN ANNUAL EMISSIONS 

 (tons per year) 
 CO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
De Minimus Threshold 100 50 100 100 100 100 
Aircraft 2.795 0.426 1.718 0.242 0.027 0.027 
Ground Support Equipment 
(GSE) 

0.027 0.009 0.099 0.00 0.006 0.006 

Auxillary Power Unit (APU) 0.130 0.014 0.092 0.02 0.018 0.018 
Parking Facilities 0.015 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 
Roadways 0.051 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 
Stationary Sources 0.150 0.038 1.022 0.204 0.029 0.029 
Total Increase 3.167 0.489 2.932 0.466 0.081 0.081 
Source:  Passero Associates analysis, 2013.  Federal Aviation Administration Emissions and 

Dispersion Modeling System, version 5.1.3 , Released November 2010. 
 
The results of the emissions inventory show the net increase due to the Proposed Action will be below the 
applicable de minimus thresholds.  Therefore a Conformity Determination is not necessary and the 
requirements of the General Conformity Rule are met.20 
 
As a Federal agency, the FAA is required under NEPA to prepare an environmental document for major 
Federal actions that may affect the air quality of the human environment.  Under NEPA a detailed air 
quality analysis for proposed projects and reasonable alternatives whose air quality emissions have the 
potential to cause violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards criteria pollutants. The 
screening techniques and methodologies are discussed in Chapter 2 and Figures 1 and 2 of the Air Quality 
Procedures for Civilian Airport and Air Force Bases, see Appendix I for figures, which require a NAAQS 
Assessment element and a Conformity Assessment element. For the NAAQS assessment, the general 
aviation and air taxi operations levels of 49,948, and enplanement levels of 18,81821 are below the thresholds 
of 180,000 general aviation operations, and 1.3 million enplanements.  Therefore a NAAQS assessment is 
not required.  For the Conformity Assessment element a Conformity Determination is not required because 
the emissions do not exceed De minimus  thresholds and are not regionally significant, defined as “…a Federal 
action’s direct and indirect emissions exceed 10% total emissions inventory for a particular criteria pollutant in a non-
attainment or maintenance area”. 22  VOC and NOx, the precursors to ozone are below the 10% threshold.  
Additionally, according to Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airport and Air Force Bases “it is unlikely an airport 
that does not exceed the threshold emission levels would qualify as regionally significant.”  
 
Potential Impact:  Analysis concluded that the Proposed Action does not have the potential to cause 
significant adverse air quality impacts. 

                                                            
20 FAA Order 1050.1E Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures Paragraph 2.1c, March 20, 2006. 
21 Airport Master Record, dated 6/2012 for operations and CY2013 ACAIS for enplanements, dated June 20, 2014, see Appendix 
I 
22 Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airport and Air Force Bases, Figures 1 and 2, see Appendix I 
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4.2  COASTAL RESOURCES  
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Section 3, Coastal Resources, states Federal activities involving or 
affecting coastal resources are governed by the Coastal Barriers Resources Act (CBRA), the Coastal Zone 
Management Act (CZMA) and Executive Order 13089, Coral Reef Protection.  The CBRA prohibits 
Federal financial assistance for development within the Coastal Barrier Resources System that contains 
undeveloped coastal barriers along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts and Great Lakes.  The CZMA and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) regulations provide procedures for ensuring a 
Proposed Action is consistent with approached coastal zone management programs.  E.O. 13089 requires 
Federal agencies to ensure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out will not degrade the conditions 
of coral reef ecosystems. 
 
According to the Department of State Office of Planning and Development NYS Coastal Boundary 
website, the proposed action lies 6,600 feet east of the limits of the landward coastal boundary. 23  The 
proposed action also lies outside the Dexter Marsh WMA, which is approximately two miles west of the 
airport, and Black River protection areas, which is approximately one mile northwest of the project area.  
The proposed project does not have a direct impact on the Dexter Marsh WMA (see Appendix I for graphic 
of coastal management area.)  
 
Potential Impacts: ART is located outside the Coastal Management Zone, and there are no coastal barriers near 
the airport; therefore there will be no impact from the Proposed Action. 
 
4.3  COMPATIBLE LAND USE  
The compatibility of existing and planned land uses near an airport are usually associated with the extent of 
the airport’s noise impacts.  Typically, if the noise analysis concludes there is no impact then a similar 
conclusion can be drawn with respect to compatible land use.   
 
The noise analysis described in section 4.13, Noise, includes the change in noise levels due to the increase in 
operations as well as the shift in noise contours on a runway extension.  The analysis concludes no 
significant adverse impacts from noise would result from the No Build or Proposed Action.  The study also 
analyzed the noise levels at sensitive land use sites around the airport, and found none of the noise-sensitive 
sites exceeded threshold criteria identified in 14 CFR Part 150 (see Appendix E).  Extending the runway 
1,000 feet east did not exceed threshold levels of disclosure criterion (see section 4.13 and Appendix E), and 
retains the majority of 65 DNL contour on airport property, with the exception of less than 0.1+/- acres 
north of the terminal area that is undeveloped.  This noise at this level remains unchanged from the existing 
condition. Therefore the noise analysis indicates that the noise is compatible with existing land use. 
 
Construction associated with physical runway and taxiway extension, including lighting and relocation of 
NAVAIDs (PAPI and REILs), and general aviation and terminal development of the Proposed Action 
would occur entirely on airport property that is properly zoned industrial.  However, the runway extension 
object free area, construction of a perimeter road, and installation of approach lighting system and service 
road, would extend onto Agricultural-Residential zoned land, that are sought for fee or easement control 
through the eminent domain process.  The Proposed Action may require a modification to zoning, or a 
special use permit from the Town of Hounsfield for the construction of the approach lighting and service 
road.  The affected lands are currently undeveloped.  Tree clearing in the RPZ will occur on lands that are 
controlled by the airport through ownership or easement. 

                                                            
23 New York State Coastal Resources website, http://appext20.dos.ny.gov/coastal_map_public/map.aspx 
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Potential Impacts:  Based on the analysis the Proposed Action would not result in adverse land use impacts 
from noise, however the Proposed Action would likely require a rezoning or special use permit for lands 
currently zoned Agricultural and Residential to accommodate the runway object free area, construction of a 
perimeter road, installation of the ILS components and the approach lighting system.  This rezoning will not 
significantly alter the use of the undeveloped lands from its existing state and thus is not likely to cause 
adverse impacts. 
 
4.4 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS  
Specific operations during construction that could create adverse environmental impacts include equipment 
noise, dust, and air and water pollution from erosion.  It is anticipated the construction of a runway/taxiway 
extension and associated markings, lighting, along with the relocation of Runway 28 PAPI and REILs would 
occur over a period of six to nine months.  Construction of terminal building and parking lot improvements 
likely will occur after the runway/taxiway extension and is likely to take 12-15 months.  Construction of the 
ILS/MALSR is proposed to occur after the runway extension and likely occur over a nine to twelve month 
period. General aviation development will occur on an as-needed basis and likely would occur during a 
single construction season. 
 
The runway/taxiway extension with associated lighting and relocation of the Runway 28 PAPI and REILs 
will all occur on previously disturbed airport property.  Relocation of the PAPI and REILs will be 
coordinated with the applicable FAA offices. A Reimbursable Agreement (RA) will be established for the 
relocation of the REILs and coordination of flight checks for the REILs and PAPI.  Relocation of the PAPI 
will be conducted outside the RA. 
 
An access road for the Runway 28 MASLR would be constructed with the runway extension.  The proposed 
access for Runway 28 MALSR would be constructed of gravel with small drainage swales along 
approximately 1/3 of its length.  The proposed access road would avoid a wetland area with a culvert to 
maintain connectivity with a drainage tributary, and will be designed to sit 12” above existing grade.  The 
access road would extend the full length of the MALSR installation.  
 
Construction of the MALSR will require installation of electrical conduits and foundations for each light 
station.  Existing bedrock is close to the surface throughout.  Lightweight light stands on concrete 
foundations are envisioned.  Geometrics of the light stations will be in accordance with FAA Order 
6850.2B.  The layout specifications precludes placement of any light station in a wetland, and the proposed 
layout meets this requirement.  Each light unit will have a gravel pad placed around it for connection to the 
access road and to control vegetation.  Electrical conduits are expected to fit within the overburden, 
negating the need for rock excavation. 
 
The proposed ILS system will be Category I system suitable for RVR 2400 or more.  Marker beacons are 
not required or proposed.  Construction activity associated with the ILS will be on airport controlled 
property.  The ILS localizer array will require embankment construction to properly site the unit.  The 
localizer array will be very close to the end of the runway safety area and may end up inside the RSA 
depending on final design and site specific engineering studies that are outside the scope of this work.  
However, localizer siting will be in conformance with FAA Order 6750.16E.  Glideslope antennae 
construction will be on turf areas offset from the runway per applicable standards.  No impacts from 
construction are anticipated.  Power and communication connections to each element of the ILS system will 
be hardwire installed in an underground conduit.  No construction impacts from conduit installation are 
anticipated. 



                                                                                                                                                                                                     
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Watertown International Airport EA  July 2015 
Passero Associates  Page 4-6 

 
Potential construction impacts are usually limited to short term duration, utilizing diesel powered equipment, 
occur during normal daytime working hours for the duration of a construction project.  The normal 
construction operations associated with the Proposed Action are consistent with historic projects, with no 
significant impacts.  
 
Soil erosion impacts are controlled by requiring the contractor to comply with FAA AC 150/5370-10B, 
Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports; Item P-156, Temporary Air &Water Pollution, Soil Erosion and 
Siltation Control Measures, and FAA AC 150/5320-5B, Airport Drainage.  Erosion control measures in 
compliance with the NYS Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control (August 2005), 
issued by the NYSDEC, Division of Water, will also be incorporated into contract documents.   A State 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharge and Notice of 
Intent will be filed with the NYSDEC prior to any construction disturbing greater than one acre.   A Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) will be prepared and kept on file with the airport and 
NYSDEC during the construction phases.  Construction general conditions also address dust control and 
noise.   No long term impacts are anticipated to result from the construction of the Proposed Action. 
 
Any impact to air during construction, most probably from construction equipment emissions, will be 
limited to small amounts of emissions and for a short duration and were included in the air quality analysis 
in section 4.1.  The contractor will be required to control dust in the work area. A tree inventory will be 
considered, for areas of obstruction removal, to determine if an offset is required for loss of carbon sink. 
 
Local traffic patterns will not be adversely affected by construction.  Construction vehicles will traverse State 
Route 12F to bring material to the airport; most construction will occur on airport property. 
 
Potential Impacts:  The use of Best Management Practices by the contractor will not increase impacts to air or 
water quality, thus no significant adverse impacts are expected from construction. 
  
4.5 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT: SECTION 4(f)  
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act, which was recodified and renumbered as section 303(c) of 49 USC provides 
that “..the Secretary of Transportation will not approve any program or project that requires the use of any publicly owned land 
from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge or national, State, or local significance or land from an 
historic site of national, State, or local significance as determined by the officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless there is no 
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land and such program, and the projects includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm resulting from the use.”  FAA Order 1050.1E, FAA Order 5050.4B and this EA continue to refer 
to Section 4(f) because it would create needless confusion to do otherwise since the policies under 4(f) are 
widely referred to as “Section 4(f)” matters. 
 
The Proposed Action being considered in this EA includes construction on airport property, and land 
acquisition within the runway protection zones.  These lands do not meet the criteria of Section 4(f), as they 
are privately held, undeveloped lands, and not publicly owned park, recreation area, refuge or historic sites.  
Therefore there is no physical taking of Section 4(f) lands.   
 
However, in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E and FAA Order 5050.4B, constructive use is evaluated by 
determining if the impacts will substantially impair a Section 4(f) resource.  If there will be no substantial 
impairment to the 4(f) resource, the action will not constitute a constructive use and will not invoke Section 
4(f) of the DOT Act. Substantial impairment occurs only when the features of the resource that contribute 
to its significance or enjoyment are substantially diminished. A single Section 4(f) resource is located within 
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the Study Area, the Dexter Marsh Wildlife Management Area (WMA). The Dexter Marsh WMA is located 
two miles west of the airport, and provides hiking trails, bird watching facilities, hunting areas, fishing and 
camping.  Based on the FAA’s Land Use Compatibility Guidelines  (see Appendix E), the recreational uses 
at Dexter Marsh WMA are compatible with noise levels up to 70 DNL. 
 
In order to determine if changes in noise levels, resulting from the Proposed Action, would result in a 
substantial impairment to Section 4(f) resources, a point noise analysis was completed as part of the noise 
analysis.  Under the No Build alternative the noise level at Dexter Marsh WMA would be 55.8 dB.  The 
Proposed Action would reduce the noise level down to 55.6 dB24 
 
Potential Impacts: Based on this review, there will be no taking of Section 4(f) lands, and there will be no 
constructive use of Section 4(f) lands. 
 
4.6 FARMLANDS 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1984 (7 USC Sections 4201-4209, as amended) provides 
statutory framework for considering important farmlands in Federal decisions.  FPPA regulates actions with 
the potential to convert existing important farmlands to nonagricultural uses. The identification of both 
active farmland and areas of prime, unique and locally important agricultural soil types adjacent to the 
airport properly allow for an assessment of farmland impacts, as identified by 7 CFR Part 657 and 658. 
 
Active farmlands around the airport are located in Jefferson County Agricultural District #3.  This district 
does not include the airport property, or the lands immediately around the airport property, thus there 
would be no impact from the Proposed Action for any farmlands within the Agricultural District.  On 
airport development for the terminal area will occur on udorthents soils, which are formed in cut and fill 
areas previously disturbed by human activities. 
 
Potential Impact: Based on this review, the Proposed Action would not have an adverse impact on farmlands.  
 
4.7 FISH, WILDLIFE, AND PLANTS 
The Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 USC Section 1531-1544, protects Federally-listed endangered or  
threatened species and their critical habitats.   FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Section 8, Fish, Wildlife, and 
Plants, states that “…Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as amended, applies to Federal 
agency actions and sets forth requirements for consultation to determine if the proposed action may affect an endangered or 
threatened species. If an agency determines that an action may affect a threatened or endangered species, then Section 7(a)(2) 
requires the lead agency, to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), as appropriate, to ensure that any action the agency authorizes, funds, or carries out is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of any Federally listed endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat.” 
   
Construction of a runway and taxiway extension on Runway 28, as well as the relocation of the PAPI and 
REILs for Runway 28 would be on airport lands that have been previously cleared and graded under 
previous projects and currently grass.  Relocation of the perimeter road, fence, and installation of an 
approach lighting system would occur on undisturbed lands.  Most landside development would occur on 
open, undeveloped land.   An ecological evaluation of rare, threatened, and endangered species for the 
Proposed Action was conducted, and can be found in Appendix H. 
 

                                                            
24 Noise Analysis, Table 11, Harris Miller, Miller & Hanson, March 2014 (see appendix E) 
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Correspondence with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), Division of Fish, Wildlife and Marine Resources indicate 
potential endangered plant and animal species near the airport (see Appendix D for letters).  The NYSDEC 
letter of December 6, 2012 referenced a 2009 decision that no additional survey for endangered/threatened 
avian species for an extension to the east is warranted.  The December 2012 letter can be found in Appendix 
D, while the 2009 decision letter can be found in Appendix H. 
 
The FWS identified three potential endangered species: the bald eagle, which has been delisted; the Indiana 
Bat, and the Piping Plover.  The Indiana Bat hibernates in caves during the winter months and spends 
summers in wooded areas (usually associated with rivers and lakes), under exfoliating bark and in crevices of 
trees, while the Piping Plover’s habitat is sandy areas.  NYSDEC indicated there are possible rare animal 
species and rare plant species near the airport: Henslow’s Sparrow (bird), Short-eared owl (bird), Back’s 
Sedge (plant) and Troublesome Sedge (plant).   
 
Field investigation, for the Runway 28 approach lighting system, and relocated perimeter security road and 
fence line was conducted by a wildlife biologist on November 20 and 26, 2012 and again on June 20, 2013.  
The report concludes the absence of suitable habitat for endangered or threatened species in the approach 
lighting system project area (see Appendix H for report). 
 
Similar field investigation was conducted on September 27, 2011 for the terminal area development area.  
The investigation was unable to find any specimen. 25  (see Appendix H for report).  The area for the runway 
extension including the relocation areas of the PAPI and REILs was completed as part of the 2009 EA, and 
no endangered or threatened species habitat were found to exist.  
 
Potential Impact: Construction of an extension to Runway 28 and the terminal area development will not have 
an impact on rare, endangered and threatened species.   
 
4.8  FLOODPLAINS   
Executive Order 11988 directs Federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss; minimize 
flood impacts on human safety, health and welfare; and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial 
values served by floodplains.  Agencies are required to make a finding there is no practicable alternative 
before taking action that would encroach on a 100-year base floodplain.26 
 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) map27 for the area encompassing the Proposed 
Action was reviewed.  There is a 100-year floodplain around Muskellunge Creek, located south of the 
airport, and not near the Proposed Action construction elements. 
  
Potential Impact: The Proposed Action will not impact the 100-year floodplain. 

                                                            
25 Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species Report, Environmental Resources, LLC, February 8, 2012 
26 FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, Section 9.1 
27 FEMA Map 3603400015C, 
http://map1.msc.fema.gov/idms/IntraView.cgi?ROT=0&O_X=2782&O_Y=1857&O_ZM=0.211360&O_SX=1176&O_SY=785&O_DPI=400&O_TH=2967
2891&O_EN=29687205&O_PG=1&O_MP=1&CT=0&DI=0&WD=5564&HT=3785&JX=1672&JY=845&MPT=0&MPS=0&ACT=1&KEY=29672737&IT
EM=1&PICK_VIEW_CENTER.x=713&PICK_VIEW_CENTER.y=259&R1=VIN 
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4.9  HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, POLLUTION PREVENTION, AND SOLID WASTE  
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) are the pertinent federal regulations reviewed for Proposed 
Actions.  RCRA governs hazardous wastes, while CERCLA provides consultation regarding the release of 
hazardous substances into the environment, excluding petroleum. 
 
Hazardous materials consist of waste and substances, as defined in 40 CFR Part 261 and Part 302 
respectively.   Land acquisition included an environmental due diligence audit of each property, in 
accordance with FAA Order 1050.19B. 
 
There are no hazardous waste sites listed in the area of the Watertown International Airport.28  A review of 
the EPA NPL website29 indicated there are several sites in City of Watertown, but none in Town of 
Hounsfield.   A review of the NYSDEC website for spill incidents30 records from 2000-2012 indicated all 
spill records have been satisfactorily closed.  There are no solid waste sites within 10,000 feet of the airport.  
 
New fuel facilities, which is located approximately 500 feet northwest of Runway 25, abeam the aiming 
point markings, on the northside of the existing T-hangars, will be constructed to meet NYSDEC petroleum 
bulk storage secondary containment regulations.  Solid waste generated from the terminal building 
expansion would be trucked to Development Authority of North Country Landfill, approximately 11 miles 
southeast of the Airport. 
 
Construction documents will consider recycling or construction or deconstruction materials, when 
applicable. 
 
Potential Impacts: Based on this review, there is no adverse impact to hazardous waste/toxic substances from 
the Proposed Action. 
 
4.10  HISTORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL 

RESOURCES  
The four federal Acts were considered when evaluating potential impacts to Historic, Architectural, 
Archeological and Cultural Resources. 

 
 The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, Section 106 requires 

Federal agencies having direct or indirect jurisdiction over proposed undertakings to consider the 
undertakings’ effects on properties listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). Consultation with SHPO or THPO is necessary when deciding if an undertaking 
has the potential to affect NRHP resources. If an undertaking has the potential to do so, further 
consultation is needed to determine if the effects would be adverse.  For Federal airport actions, 
FAA is responsible for meeting the requirements of Section 106. The regulations implementing 
Section 106 are at 36 CFR, Part 800.  
 

                                                            
28 EPA EnviroMapper, http://www.epa.gov/myenv/myenview2.html?minx=-76.67908&miny=43.73538&maxx=-
75.15472&maxy=44.23930&ve=9,43.98867,-75.91746&pSearch=13601, NY 
29 EPA NPL Website, http://www.epa.gov/region02/cleanup/sites/nytoc_sitename.htm 
30 NYSDEC Spill Incident Records, http://www.dec.ny.gov/cfmx/extapps/derexternal/index.cfm ?pageid=2, inputs: Jefferson 
County, Watertown, Airport Drive 
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Section 110(f) of NHPA requires that Federal agencies plan and impose measures necessary to 
minimize the direct or indirect effects of undertakings on National Historic Landmarks (NHLs). 
NHLs are buildings, sites, districts, or structures that the Secretary of the Interior designates as 
historically significant. When undertakings would adversely affect NHLs, agencies shall invite the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to participate in consultation.  
 
Section 110(k) of NHPA prevents Federal agencies from issuing grants or approving undertakings to 
parties who have intentionally harmed protected resources. Agencies facing such situations may 
approve or fund actions involving parties causing the damage only if the agencies, after consulting 
with the ACHP, determine circumstances justify the destructive actions.  

 
 The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (AHPA) provides for the preservation 

of historic American sites, buildings, objects and antiquities of national significance.  This Act 
requires the survey, recovery, and preservation of significant archaeological, historical, and scientific 
data when a Federally-approved or Federally-funded action may destroy or cause irreparable loss of 
such data.  
 

 The Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA) prohibits unauthorized excavation 
of archeological resources on Federal or Indian land, establishing standards for permissible 
excavation by permit.  This Act requires Federal agencies to obtain a special permit to excavate or 
remove any archaeological resources that are located on U.S.-owned public lands or lands that 
Federally-recognized Native American tribes control. This Act protects all archaeological resources, 
including those that are not historic properties.  

 
 The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) is triggered at the 

discovery of human remains or cultural items on Federal or tribal lands.  The Act provides for the 
inventory, protection, and return of cultural items to affiliated Native American groups.  

 
The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) website indicates an archeological sensitive area near the 
Watertown International Airport.  Cultural Resource studies have been conducted for the airport for 
Runway 28 and the general aviation expansion areas31.  Additional study was completed by Rochester 
Museum and Science Center in 2011, for the landside elements.  This Phase 1A report concluded that Phase 
1B archaeological work be completed for all undisturbed areas.  Subsequently portions of the general 
aviation area were evaluated by Hudson Mohawk in 2012, resulting in no artifacts found.  Similarly in 
November 2012, Archaeological Consulting Experts conducted a Phase 1B for the remaining general 
aviation development area and Runway 28 approach lighting system, also resulting in no artifacts found. 
Submittal of these reports to SHPO have resulted in correspondence of March 4, 2013 stated “No Effect” to 
historic, architectural, archaeological and cultural resources from the Proposed Actions.  (See Appendix F).   
 
The Onondaga Nation and the Oneida Indian Nation were contacted by the FAA on November 15, 2012 
(see Appendix D for correspondence).  No return correspondence was received from either Nation.  
Neither of these Nations have land holdings in the Proposed Action area, thus NAGPRA is not applicable 
to the Proposed Action. 
 

                                                            
31 Cultural Resource Management Report, Rochester Museum and Science Center, February 27, 2009 
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A previously identified historic site on the NRHP is the Conklin Farm, which is located on Evans Road, 
approximately one mile southeast of the airport, will not be impacted by the Proposed Action, as it is 
outside the project area. 
 
Potential Impacts:  Since there is no impact to the NRHP, and no resources were found the four acts 
governing this section will have no impact. 
 
4.11  LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL IMPACTS  
The following discusses the potential impacts from light emissions and visual impacts. 
 

4.11.1 LIGHT EMISSIONS 
In order to assess light emission impacts to people near an airport, it is important to determine the level 
of annoyance created from the light emissions associated with the proposed airport lighting equipment. 
 
The Proposed Actions include additional runway and taxiway edge lights, relocation of the Runway 28 
PAPI and REILs, and the installation of an approach lighting system (MALSR).  The runway and 
taxiway edge lighting is new, while the PAPI and REIL replace existing lights.  The runway lighting will 
be upgraded to high intensity runway lights (HIRL) in preparation for the future precision approach.  
Relocation of the PAPI and REILs will be coordinated with the appropriate FAA office.  A 
Reimbursable Agreement (RA) between the FAA and Airport Sponsor will be entered for the relocation 
of REILs and coordination of flight checks of the REILs and PAPI.. There are a few residences, offset 
from the extended Runway 28 centerline, which would be in line with the flight path associated with the 
MALSR.  The closest residence is approximately one mile from the proposed Runway 28 end.  In 
between the runway end and the residence are some trees that would remain and continue to act as a 
natural visual screen.  Additionally, the MALSR lights are angled into the approach segment and will be 
tied into the pilot controlled lighting system limiting the illumination duration. It is unlikely the low 
wattage runway and taxiway edge lights would impact areas around the airport.   
 
The landside development will increase the ambient light around the north part of the airport.  Some of 
these lights will be virtually unnoticeable as the surrounding area is already lit.  The additional parking lot 
lights will be sufficient foot candles to amply light the parking facility, but not so much as to be intrusive 
to the neighbors to the north of the airport. 
 
4.11.2 VISUAL IMPACTS 
Visual, or aesthetic, impacts are inherently subjective.  Aesthetic impacts deal more broadly with the 
extent that development contrasts with the existing environment and whether the jurisdictional agency 
considers this contrast objectionable.  The visual sight of aircraft, aircraft contrails, or aircraft lights at 
night, particularly at a distance, is not normally intrusive, and will not constitute a significant impact. 
 
The visual standard traffic pattern is a standard path for coordinating air traffic for air safety, especially 
at non-towered airports (one without a control tower), such as Watertown International Airport.  The 
visual pattern at Watertown International Airport utilizes a standard left hand pattern, meaning an 
aircraft will execute left turns when in the pattern. The elements of a standard traffic pattern are 

departure, crosswind, downwind, base and final approach.  This 
figure is from the FAA’s Aeronautical Information Manual and 
depicts a standard left hand pattern.  The departure leg is a flight 
path which begins after takeoff and continues straight ahead along 
the extended runway centerline.  The departure climb continues 
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until reaching at least ½ mile beyond departure end of the runway and within 300 feet of the traffic 
pattern altitude.  The traffic pattern altitude at Watertown International Airport is 1,000 feet above 
airport elevation. 
 
This pattern will shift 1,000 feet to the east with the threshold due to the 1,000 foot runway extension, 
but would not change significantly.  A standard left hand traffic pattern which is in use today will 
continue. The runway extension elevation is minimal and should not change the traffic pattern altitude.  
The terminal area expansion will be consistent with the existing design and culture of the airport and 
Thousand Islands region. 

 
Potential Impacts:  The Proposed Action will not result in significant light and visual emissions impacts. 

 
4.12  NATURAL RESOURCES, AND ENERGY SUPPLY 
Impacts to energy requirements fall into two categories: (1) increased energy demands for stationary facilities 
(airfield lighting and terminal buildings); and (2) comparative increase in fuel consumption related to 
increased aircraft and ground vehicles activity.   
 
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, the use of natural resources other than for fuel, need to be examined 
only if the action involves a need for unusual materials or those in short supply.   
 
The commercial service aircraft, as well as the business jet aircraft, burn Jet A fuel.  Commercial service 
operations are forecast to increase by one additional flight per week; thus Jet A fuel consumption would not 
increase significantly.  It is expected this increase will be met by existing sources.  The 100 LL fuel tank will 
be a self contained facility, inclusive of secondary containment.  A slab foundation would be in place for the 
tank to sit on.  Proper permitting from the NYSDEC will be obtained for bulk petroleum storage. This unit 
will be self service, so impacts would consist of expanding telephone and electrical power to the unit.  Both 
sources are already on airport property. 
 
The terminal building expansion would result in a slight increase in natural resources for construction of the 
terminal building and parking lot, and a long term increase in energy consumption to meet the additional 
electrical load.  National Grid is the provider of electric power to the airport, and is not expecting the 
increased power demand will exceed supply.  Construction documents will consider green building features 
for the terminal expansion for interior lighting and finishes. 
 
Potential Impacts:  The Proposed Action would not have a significant adverse impact on natural resources and 
energy supply. 
 
4.13 NOISE  
Noise may be defined as unwanted sound. All sound comes from a sound source.  The sound energy 
produced by a source is transmitted through the air in sound waves, creating the sound we hear. Sound 
pressure levels are measured in decibel (dB).  Because decibels are logarithmic quantities, combining decibels 
is unlike common arithmetic.  For example, if two sound sources each produce 100 dB operating 
individually and they are then operated together, they produce 103dB – not the 200 decibels we might 
expect.  For every doubling of the number of equal sources, the sound pressure level goes up another 3 
decibels. A tenfold increase in the number of sources makes the sound pressure level go up by 10 dB.   
 
The FAA determined the cumulative exposure of individuals to noise energy resulting from aviation 
activities must be established in terms of yearly day/night average sound level (DNL) as the FAA’s primary 
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metric.32  The DNL is a noise measure used to describe the average sound level over a 24-hour period.  In 
computing DNL, an extra weight of 10 dB is assigned to noise occurring between the hours of 10 pm to 7 
am to account for increased annoyance when ambient noise levels are lower and people are trying to sleep 
(see Appendix E and 14 CFR Part 150).  DNL may be determined for individual locations or expressed in 
noise contours connecting points of equal DNL levels.   The DNL is used to determine compatible land 
use, and potential effects on other environmental resources.  It is noted that DNL is an average noise level 
and not a single aircraft operation. 
 
Both the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and FAA (14 CFR Part 150) define 65 
dB DNL as the threshold of noise incompatibility with residential and other noise sensitive land uses.  The 
65 dB DNL contour defines the area of potential significant impact.  The “threshold of significance” is 
determined when a location of incompatible land use is exposed to a project-related increase in noise level 
of DNL 1.5 dB or more, and that location lies within the 65 dB DNL noise contour for the “action” 
condition, then the location is considered to be significantly impacted by noise.  The FAA Desk Reference 
Chapter 17, Section 3 (2) requires a noise analysis for projects that involve a new runway and serve Airplane 
Design Groups III and IV. 
  
The FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM) Version 7.0c was used to conduct all noise modeling for this 
analysis.  The INM uses airport geometry, descriptions of aircraft operations, and an internal database of 
noise and performance characteristics to compute the noise of individual flights. The INM then adds the 
noise of the individual flights together and presents the accumulation as a set of contours and/or noise 
calculations at specific points.  The INM operational inputs generally fall into three categories of 
information: 

 Daily number of daytime and nighttime takeoffs and landings by specific aircraft types; 
 Typical flight path and runway geometry; and 
 Average statistics on usage of each runway and flight path by various aircraft groups. 

 
Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc (HMMH) conducted the detailed noise analysis (refer to Appendix E), 
along with creating the noise contours.  This analysis includes fixed wing aircraft as well as civil and military 
helicopter operations.  A Non-Standard Modeling Letter of Approval, issued by the by the FAA, approved 
aircraft substitutions that were used in the INM modeling (found as Appendix B-2 within Appendix E of 
this document). The modeling examined the base year 2012 (No Action), using general aviation and military 
fleet, as well as existing commercial air carrier utilizing the EMB 145 conducting 1,248 annual operations.  
The forecasts for 2022 (Runway 28 Ext), modeled general aviation and military fleet, as well as commercial 
air carrier utilizing the CL601, representing the CRJ200, conducting 1,976 forecasted annual operations 
(under the increasing share scenario, from Appendix B1, to estimate worse case future noise impacts).  The 
existing operations of 1,456 lie below the limits of the future noise contour, which maintains the noise levels 
on airport property, thus it is reasonable to assume the existing operational level is within the noise limits set 
by the higher operational level. Various noise sensitive sites within a five nautical mile radius were analyzed 
against the existing and proposed aircraft operations to determine noise impacts that may occur, with no 
extension and with a 1,000 runway extension to Runway 28. 
 
 Figures 5 (No Action) and Figure 7 (Runway 28 extension), on the following pages, are excerpts from 
Appendix E and show the future noise contours. It is noted that the triangle parcel north of the existing 
Runway 28 end is airport property. The findings of the analysis follow: 

                                                            
32 FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, Appendix A.  Analysis of Environmental Impact 
Categories, Section 14. Noise, June 8, 2004. 
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No Build 
The 65 dB DNL contour remains on airport property, with the exception of a small area (less than 0.1+/- 
acres) north of the terminal area.  This area is undeveloped and the noise increase in this area is less than 1.5 
dB, below the permitted thresholds. 
 
Runway 28 Extension Alternative 
The contours change very slightly from the existing condition, with the 65 dB DNL contour remaining on 
airport property, with the exception of a small area (less than 0.1+/- acres) north of the terminal area. This 
is the same area as the no build alternative.  This area is undeveloped; therefore no significant impact is 
anticipated from this alternative. 
 
The noise change at the noise sensitive sites, identified earlier in Table 3-133 are all within 0.1 dB, and below 
the 65 dB DNL, thus they do not reach the “threshold of significance”. Specifically the noise level at the 
Dexter Marsh WMA is anticipated to be 55.6 dB, a decrease from the existing 55.8 dB. 
 
Potential Impacts:  The Proposed Action will not result in adverse noise impacts. 
 
4.14 SECONDARY (INDUCED) IMPACTS  
Major development proposals often involve potential for induced or secondary impacts on surrounding 
communities, including shifts in patterns of population movement and growth; public service demands; and 
changes in business and economic activity to the extent influenced by the development. Induced impacts 
will normally not be significant except where there are also significant impacts in multiple categories, 
especially noise, land use, or direct social impacts.   
 
Based on the analysis conducted in the various sections of this chapter, the Proposed Action will not cause 
significant noise, land use or social/socioeconomic impacts.  The potential increase in flights will not place a 
significant demand on public services, such as police and fire.  Since the introduction of American Eagle, 
there has been a positive economic impact to the surrounding community, in terms of additional employees 
and support personnel, however the foreseeable increase is unlikely to cause significant population 
movement and growth. 
 
Potential Impacts:  Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Build will result in adverse secondary (induced) 
impacts. 

                                                            
33 Noise Analysis, Table 11, Harris Miller, Miller & Hanson, March 2014 (see appendix E) 
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4.14.1 SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
The Proposed Action includes establishing a more defined entrance into and out of the airport, as well 
as circulation roadway system to better serve the anticipated increased passengers demand.  The internal 
roadway will be on airport property and will not affect State Route 12F, the major access feeder road to 
the airport.  The defined entrance will improve surface transportation by providing appropriate turning 
lanes internally on airport property.  The anticipated increase in traffic accessing the airport can be 
accommodated by the existing two-lane State Route 12F, which has adequate capacity, and would not 
alter the existing service level of this road, which will remain at a level of service of A.34 
 
Potential Impacts:  The Proposed Action will not result in adverse impacts to surface transportation. 

 
4.15 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN'S 
HEALTH AND SAFETY  
 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Section 16 discusses impacts to socioeconomic, environmental justice 
and children’s health and safety. 
 

4.15.1 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 
The four main factors influencing socioeconomic impacts relate to: 
 Extensive relocation of residents without availability of sufficient replacement housing; 
 Extensive relocation of community businesses that would create severe economic hardship for the 

affected community; 
 Disruption of local traffic patterns that would substantially reduce the levels of service of roads 

serving the airport and its surrounding communities; 
 A substantial loss in community tax base. 
 
The Proposed Action, for the runway extension, and the installation of an approach lighting system, 
would not result in the relocation of residents, relocation of businesses, or disruption of local traffic 
patterns.  Additionally, the construction of terminal expansion, automobile parking and other landside 
elements, will occur wholly on airport property.   
 

Jefferson County has entered into eminent domain proceedings, as required, including properties identified 
in the 2009 Environmental Assessment.  

 
Potential Impacts: The Proposed Action and will not cause an adverse socioeconomic impact to the 
community. 
 
4.15.2 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
Executive Order 12898 and US DOT Order 5610.2(a) address environmental justice. 
 
Executive Order 12898,  Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income 
Populations, (59 FR 7629) requires all Federal agencies to identify and address disproportionate and 
adverse human health and environmental effects of their programs, policies and activities on minority 
and low-income populations.   

                                                            
34 Lanes, Volumes and Timings, run by Passero Associates using Synchro 7 – Light, January 2013, see Appendix I 
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The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5610.2 (a), Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, was issued to implement Executive Order 12898.35  Under the 
DOT Order, minorities are defined as people who are Black, Hispanic, Asian American, American 
Indian, or Alaskan Native.  Minority populations are defined as “any readily identifiable groups of minority 
persons who live in geographic proximity, or if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as 
migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or activity.”  
The DOT defines low-income population as “any readily identifiable group”, of persons whose median 
household income is at or below the poverty guidelines as set forth by U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services. 
 
In determining whether a proposed project or activity is in compliance with Executive Order 12898, two 
factors must be considered.  The first is whether the proposal is likely to have adverse effects on 
minority or low-income populations.  The second is to determine whether the adverse impacts are 
disproportionately high on minority or low-income populations.  The DOT Order defines “adverse 
effects” as “…the totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental effects, including 
interrelated social and economic effects…”. The DOT Order defines “disproportionately high and adverse 
effects” as that that are “predominately borne by a minority population and/or low income population, or will be 
suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude 
than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population.”  The 
FAA also recognizes CEQ’s definition of minority population as “that: 1) the minority population of an 
affected area exceeds 50 percent; or 2) the minority population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than 
the minority population percentage in the general population or other appropriate geographic analysis.” 
 
According to U.S. Census data36, the Town of Hounsfield, areas adjacent to the airport, has a 1.5 percent 
minority population compared with Jefferson County’s 11.9 percent; therefore the community would 
not be considered a predominately minority community.  The percent of individuals below poverty level 
in Town of Hounsfield, for all people is7.3 percent, less than Jefferson County as a whole (15.1 percent).  
Therefore, the community around the airport is not considered a low-income community.  
 
Impacts due to aircraft noise, air quality degradation, direct and induced socioeconomic effects, 
degraded water quality, and effects to cultural or community cohesion, traffic, and history often affect 
low-income or minority populations.  As demonstrated in this EA, the Proposed Action will not cause 
significant impacts to the above mentioned environmental resources.  Therefore, there should not be a 
disproportionate adverse impact resulting from the Proposed Action experienced by the minority and 
low-income communities. 
 
Potential Impacts: No adverse environmental justice impacts should result from implementation of the 
Proposed Action. 

 
4.15.3 CHILDREN’S HEALTH AND SAFETY 
Executive Order 10345, Protection of Children from Environmental Health and Safety Risks, makes it a 
high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children.  

                                                            
35 62 CFR 72, Department of Transportation Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations. 
36 US Census American Factfinder, Town of Hounsfield, Selected Economic Characteristics for 2008-2012, US Census 
Quickfacts, Jefferson County, 2008-2012, see Appendix I 
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Specific risks to children’s health, for this type of project, typically relate to ozone impacts, lead and 
asbestos.  The terminal expansion will require alterations to the existing building.  An asbestos survey 
and abatement was completed in 2007 for the terminal building. Impacts to air quality, that could affect 
ozone, were reviewed previously in this chapter.  The air quality impacts are below the de minims levels. 

 
Potential Impacts: Implementation of the Proposed Action will not create environmental health risks or safety 
risks to children. 
 
4.16  WATER QUALITY  
The Clean Water Act of 1977 applies to both surface and subsurface waters.  Impacts to water quality are 
not considered significant if a project meets state and federal water quality standards.   
 
In 2012 the airport was connected to the public water supply, and abandoned the well source.  This 8” 
public watermain increased the capacity and reliability of potable water and fire supply. The Proposed 
Action has the potential to minimally increase water usage at the Airport due to the increase in the number 
of weekly passengers (approximately 100 to 150), resulting in a demand of approximately 1,50037 gallons per 
day.  The existing water supply has the capacity to provide 559 gallons per minute38, sufficient for the 
projected demand. 
 

4.16.1 SURFACE WATER 
A review of the Jefferson County GIS database identified the surface waters around the airport to be 
Black River to the north and Muskellunge Creek to the South.  Only Muskellunge Creek is on airport 
property, and flows under an abandoned taxiway and southwesterly around the end of abandoned 
Runway 1-19.  Ground contours indicate the water flows in a southwesterly direction following 
Muskellunge Creek and flowing into Lake Ontario.  
 
4.16.2 SUBSURFACE WATER 
The EPA website indicates no known sole source aquifers in the airport vicinity, subsequently there is 
no impact to drinking water supply.   

 
4.16.3 STORMWATER 
Airports are required to obtain discharge permits for storm water or other industrial wastewaters 
through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program or equivalent state 
program.  In New York, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) is applicable at airports. According to NYSDEC 
GP-0-12-001, SPDES Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Industrial Activity, Table VIII-S-I, benchmark monitoring requirements are applicable to “airports that use 
more than 100,000 gallons of glycol-based deicing/anti-icing chemicals and/or 100 tons or more of urea on an average 
annual basis shall sample their stormwater discharges for the parameters listed in Table VIII-S-I.  Only those outfalls 
from the airport facility that collect runoff from areas where deicing/anticing activities occur must be monitored.” 39  
Chemical deicing materials are used at the airport in limited quantities40, composed of a mix between 
Type I and Type IV fluids, used only during snow conditions.  The existing level of Type I and IV fluids 

                                                            
37 Calculation based on 150 passengers at 5 GPD, 48 employees at 15 GPD 
38 Town of Hounsfield Water District No.5 Basis of Design Report, February 2011, as revised (see Appendix I) 
39 http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/water_pdf/gp12001.pdf  
40 Watertown International Airport Environmental Assessment, Landrum and Brown, July 2011, section 4.16, 3,300 gallons per 
year 
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used are below the 100,000 gallon threshold.  With the increase of one additional flight per week, there 
would be a slight increase in deicing fluid, but still remain below the monitoring level and regulated 
water quality thresholds.  The existing deicing area runoff drains into a water quality pond sized to 
accommodate the projected deicing operations, by collecting the fluid and allowing it to biodegrade. 
Aircraft will continue to be fueled, and de-iced in the same locations as existing aircraft with the same 
precautionary measures as currently prescribed by ART.  
 
A Stormwater Permit for Construction Activity is required from the NYSDEC for construction of any 
work disturbing more than one acre of land.  Construction permits require water quality and quantity 
limits be complied with, per permit conditions.  Construction projects requiring NYSDEC permit 
compliance include the proposed runway extension, taxiway extension, general aviation apron, terminal 
building, automobile parking, airport access road, SRE building and hangars, accounting for an increased 
impervious surface of 700,000 SF. Construction of these projects will include appropriately sized storm 
drainage systems and meet state and federal guidelines. The Proposed Action would not significantly 
impact storm water quality and quantity. Provisions for containing fuel spills and glycol runoff would 
not be modified.  Proposed access roads and parking areas should consider porous pavement, if 
possible, to offset loss of imperious surface, based on geotechnical reports conducted during the design 
phase.  However, the bedrock elevations may not support porous pavement design.  

 
Currently, the Airport uses a septic system with distribution to an absorption field to handle its sanitary 
needs. The adsorption field is approximately 650 feet north of the existing terminal building.  While the 
existing system can accommodate the existing enplanements, additional bathrooms in the terminal 
building will increase the quantity of greywater/blackwater.  Therefore a self contained sanitary 
treatment plant is proposed. This system is proposed at the westerly airport boundary of the NYS Route 
12F frontage.  The site is the low elevation area of the terminal development area.  The location will 
support gravity flow sewage conveyance from the terminal area. A NYS Department of Health permit is 
required for the construction of any sewage treatment or sewage conveyance facility.  Permit approval 
requires professional engineering services for the design of these facilities.  Sewage flow rates are 
expected to increase by about three gallons per day per passenger using the enplaned and deplaned 
passenger forecast activity.41  An appropriately sized sewage treatment package plant will be installed to 
accommodate the long term sewage flow.  This treatment plant also requires NYSDEC approval.  
Sewage flow affect on the environment will comply with requirements of these two agencies.  No impact 
to water quality will result.  Recent information indicates that the Town may be extending the existing 
sewer line past the airport property.  If this is accomplished the Airport’s expansion will be included in 
the service volume and tie into the new service, at which time a self contained system would not be 
required at the airport. 

 
The construction associated with the proposed passenger terminal expansion would occur on areas that 
are currently paved and impervious.  There would be no dredging or filling of waterways. Only the 
grading of the runway object free area and portion of the approach lighting system for Runway 28 would 
affect wetlands, refer to Section 4.17 and Figure 4-1.  Future projects will continue to incorporate 
controls, such as swales, detention basins or infiltration chambers, during construction; and other best 
practice mitigation measures to avoid significant impacts to water quality. 
 
The passenger terminal expansion will consider green building features to offset quantity of water usage. 
 

                                                            
41 NYS Department of Health, Residential Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Design Handbook, 2012 
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Potential Impacts: The Proposed Action will not have a significant impact on drinking water, surface water 
resources, stormwater, sanitary wastewater, or groundwater resources.  
 
4.17 WETLANDS  
Guidance for evaluation of wetlands is defined in both Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands and the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5660.1A, Preservation of the Nation's Wetlands. Executive 
Order 11990 requires Federal agencies to ensure their actions minimize the destruction, loss, or degredation 
of wetlands. DOT Order 5660.1A sets forth DOT policy that transportation facilities should be planned, 
constructed, and operated to assure protection and enhancement of wetlands. 
 
New Construction, as identified in the FAA Desk Reference, includes “any draining, dredging, channelizing, 
filling, diking, impounding, and related activities, any structures or facilities.” This term does not include routine repairs 
and maintenance of existing facilities. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has been involved with 
the airport in the past.  Consultation was initiated with the USACE regarding the Proposed Action in 
November 2012.  FAA Order 1050.1E, section 18.1d “promotes wetland banking as a mitigation tool for aviation-
related projects due to aeronautical requirements.  The purchase of credits from an approved bank can be used by a section 404 
permittee to satisfy its permit-required mitigation obligation.” 
 
Jurisdictional wetlands are considered to be affected by the Proposed Action if it involves development in a 
wetland area; a direct or indirect impact to a wetland area; or a disturbance to the wetland water table or 
hydrology.  A review of the National Wetland Inventory Maps (NWI) indicates there are suspected wetlands 
east of Runway 28, near the airport that may be impacted by the Proposed Action.  The NYSDEC wetland 
maps show a wetland southeast of the airport.  NYSDEC regulates wetlands over 12.4 acres.  All 
disturbance activities within 100 feet of a state regulated wetland is subject to permitting.  The state 
regulated wetland is along Evans Road, and outside the impact area of the Proposed Action. 
  
Field wetland delineation was conducted January 30, 2013 for the Proposed Action including the Runway 28 
extension and area of approach lighting system, terminal development area, and landside roadway and 
automobile parking.  The results of the field work concluded there are no wetlands in the proposed 
development area for the terminal/general aviation area or automobile parking area (see Appendix G).  
However, there are two wetlands off the Runway 28 end, approximately 2.25 +/- acres in total, that would 
be impacted by the grading and tree clearing of the runway object free area and grading for the access road 
to, and installation of, the approach lighting system, see Figure 4-1.  Of the 2.25 +/- acres, approximately 
0.6+/- acres will be filled for the RSA, perimeter road and fence, from Wetland H; 0.36 +/- acres will be 
filled for the airport perimeter road and fence, from Wetland G; and 0.14+/- acres will be filled to install an 
access road to the MALSR lights from Wetland H.  The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) issued a 
Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (JD) on September 16, 2013 (see Appendix G).  An Individual 
Permit will be required and obtained during the design phase, to include avoidance and other mitigation 
measures to offset the 1.1 +/- acres loss.  Avoidance through redesign of the perimeter road and access 
road to the approach lights minimized this wetland impact to 0.67+/- acres.  Mitigation for the remaining 
wetlands will occur through wetland banking using Ducks Unlimited, leader in wetland conservation.  This 
will be done in coordination with the USACE under the permitting process (see Appendix G for permit 
application). 
 
Potential Impacts:  The original Proposed Action had potential wetland impacts up to 1. 1 +/- acre requiring 
avoidance and mitigation under and Individual USACE permit.  Submittal of the USACE permit was able to 
minimize the impact to 0.67 /- acres through redesign of the airport perimeter road, avoiding Wetland H 
entirely, and realignment of the approach lighting access road to minimize the wetland impact.  The 



                                                                                                                                                                                                     
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Watertown International Airport EA  July 2015 
Passero Associates  Page 4-22 

construction of the graded object free area is fixed by design standard locations, and thus there is no 
practicable alternative to construction in the wetlands.  All practicable measures to minimize harm have 
been included.  Wetland banking, through Ducks Unlimited, will be used to offset wetland impact. 
 
4.18 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS  
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended, describe those river segments designated or eligible to be 
included in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.   
 
According to National Park Service Wild and Scenic Rivers website, the only protected river body near the 
airport is Black River, which is outside the Proposed Action area.  
 
Potential Impacts: There are no wild and scenic rivers adjacent to the Proposed Action, therefore there would 
be no adverse impact to wild and scenic rivers. 
 
4.19 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS  
This section will focus on the Proposed Action and its interaction with possible conflicts, inconsistency with 
approvals and laws, and means of mitigation. 
 

4.19.1 POSSIBLE CONFLICTS 
There are no identified significant conflicts between the Proposed Action and objectives of the Federal, 
state, regional, or local policies, or controls at Watertown International Airport.   Tribal correspondence 
did not trigger special use laws (see section 3.2.5.3); the County and its planning department have been 
actively involved in the long-term planning and use of the Watertown International Airport and have not 
raised local concerns.  The Proposed Action triggers a wetland impact (see section 4.17) that is in the 
permitting process with the USACE, utilizing wetland banking. 

 
4.19.2 INCONSISTENCY WITH ANY APPROVED STATE OR LOCAL PLANS AND 
LAWS 
The Proposed Action is consistent with plans and laws relating to the environment.  Agency 
correspondence (see Appendix D) did not raise any concerns of inconsistency with the project.  SHPO 
has determined the Proposed Action will not have an effect on resources (see Appendix F).     
 
4.19.3 MEANS TO MITIGATE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
The Proposed Action affects wetlands that will be avoided or mitigated.   The perimeter road has been 
realigned to avoid Wetland G, while the approach light access was realigned to minimize the impact to 
Wetland H (refer to USACE Permit Application in Appendix G), but the wetlands located in the ROFA 
will be mitigated through wetland banking coordinated with Ducks Unlimited to provide off-site 
mitigation through the permitting process of the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The USACE 
will require positive drainage, of impacted Wetland H, under the perimeter road and approach light 
access road through the use of culverts (refer to USACE Permit Application in Appendix G).  
 
Following is a list of mitigation measures stated throughout the document: 
1. Compatible Land Use: a rezoning or special use permit may be required from the Town of 

Hounsfield for the construction of the approach lighting towers and the access road to support the 
approach lights. 

2. Wetland Impacts: avoidance through redesign of the perimeter road and access road to the 
approach lights, and mitigation for the remaining wetlands will be coordinated with Ducks 
Unlimited, leader in wetland conservation, through the Army Corp of Engineers permitting process. 
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3. Solid Waste: contract specifications will consider recycling of construction or deconstruction 
materials, including fencing material. 

4. Water Quality:   
 Construction documents will consider green building features for terminal expansion 
 Porous pavement in the parking areas will be considered during future design of the parking 

areas and access road based on geotechnical reports conducted during the design phase.  
However, the high bedrock elevations and soil types may not support porous pavement 
design.  At minimum, appropriate stormwater treatment measures will be included to meet 
Clean Water Act statutes. 

 Continuance of non-stormwater discharge permit (Multi-Sector General Permit) for aircraft 
deicing activities 

 NYS Department of Health Permit, and NYSDEC approval for construction of sewer 
treatment or sewage conveyance facility, if necessary 

5. Natural Resources and Energy Supply: 
 Update the existing NYSDEC Bulk Petroleum Storage for installation of new above ground 

facility 
 Construction documents will consider green building features for terminal expansion 

6. Construction Impacts: 
 Best Management Practices will be incorporated into construction documents for the 

contractor, including: 
o FAA AC 150/5370-10B, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports 
o Item P-156, Temporary Air & Water Pollution, Soil Erosion & Siltation Control 

Measures 
o FAA AC 150/5320-5B, Airport Drainage 
o Contract documents will address dust control and noise during construction 

 NYSDEC General Permit for Stormwater Discharge (SWPPP) & Notice of Intent (activities 
disturbing more than one acre) 

 Pursuant to EPA letter dated August 26, 2014 a tree inventory will be considered to 
determine if an offset is required for loss of carbon sink for removal of trees considered to 
be obstructions 
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4.20 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines cumulative impact as “…the impact on the environment, which 
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency, Federal or non-Federal, or person undertaken such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time.” 
 
Cumulative impacts examine works conducted both at the airport and within the surrounding environment 
going back three years and looking forward five years.  Information regarding projects was obtained from 
airport grant histories and County highway department personnel.   
 
Past Projects 
On August 11, 2009 the FAA evaluated, dated and signed an EA and issued a FONSI (Finding of No 
Significant Impact)for a project entitled “Runway/Taxiway Extension, Watertown International Airport, Hounsfield, 
New York”.  Action included extending Runway 10-28 and taxiway 1,000 feet and construction of 155,000 
square feet of general aviation apron.  The conclusion of the 2009 Final Environmental Assessment 
determined the action had no significant impacts after mitigation measures were enacted.  The mitigation 
measures considered:  

 Socioeconomic Impacts – relocations, if any, would adhere to Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies.  Additionally, for easement acquisition, farming would be allowed 
on land as long as it is outside airport design surfaces; 

  Children’s Safety/Construction impacts – asbestos and lead paint inspections are abatement, if 
found to be necessary, would be conducted prior to any demolition and in accordance with local, 
state and federal regulations;  

 Water quality improvements would comply with local, state and federal guidelines for storm water 
management, and provide adequate drainage; and Construction Impacts would comply with AC 
150/5370-10B and AC 150/5320-5B, and prior to construction, all necessary permits would be 
obtained.   

Since the 2009 Environmental Assessment, work at the airport has consisted of: reconstruction of Runway 
10 area west of Runway 7-25 intersection; installation of security fencing around airport perimeter; 
rehabilitation of the south hangar; reconstruction and extension of Runway 28, area east of Runway 7-25 
intersection; terminal building renovations; reconstruction of Taxiway A and construction of Business 
Operations Center hangar and land acquisition. The airport has also undertaken normal facility upgrades as 
the airport transitions from ARC B-II to ARC D-II.  The 155,000 square feet of apron space included in the 
2009 EA was never constructed. Other County projects that have occurred in this time frame have included 
mainly construction/expansion to retail businesses and associated parking lots.  Individually none of these 
projects had significant impacts and when viewed cumulatively it is not likely that the runway/taxiway 
extension and terminal building expansion will adversely affect the environment.  These projects were 
addressed in the 2009 EA with estimated air quality increases of 0.541 tons/year for NOx and 0.597 
tons/year for VOC.   
 
On November 10, 2011 the FAA evaluated, dated and signed an EA and issued a FONSI/ROD (Finding of 
No Significant Impact/Record of Decision) for a project entitled “Proposed Amendment of American Eagle 
Airlines, Inc. Operations Specifications to Allow Scheduled Passenger Jet Service and Expansion of the Existing Passenger 
Terminal Building at Watertown International Airport Jefferson County, New York.” The conclusion of the 2011 Final 
Environmental Assessment determined that the action had no significant impacts from the introduction of a 
new air carrier service or the 1,600 square foot terminal building expansion.  The 1,600 square foot terminal 
building expansion was completed.  The introduction of the commercial service resulted in an estimated 
7.70 ton increase to NOx and 1.54 ton increase to VOC, well below the de minimus thresholds of significance.  
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The Town of Hounsfield also extended the public water supply, to service the airport in 2013.  This 
provides increased capacity to the airport.   
 
On June 5, 2013 the FAA evaluated and signed an Environmental Assessment and issued a FONSI for the 
construction of a 14,400 square foot bulk metal hangar business operating center, and a 37,000 SF 
expansion to the adjacent apron.  No significant impacts were identified. 
 
Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Action 
Reasonably foreseeable actions for the next five years consist of; design/construction of the 1,000 foot 
runway and taxiway extension with associated lighting and relocation of the Runway 28 PAPI and REILs; 
installation of ILS components and approach lighting system; construction of the automobile parking lot 
and roadway; terminal building expansion and additional 358,000 square feet of apron and hangars in the 
general aviation area.  These projects have been evaluated in this Environmental Assessment, with minor 
impacts to wetlands revealed. Air quality impacts are addressed within this document, with estimated 
increases of 2.932 tons/year for NOx and 0.489 tons/year for VOC, refer to section 4.1.  These are well 
below the de minimum thresholds of significance    
 
Other County projects include $6 million reconstruction of Factory Street in the City of Watertown and the 
continuation of housing developments throughout the County.  These projects are not in the vicinity of the 
airport and there would be no impact on resources, which when considered with the proposed project 
exceed established thresholds of significance.  
 

4.20.1 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The cumulative impact of the Proposed Action, when added to the past, present and future actions, would 
collectively be insignificant.  When considering the air quality impacts from the previous environmental 
assessments, coupled with the air quality analysis from the proposed action, the result is an increase of 
11.173 tons for NOx, and 2.626 tons for VOC, which are below de minimus levels.  Cumulatively there is 
no significant impact.  The effects that could occur from other community projects are expected to occur 
with or without the Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action is consistent with the long-range planning goals 
for Watertown International Airport. 
 
4.21 ADVERSE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED  
Mitigation measures for the wetland impacts include wetland banking with Ducks Unlimited to meet the 
USACE’s requirements, thereby offsetting the environmental impact to wetlands.  The Proposed Action 
would not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided.  
 
4.22 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  
Meetings with airport, public, and County personnel were held in October 2012, January 2013 and 
December 2013.  A Notice of Availability of the DEA was published in the Watertown Daily Times on 
August 1, 2014 for review and comment by the public.  The document was available at the Watertown 
International Airport and Flower Memorial Library.  Comment period expired on August 31, 2014.  Only 
one comment was received during the comment period and is included in Appendix I of this Environmental 
Assessment. 
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CHAPTER FIVE  
REFERENCES 

 
This Environmental Assessment was prepared with reference from:  
 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases. 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or 
Near Airports, August 28, 2007.  
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, Airport Design. September 28, 
2012. 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1E. Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, March 
20, 2006.  
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1210.20, American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Consultation 
Policy and Procedures, January 28, 2004  
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.  April 28, 2006.  
General Conformity Final Rule, 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93, 30 November, 1993.  
U.S. Department of Commerce. 2000. 2000 Census of Population and Housing, Public law 94-171 Data. 
Bureau of the Census.  
The Department of Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C., § 303 (formerly Section 4(f))  
49 U.S.C., §40114, as amended  
49 U.S.C., §47101, et seq.  
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands  
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management  
Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment  
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations  
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 recodified as 49 U.S.C. §40101, et seq.  
The Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, 49 U.S.C. §47108, as amended  
National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. §470(f), as amended  
36 CFR Part 800, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act, 
16 U.S.C. §469(a)  
Archaeological Resource Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. §470(aa)  
Farmland Protection Policy Act, 7 U.S.C. §73, and implementing regulations at 7 CFR §658  
Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7401, et seq., and implementing regulations at 40 CFR. Parts 51 and 93 
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §121, et seq., and implementing regulations at 33 CFR §325 and 33 CFR §336  
33 CFR Parts 320-330, Regulatory Programs of the Corps of Engineers  
Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §661, et seq., as amended  
USDOT Order 5610.C “Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts” 
 
Other referenced resources: 
 Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of American Eagle Airlines, Inc. Operations 

Specifications to Allow Scheduled Passenger Jet Service and Expansion of the Existing Passenger 
Terminal Structure at Watertown International Airport (ART), Jefferson County, New York, July 2011. 

 Final Environmental Assessment for Runway/Taxiway Extension Watertown International Airport, 
Hounsfield, New York, July 2009.  

 Watertown International Airport Runway Length Analysis.  Passero Associates, October 2007. 
 Watertown International Airport Master Plan.  Dufresne-Henry, October 2004. 



                                                                                                                                                                                                     
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Watertown International Airport EA  July 2015 
Passero Associates                                                                                                                                          Page 5-2 

 Watertown International Airport Master Plan Update.  Passero Associated, Final July 2015. 
 Cultural Resource Management Report – Phase IA Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey for 

Proposed Improvements at the Watertown International Airport, Rochester Museum and Science 
Center Regional Heritage Preservation Program, August 29, 2011.  

 Ecological Evaluation of Rare, Threatened & Endangered Species, Watertown International Airport 
Terminal and General Aviation Master Plan Areas, Town of Hounsfield, Jefferson County, New York.  
Environmental Resources, LLC, February 8, 2012. 

 Wetland Assessment, Watertown International Airport Terminal and General Aviation Master Plan 
Areas, Town of Hounsfield, Jefferson County, New York.  Environmental Resources, LLC, February 
13, 2012 

 Wetland Delineation Report, Watertown International Airport Runway 10-28 Approach Lighting Study 
Area, Town of Hounsfield, Jefferson County, New York.  Environmental Resources, LLC, January 30, 
2013 

 Ecological Evaluation of Rare, Threatened & Endangered Species, Watertown International Airport 
Runway 10-28 Approach Lighting Study Area, Town of Hounsfield, Jefferson County, New York.  
Environmental Resources, LLC, February 2013. 

 Phase IB Cultural Resource Investigations for Areas 1-5 at the Watertown International Airport, Town 
of Hounsfield, Jefferson County, New York.  Archaeological Consulting Experts, February 6, 2013.  

 Noise Technical Report Watertown International Airport Runway Extension Environmental 
Assessment, Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc., March 2014 

 
Web Site Information: 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Green Book, 
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/ancl3.html 
EPA NPL Sites in New York, http://www.epa.gov/region02/cleanup/sites/nytoc_sitename.htm 
EPA EnviroMapper, http://www.epa.gov/myenv/myenview2.html?minx=-76.67908&miny=43.73538&maxx=-
75.15472&maxy=44.23930&ve=9,43.98867,-75.91746&pSearch=13601, NY 
NYSDEC Environmental Resource Mapper, http://www.dec.ny.gov/imsmaps/ERM/viewer.htm, Town: 
Hounsfield 
State Historic Preservation Office, https://cris.parks.ny.gov/ 
US Census Bureau, Population, Town of Hounsfield and Jefferson County Census 2000, 2010 
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF, search for Town of 
Hounsfield, New York and Jefferson County, NY  
US Census Bureau, Poverty, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/36/36045.html 
2008 Federal Poverty Guidelines, http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty.shtml 
US Fish and Wildlife Lookup, http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/reports/species-by-current-range-
county?fips=36045National Wetland Inventory, http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html, search 
for Hounsfield, NY 
National Park Service (wild/scenic rivers) http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/nri/states/ny.html 
Websoil Survey, http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx, search for State: New York, 
County: Jefferson 
Jefferson County GIS, http://www.jeffcountymaps.com/ 
Division of Coastal Waters, http://appext20.dos.ny.gov/coastal_map_public/map.aspx 
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CHAPTER SIX  
LIST OF PREPARERS 

 
Table 6-1 lists the preparers of this Environmental Assessment and their responsibilities. 

 
Table 6-1 

List of Preparers 
 
Passero Associates Title EA Responsibility 
Shawn R. Bray Project Manager Quality Review 
Dan Cregan Airport Engineer Technical Review 
Lisa M. Cheung Airport Planner Environmental Documentation 
   
Sub consultants   
Mark Ewing Archeological Consulting Experts Archeology 
Gene Pellett Environmental Resources Wetland/Ecology 
Brad Nichols Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson Noise 
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ACRONYMS 
 

AC Advisory Circular 
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
AFE Above Field Elevation 
AHPA Archeological & Historic Preservation Act 1974 
ALP Airport Layout Plan 
APE Area of Potential Effect 
APU Auxiliary Power Unit 
ARC Airport Reference Code 
ARPA Archeological Resources Protection Act 1979 
ART Watertown International Airport 
ATNS Air Traffic Noise Screening 
BMP Best Management Practices 
CAA Clean Air Act 
CBRA Coastal Barriers Resources Act 
CDP Census Designated Place 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation & Liabilities Act 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CO Carbon Monoxide 
CRJ 200 Canadair Regional Jet 200 
CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act 
dB Decibels 
DNL Day-Night Average Sound Level 
DOT Department of Transportation 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EAS Essential Air Service 
EC 135 Eurocopter 135 
EDMS Emissions & Dispersion Modeling System 
EMB 140/145 Embraer Aircraft 140/145 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FICAN Federal Interagency Committee on Noise 
FICON Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise 
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 
FWS Fish and Wildlife Service 
GIS Global Information Systems 
GSE Ground Support Equipment 
GPM Gallons Per Minute 
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ACRONYMS, Continued  
 
 

GPS Global Positioning System 
HIRL High Intensity Runway Lights 
HMMH Harris, Miller, Miller, Hanson, Inc. 
HUD Housing & Urban Development 
Hz Hertz 
IFR Instrument Flight Rules 
ILS Instrument Landing System 
INM Integrated Noise Model 
JCC Jefferson County Community College 
JD Jurisdictional Determination 
Leq Equivalent Sound Level 
LOC Localizer 
MALSR Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with 

Runway Alignment Lights 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection Repatriation 

Act 
NAVAIDS Navigational Aids 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
NHL National Historic Landmarks 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 
NOx Nitrogen Oxides 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
NPL National Priorities List 
NRHP National Registry of Historic Places 
NYS New York State 
NYSDEC New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
NWI National Wetland Inventory 
O3 Ozone 
OFA Object Free Area 
ORD O’Hare International Airport 
Pb Lead 
PHL Philadelphia International Airport 
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ACRONYMS, Continued  
 

PM Particulate Matter (PM10 & PM2.5) 
RCRA Resource Conservation & Recovery Act 
RNAV Area Navigation 
ROFA Runway Object Free Area 
RPZ Runway Protection Zone 
RSA Runway Safety Area 
RWY Runway 
SD School District 
SEL Sound Exposure Level 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 
SOx Sulfur Oxide 
SPDES State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program 
TA Time Above 
TAF Terminal Area Forecast (prepared by the FAA) 
TFMSC FAA Traffic Flow Management System Counts 
TSA Transportation Security Administration 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USC U.S. Code 
USDOT U.S. Department of Transportation 
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds 
VOR  VHF Omnidirectional Radio Range 
WMA Wildlife Management Area 
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AIRPORT MASTER PLAN EXCERPTS: 
Forecasts and Terminal Area Requirements 
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EXCERPTS FROM WATERTOWN MASTER PLAN: 2012 
(REVISED TO REFLECT CHANGES FROM 2013 TO 2015) 

 
CHAPTER 3 –FORECASTS  

 
3.1 GENERAL 
Aviation forecasts based on historical data are the basis for future development.  These forecasts 
were prepared following the guidelines established in “Forecasting Aviation Activity by Airport” (see 
Appendix for further discussion). The 20 year forecasted planning period is divided into three 
planning periods: short term (0-5 years), intermediate term (5-10 years), and long term (10-20 years).  
The base year for these forecasts is 2012.  Forecasts include: 
 

 Commercial Service Enplanements and Operations 
 General Aviation based aircraft, operations, and fleet mix 

 
3.2 NATIONAL/REGIONAL TRENDS 
According to the FAA Aerospace Forecasts (2009-2025), domestic enplanements are projected to 
grow at 2.7% annually for all size commercial aircraft and destinations.  This anticipated growth is 
based on airlines trying to match supply (seats) with demand (passengers), and by reducing fares and 
capacity, to stimulate activity against the economic downturn.  Enplanements at ART are a result of 
service provided under the Essential Air Service (EAS) program, where the airline is subsidized by 
the Federal government to provide commercial service to the airport.  The subsidy amount is fixed 
under the EAS agreement for the duration of the agreement.  The American Eagle EAS agreement 
was last renewed in November 2013, and set to expire January 2016. 
 
The economic downturn has affected the general aviation market, with propeller driven aircraft on 
the decline and business aviation demand showing signs of modest growth.  The higher fuel prices 
may be contributing to the decline in propeller driven general aviation activity; while the ability to 
have direct access to airports and avoiding delays at major airports may be the driving force behind 
the increase in business jet aviation activity.  There has been an increase in business jet aircraft 
activity at ART, as well enplaning passengers, since the completion of the Runway 10-28 extension in 
2010 and the initiation of jet service in November 2011. 

 
3.3 FORECASTING REFERENCES 
Forecasting was based on the three published FAA forecasts, along with the New York State system 
plan forecasts. 
  
FAA Aerospace Forecasts: A national level near-term forecast updated annually providing a 12-year 
outlook covering passenger enplanements, air carriers and regional commuter flight hours flown, 
cargo revenue and ton miles flown; and general aviation fleet hours flown. 
 
FAA Long Range Aerospace Forecasts: National level forecasts extending the near term projections 
out from 12 years to 25years. 
 
FAA Terminal Area Forecasts (TAF): Detailed annual forecast based on 25 years of historical data 
and 15 years of forecast data covering air carrier and commuter enplanements, and itinerant and local 
operations, including air carrier, air taxi, military and civil. 
 
New York State Aviation System Plan (SASP): State level forecasts examining each airport that 
project based aircraft and operational levels for a 20-year period for both general aviation and 
commercial service. 
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Actual Historic Data: Historical data was also for based aircraft and air carrier operations and 
enplanements.  The based aircraft database had not been updated in the recent past, and the numbers 
of forecasted based aircraft in the TAF were lower than actual based aircraft.   Actual historic data 
for the air carrier were used due to the new air carrier operations increasing enplanements 
significantly since inception in November 2011, and to better reflect the actual usage at the airport. 
 
3.4 FORECASTING METHODOLOGIES 
There are several general methodologies used for forecasting.  These methodologies use historical 
data to trend forward and provide forecasts.  A brief description of each methodology is provided 
below, as obtained from the Forecasting Aviation Activity by Airport, prepared by GRA, Incorporated, 
July 2001.  Appendix A contains additional information relative to forecasting preparation. 
 
 Socioeconomic Regression Analysis - Socioeconomic regression analysis is a statistical 

methodology based upon an assumed relationship (or correlation) between socioeconomic 
variables such as population, income, or employment, and aviation activity.  The resulting set 
of regression equations, coupled with independent projections of future socioeconomic data, 
produces forecasts of airport operations, based aircraft, or other activity.  When adequate 
data are available to use this methodology, regression analysis is a powerful tool for 
forecasting.  A correlation coefficient (R2 value) can be used to gauge the significance of the 
trend.  The R2 values range between 0 and 1.  An R2 value that approaches 1 indicates a 
strong statistical correlation while an R2 of 0 indicates no statistical correlation.  Population 
was used for the Jefferson County as the independent variable in the regression equations 
and enplanements/aircraft as the dependent variable. 

 
 Market Share Analysis - Used when regional forecasts are available.  Historical shares are 

calculated and used as a basis for projecting future market shares.  This methodology 
estimates an airport’s regional market share of aviation activity against regional aviation 
forecasts.   

 
 Judgment – Applicable in cases where inadequate or inconsistent data is available for a 

statistical forecast.  In other cases, the region served by an airport has significantly changed, 
making historical trend analysis irrelevant.  For these situations, professional judgment based 
on similar airport experience is used. 

 
The forecasting methodology chosen was judgment for air carrier enplanements and operations, as 
this better reflected the recent changes at the airport with American Eagle providing jet service to a 
hub airport.  Forecasting of general aviation activity utilized the market share analysis, as this airport 
is a non-towered facility and there are no actual counts of general aviation activity. 
 
3.4.1 HISTORICAL AVIATION ACTIVITY 
Commercial service has been provided at the airport since 1986.  Annual enplanements have ranged 
from a low of 1,466 to a high of 13,528, with the annual enplanements prior to American Eagle 
starting averaging about 2,000 annual enplanements, under Cape Air.  American Eagle commenced 
flying in November 2011, and from then until 2015 has averaged about 1,600 enplanements per 
month. 
 
Table 3-1 summarizes historical annual aircraft operations from 1990 thru 2013 from the FAA TAF 
for Watertown International Airport.  
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TABLE 3-1 
WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

HISTORIC FAA TAF AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS 
1990-2013 

 

Year 
Carrier/Type of 

Aircraft Enplanements 

Air Taxi and 
Commuter 
Operations 

Military 
Operations 

Local General 
Aviation 

Operations 

Itinerant General 
Aviation 

Operations 

Total 
Operations 

(not including 
enplanements) 

1990 
Air Lift International, 

ANA, Brockway, 
Mohawk 

13,528 4,750 12,000 23,000 9,000 48,750 

1991 
Chautauqua/ 

2,684 8,500 16,000 23,000 7,500 55,000 

1992 
 

8,740 4,100 16,000 20,000 6,000 46,100 

1993 
Chautauqua , Westates 

Airline/ 9,248 4,100 16,000 20,000 6,000 46,100 

1994 
Chautauqua, MESA 

5,119 2,712 10,200 30,750 4,000 47,662 

1995 
MESA 

4,589 2,686 7,800 21,800 2,780 35,066 

1996 
MESA 

2,630 2,686 7,800 21,800 2,780 35,066 

1997 
MESA 

2,578 1,700 12,000 23,600 7,200 44,500 

1998 
MESA, North 

American 2,959 1,700 12,000 23,600 7,200 44,500 

1999 
Air Midwest, MESA 

4,502 1,660 14,350 25,310 8,600 49,920 

2000 
Air Midwest/ 
Beech 1900 2,784 1,660 14,350 25,310 8,600 49,920 

2001 
Air Midwest/ 
Beech 1900 2,574 1,660 14,350 25,310 8,600 49,920 

2002 
Air Midwest/ 
Beech 1900 2,220 1,740 14,350 25,310 8,600 51,000 

2003 
Air Midwest/ 
Beech 1900 2,485 1,660 14,350 25,310 8,600 49,920 

2004 
Air Midwest/ 
Beech 1900 2,208 1,660 14,350 25,310 8,600 49,920 

2005 
Air Midwest/ 
Beech 1900 4,588 2,740 14,350 25,310 8,600 51,000 

2006 
Air Midwest/ 
Beech 1900 3,960 2,740 14,350 25,310 8,600 51,000 

2007 
Air Midwest & Big Sky 

Airways/ 
Beech 1900 

6,830 3,756 14,350 25,310 8,600 52,016 

2008 

Big Sky Airways/ 
Beech 1900 & Cape 

Air/ 
Cessna 402 

1,466 3,756 14,350 25,310 8,600 52,016 

2009 
Cape Air/ 
Cessna 402 2,020 2,190 14,350 25,310 8,600 50,450 

2010 
Cape Air/ 
Cessna 402 2,223 2,106 14,350 25,310 8,600 50,366 

2011 
Cape Air/ 

Cessna 402 (until 
Nov), AA/EMB 140 

2,664 2,203 14,350 25,310 8,600 50,463 

2012 
American Eagle/EMB 

140 14,855 1,688 14,350 25,310 8,600 49,948 

2013 
American Eagle/EMB 

140/145 18,366 1,688 14,350 25,310 8,600 49,948 

Source: Carrier/Type of Aircraft from airport management; enplanements and operations from FAA Terminal Area Forecast 
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An enplanement is defined as the boarding of a ticket holding passenger on an aircraft at an airport.  
The historic enplanement peaks occurred in 1990, when more than one airline operated at the 
airport. Only one airline has served the airport since then.  In 2008 enplanement numbers dropped 
significantly due to reduced number of seats available because of change in aircraft from a Beech 
1900 (19-seat aircraft) to a Cessna 402 (9-seat aircraft).  In 2012 enplanements increased significantly, 
with the introduction of a larger regional jet with 44 seats, and have been increasing since.  
 
3.5 ENPLANEMENTS AND OPERATIONS 
The enplanement forecast analysis was performed by reviewing historical enplanement activity, with 
years 2000-2011 referencing FAA TAF, and years 2012 and 2013 supplied by airport management, to 
more accurately reflect the number of enplanements. 
  

Year Airline Aircraft Type 
Total Annual 

Enplanements 

2000-2007 Air Midwest Beech 1900 (19 seats) 27,6491 

2007-2008 Big Sky Airways Beech 1900 (19 seats) 1,4661 

2008- Nov 2011 Cape Air Cessna 402 (9 seats) 6,9071 

2012 American Eagle Embraer 140 (44 seats) 17,0501 

2013 American Eagle Embraer 140 (44 seats) 18,9201 

Source: 1 FAA TAF referenced for years 2000-2011.  Years 2012 and 2013 from airport management 
 
From November 2011 through February 2014 American Eagle provided direct non-stop service 
between Watertown International Airport and Chicago-O’Hare International Airport with 12 total 
flights per week, or 24 operations.  In February 2014 American requested a route change and started 
flying between Watertown International Airport and Philadelphia International Airport, 14 total 
fights per week, or 28 operations, flying a Canadair CRJ200LR (50 passenger seats) from May-
October and then switching to a Dash 8-100 the remainder of the year. 
 
3.5.1 ENPLANEMENT FORECASTS 
Enplanement forecast, using the methodologies described earlier, follow: 
  
Socioeconomic Regression Analysis 
Enplanements were analyzed against population for Jefferson County as the independent variable, 
and enplanements as the dependent variable.  This analysis produced low correlations and was 
dismissed from consideration in forecasting enplanements. 
 
Market Share Analysis 
Historical ART enplanements were compared as a portion of the total eastern region enplanements 
(NY, NJ, PA, VA, WV, MD and DE).  The trend in market share is examined, and future market 
share is estimated.  Years 2010-2013 are based on actual enplanements from airport management, 
while historic data is based on the FAA TAF. Table 3-2 summarizes this data.   
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TABLE 3-2 
WATERTOWN  AIRPORT 

HISTORIC MARKET SHARE: ENPLANEMENTS 
 

 
 

Year 

 
 

Carrier 

 
 

Enplanements 

Eastern 
Region  

Enplanements 

 
Market Share  

Percent 

2000 Air Midwest 2,784 108,556,502 0.0026% 

2001 Air Midwest 2,574 108,206,293 0.0024% 

2002 Air Midwest 2,220 95,432,923 0.0023% 

2003 Air Midwest 2,485 97,793,660 0.0025% 

2004 Air Midwest 2,208 107,922,497 0.0021% 

2005 Air Midwest 4,588 117,581,949 0.0039% 

2006 Air Midwest 3,960 117,159,927 0.0034% 

2007 
Air 

Midwest/Big 
Sky 

6,830 122,470,390 0.0056% 

2008 
Big Sky/Cape 

Air 
1,466 120,978,643 0.0012% 

2009 Cape Air 2,020 114,796,283 0.0018% 

2010 Cape Air 2,223 114,482,682 0.0020% 

2011 
Cape Air/ 
American 

Eagle 
5,501 118,521,829 0.0046% 

2012 
American 

Eagle 
17,050 122,391,852 0.0139% 

2013 
American 

Eagle 
18,920 126,181,090 0.0150% 

Source:  FAA TAF Enplanements: year 2000-2009; Airport Management 
Enplanement Records: years 2010-2013; FAA TAF: Regional Enplanements for AEA 

 
A market share analysis is not reliable as the commercial carrier serving Watertown International 
Airport has not been operating long enough to provide a reliable history to compare against regional 
enplanement data.  
 
Judgment Analysis 
Because of the significant increase in enplanements after American Eagle commenced operations, 
judgment analysis is used to forecast enplanements.  The enplanements are based on actual 
enplanements, American Eagle aircraft type and seats available, number of flights, and then coupled 
with the actual load factors, as obtained from the FAA Aerospace Forecasts 2011-2031.   
 
In February 2014, when American Eagle changed its route from Chicago’s O’Hare Airport to 
Philadelphia it not only increased its frequency to 14 flights per week, but it also changed its fleet 
from the Embraer 140/145 (44-50 seats) to the Canadair CRJ200LR (50 seat jet).  In late 2014 
American switched the aircraft from a Canadair CRJ200, flying from May to end of September, and 
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switching the aircraft to a Dash 8-100, from October to beginning of May, due to runway length 
limitations during winter conditions for the CRJ200.   
 
The following enplanement scenarios were developed, using the most recent years of actual 
enplanements from airport management, to consider a constant growth, but changing the aircraft 
fleet following industry trends, as smaller jets are retired from the fleet for larger regional jets, but not 
changing the frequency; to an increasing growth which examines fleet change and frequency change.  
These two enplanement scenarios were developed based on passenger seats available and load factor, 
as shown in Tables 3-3 and 3-4.   

 
 Constant Growth: In this scenario, ART enplanements using CRJ200 family of aircraft at 
50 seats, operating May-October, and then switching to a Dash-8 with 37 passenger seats, for the 
remainder of the year, averaging 44 seats per flight, operating 14 flights per week is anticipated to 
continue in service until 2017, when it is anticipated the CRJ200 will operate year round, with 50 
passenger seats.  This is a conservative growth, as future aircraft are unknown at this time, thus 
the 50 passenger seat aircraft is held constant through the planning period. Under this scenario 
no additional destinations or flights are anticipated to be added. 
 Increasing Share: This scenario assumes the change of CRJ200/Dash-8 Regional Jet to a 
larger regional jet aircraft of 78-90 passenger seats, using an average of 84 seats (average of the 
seats for the CRJ700/900, EMB170 and EMB175 as these aircraft are in the American Eagle 
fleet).  This share also considers adding an additional destination or flight, at five additional 
flights per week, for a total of 19 flights per week. 

 
TABLE 3-3 

WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
CONSTANT GROWTH ENPLANEMENTS FORECASTS 

 
 

Year 

 
 

Load Factor 

 
Passenger 

Seats Available 

 
Passenger 

Enplanements 

2012 62.1%1 27,4562 17,050 

2017 62.1%1 36,4002 22,604 

2022 62.1%1 36,4002 22,604 

2027 62.1%1 36,4002 22,604 

2032 62.1%1 36,4002 22,604 

 Source:  1 Actual Load Factor based on available seats and actual enplaned passengers 
2  Seats available: 2012 assumes 44 seats, 12 departures per week, 2017-2032 assumes 50 
seats, 14 departures per week. 
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TABLE 3-4 
WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

INCREASING SHARE ENPLANEMENTS FORECASTS 
 
 

Year 

 
 

Load Factor 

 
Passenger Seats 

Available 

 
Passenger 

Enplanements 

2012 62.1%1 27,4562 17,050 

2017 62.1%1 49,4002 30,677 

2022 62.1%1 77,0642 47,857 

2027 62.1%1 82,9922 51,538 

2032 62.1%1 88,9202 55,219 

Source:  1 Actual Load Factor based on available seats and actual enplaned passengers. 
2 Seats available: 2017 assumes regional jet with 50 seats for 19 departures per week; 2022 
assumes regional jet with 78 seats for 19 departures per week; 2027 assumes regional jet with 
average 84 seats 19 departures per week; 2032 assumes regional jet with 90 seats per flight 
with 19 departures per week.  Note: the EMB 190 aircraft was removed from the forecasting 
methodology 
 

3.5.2 COMMUTER OPERATIONS 
A commuter operation is defined as a take-off or landing.  In this section, forecasts for commuter 
and air taxi operations are combined.   

 
There is only one air carrier serving the airport presently.  In 2012 scheduled service consisted of 24 
operations per week (12 take-off and 12 landings).  In 2014 that service increased to 28 operations 
per week (14 take-off and 14 landings).  Following the scenarios presented above with the the 
constant scenario maintains the 28 operations per week; while the growth scenario adds 10 additional 
operations per week, for a total of 38 operations per week (19 take-off and 19 landings). FAA 
Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) estimates 1,688 total annual operations for commuter and air taxi 
throughout the planning period. The results are in Table 3-5.  The preferred operations consist of 
maintaining the constant operations throughout the planning period. 
 

TABLE 3-5 
WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

COMMUTER AND AIR TAXI OPERATIONAL FORECASTS 
 

Year 
Constant Growth 

Operations 
Increasing Share 

Operations 
TAF  

Operations 

2012 1,248 1 1,248 2 1,688 

2017 1,456 1 1,976 2 1,688 

2022 1,4561 1,976 2 1,688 

2027 1,456 1 1,976 2 1,688 

2032 1,456 1 1,976 2 1,688 

Source:  1 Assumes: 2012: 24 flights per week x 52 weeks (12 arrivals and 12 departures), 2017-2032: 28 flights per week x 52 
weeks (14 arrivals and 14 departures) 

 2 Assumes: 2012 24 flights per week x 52 weeks; 2017-2032 38 flights per week x 52 (19 arrivals and 19 departures) 
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3.6 GENERAL AVIATION  
General Aviation (GA) encompasses operations outside of scheduled passenger service.  These 
aircraft are used for personal and businesses purposes including charter aircraft, single-engine, multi-
engine turboprop/turbojet aircraft, and helicopters. 
 
The information and methodologies outlined in Section 3.3 and 3.4 were used in this section as well.  
In addition, FAA’s Operations Per Based Aircraft (OPBA), presented in AC 150/5300-13, Airport 
Design, Appendix 5 was also utilized.  The OPBA methodology defines a ratio between based 
aircraft and operations and applies the ratio to a forecast of based aircraft.   
 
Commonly used forecast terminology includes: 
 
 Based aircraft is an aircraft that is permanently stored at an airport and conducts all 

operations from that airport. 
 Itinerant aircraft or visiting aircraft is an aircraft that is permanently stored at another 

airport and conducts some operations at ART. 
 Operation is a takeoff or landing of an aircraft. 

 
The GA activity forecasts presented in this section include the following categories: 
 

 Based Aircraft  
 Based Aircraft Fleet Mix  
 Annual Aircraft Operations 
 Local/Itinerant Operations 
 Peak Period Operations 
 Annual Instrument Approaches 

 
3.6.1 BASED AIRCRAFT 
There are no general aviation airports in Jefferson County within a 30 minute drive from ART.  The 
two competing public use general aviation airports are Oswego County Airport (Oswego County) 
and Potsdam Airport (St. Lawrence County). 
 
According to FAA records, there are 65 registered general aviation aircraft in Jefferson County, 115 
in Oswego County and 64 in St. Lawrence County.  The FAA TAF for Watertown International 
Airport shows the number of based aircraft has declined from a high of 47 to 27 since 2005. 
 
Socioeconomic Regression Analysis 
Similar to the enplanement forecasts, this methodology yielded no useful correlation. 
 
Market Share Analysis 
Table 3-6 shows the historic market share of based aircraft at ART relative to the national active 
general aviation aircraft fleet and total based aircraft in the Eastern Region.   
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TABLE 3-6 

WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
HISTORIC GENERAL AVIATION MARKET ACTIVE FLEET 

 

Year 
Based 

Aircraft National Market Share 
Eastern 
Region Market Share 

2000 43 217,533 0.019 % 17,949 0.24% 

2005 47 224,350 0.020 % 18,735 0.25% 

2006 44 221,939 0.020 % 18,825 0.23% 

2007 26 231,606 0.011 % 19,048 0.14% 

2008 30 228,668 0.013 % 17,095 0.18% 

2009 30 223,920 0.013 % 16,749 0.18% 

2010 38 224,172 0.017 % 16,862 0.23% 

Source: National: Table 27 FAA Aerospace Forecasts: 2011-2031; Based Aircraft/Eastern Region: 
FAA TAF: 2000, 2005-2019; 2010 Airport Management 
 
Table 3-7 forecasts the general aviation fleet for ART based on the average of the market shares for 
national and eastern region.  
 

TABLE 3-7 
WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

POTENTIAL GENERAL AVIATION MARKET SHARE ACTIVE FLEET 
 

Year 
National 
Forecast 

Per National 
Percentage 

0.016% 
Eastern 
Region 

Per Eastern 
Region 

Percentage 
0.21% 

Recommended 
Forecast 

2017 232,205 37 17,716 37 37 

2022 242,425 39 18,393 39 39 

2027 256,610 41 19,065 40 41 

2032 270,920 43 N/A - 43 

Source: National Forecast from FAA Aerospace Forecasts, 2011-2031; Eastern Region from TAF for 
AEA  through 2030. Consultant 
 
3.6.2 GENERAL AVIATION FLEET MIX 
Fleet mix describes the based aircraft characteristics. Typical fleet categories include single-engine, 
multi-engine piston, multi-engine turboprop/turbine aircraft, and rotorcraft.  Presently single engine 
aircraft account for 71.1% of the based fleet, 26.3% multi-engine aircraft, and rotorcraft accounting 
for 2.6%.  The trend in the general aviation arena is toward increased turboprop/turbine powered 
aircraft, mostly to be used for business/charter purposes.  The FAA Aerospace Forecasts an annual 
increase of 3.0 percent per year for turbine powered aircraft/rotorcraft.  Applying the FAA 
Aerospace forecasts trends yield the projected fleet mix shown in Table 3-8. 

  



3-10 | P a g e  
 

 
TABLE 3-8 

WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
FORECAST GENERAL AVIATION BASED AIRCRAFT FLEET MIX  

 

Year 2017 2022 2027 2032 

Single-engine 25 27 27 28 

Multi-engine 9 9 9 9 

Jet 1 1 2 2 

Rotorcraft 2 2 3 4 

Total 37 39 41 43 

Source: Consultant 
 
3.6.3 GENERAL AVIATION OPERATIONS 
General Aviation aircraft operations can be conducted locally, meaning they start at the airport and 
operate in the area of the airport environment, or itinerant.  Following is the FAA TAF summary of 
historic general aviation operations, for ART, excluding Air Taxi and Commuter itinerant 
operations. 
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TABLE 3-9 

WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
HISTORIC GENERAL AVIATION OPERATIONS  

 
 

Year 
Operations Operational Split 

Itinerant Local Total Itinerant % Local % 

1990 21,000 23,000 44,000 48 52 

1991 23,500 23,000 46,500 51 49 

1992 22,000 20,000 42,000 52 48 

1993 22,000 20,000 42,000 52 48 

1994 14,200 30,750 44,950 32 68 

1995 10,580 21,800 32,380 33 67 

1996 10,580 21,800 32,380 33 67 

1997 19,200 23,600 42,800 45 55 

1998 19,200 23,600 42,800 45 55 

1999 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2000 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2001 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2002 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2003 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2004 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2005 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2006 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2007 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2008 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2009 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2010 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2011 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2012 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

2013 22,950 25,310 48,260 48 52 

Source: FAA TAF for all operations excluding air carrier and commuter. 

 
Alternative General Aviation operations forecasts were developed using national growth rates and 
applying the Operations Per Based Aircraft (OPBA) methodology.  Historically the TAF OPBA, for 
local operations, at ART has ranged from 489 to 974.  A 24 year average results in 650 OPBA.  The 
forecasts assume an average of 650 OPBA, with an operational split of 46% itinerant and 54% local. 
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TABLE 3-10 

WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
POTENTIAL GENERAL AVIATION OPERATIONS  

 

Year 2012 2017 2022 2027 2032 

Based Aircraft 35* 37 39 41 43 

Local 
Operations 

(54%) 
22,750 24,050 25,350 26,650 27,950 

Itinerant 
Operations 

(46%) 
19,380 20,487 21,594 22,702 23,809 

Total 
Operations 

42,130 44,537 46,944 49,352 51,759 

Source: Consultant 
Notes:  *2012 based aircraft is actual counts 
Based aircraft obtained from Table 3-8 above, based on 3% growth for turbine aircraft/rotorcraft. 
Operations growth rate from 2017-2032 for operations approximately 1.1% annually. 
Local operations are based on 650 OPBA * Based Aircraft; Total Operations are local operations 
divided by 54%; itinerant operations are 46% of total operations. 
 
3.6.4 PEAK PERIOD OPERATIONS 
Peak period operations are used for airport capacity calculations and future facility planning. Peak 
period operations are calculated for both the peak month and average day within the peak month.  
Summer months for this airport are the most active period at ART.  Peak month operations are 
generated by increasing annual operations by 10% and dividing by 12.  Peak daily operations are 
calculated by dividing peak month operations by 31 days.  Table 3-10 shows the peak period 
operations. 

 
TABLE 3-11 

WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
FORECAST GENERAL AVIATION PEAK PERIOD OPERATIONS  

 
Year Annual Operations Peak Month Peak Day 

2012 42,130 3,862 125 

2017 44,537 4,083 132 

2022 46,944 4,303 139 

2027 49,352 4,524 146 

2032 51,759 4,745 153 

Source: Consultant  
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3.6.5 ANNUAL INSTRUMENT APPROACHES 
An instrument approach is “a series of predetermined maneuvers for the orderly transfer of an aircraft under 
instrument flight conditions from the beginning of the initial approach to a landing or to a point from which a landing 
may be made visually.”  Instrument approaches only count when conducted under instrument 
meteorological conditions (IMC), of visibility less than three miles and ceiling height less than 1,000 
feet.  Additionally the aircraft must land prior to canceling their instrument flight plan. 
 
COMMUTER  
These aircraft almost exclusively operate under a filed instrument flight plan.  For planning purposes 
the number of instrument approaches is ½ total operations from Table 3-5, under increasing share. 
 
GENERAL AVIATION 
Since Watertown International Airport does not have a control tower, actual counts for instrument 
approaches are unknown.  Forecasts of general aviation instrument approaches are estimated on the 
percentage of time there are instrument weather conditions multiplied by annual GA operations, and 
then divided by 2.  Based on National Climatic Data Center data approximately 7.5% of the weather 
is instrument conditions.   
 

TABLE 3-12 
WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

POTENTIAL GENERAL AVIATION INSTRUMENT APPROACHES  
 

 
 

YEAR 

 
ANNUAL GA 

OPERATIONS 

POTENTIAL GA 

INSTRUMENT 

APPROACHES 

 
COMMUTER 

APPROACHES 

 
TOTAL  

APPROACHES 

2012 42,130 1,580 624 2,204 

2017 44,537 1,671 988 2,659 

2022 46,944 1,760 988 2,748 

2027 49,352 1,851 988 2,839 

2032 51,759 1,941 988 2,929 

Source: Consultant. 
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3.7 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED FORECASTS 

Table 3-13 summarized the forecasts evaluated on this project.  The forecasts submitted for review 

and approval are the constant growth, as summarized on Tables 3-14 and 3-15.  

 
TABLE 3-13 

WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
SUMMARY OF FORECASTS EVALUATED ON THIS PROJECT 

 
 
FORECAST 

BASE YEAR 
2012  

 
2017 

 
2022 

 
2027 

 
2032 

PASSENGER 
ENPLANEMENTS 17,050 CONSTANT: 22,604 

INCREASING: 30,677 
CONSTANT: 22,604 

INCREASING: 47,857 
CONSTANT: 22,604 

INCREASING: 51,538 
CONSTANT: 22,604 

INCREASING: 55,219 
COMMERCIAL SERVICE 
OPERATIONS 1,248 

CONSTANT: 1,456 
INCREASING: 1,976 

CONSTANT: 1,456 
INCREASING: 1,976 

CONSTANT: 1,456 
INCREASING: 1,976 

CONSTANT: 1,456 
INCREASING: 1,976 

GA OPERATIONS 42,130 44,537 46,944 49,352 51,759 

- ITINERANT 19,380 20,487 21,594 22,702 23,809 

- LOCAL 22,750 24,050 25,350 26,650 27,950 

- PEAK MONTH 3,862 4,083 4,303 4,524 4,745 

- PEAK DAY 125 132 139 146 153 

BASED AIRCRAFT 35 37 39 41 43 

- SINGLE ENGINE 25 25 27 27 28 

- MULTI 

ENGINE/JET 
10 10 10 11 11 

- ROTORCRAFT 2 2 2 3 4 

INSTRUMENT 
APPROACHES 2,204 2,659 2,748 2,839 2,929 

- GA 1,580 1,671 1,760 1,851 1,941 

- COMMUTER 624 988 988 988 988 

 
Comparison to FAA Terminal Area Forecasts 
 
If an airport is included in the FAA Terminal Area Forecasts, any new aviation activity forecasts needs to be 
reviewed and approved by the agency before they can be applied to further analysis.  During this review the 
FAA looks to see if the based aircraft and annual operations forecast differ from the TAF by less than ten 
percent in the first five year period and 15 percent in the first 10-year period.  However, the FAA 
Memorandum dated December 23, 2004 state, “where the 5 and 10-year forecast does not exceed 100,000 total annual 
operations or 100 based aircraft, then it does not need headquarters review, and should be provided for use in the annual update 
to the TAF.”  Being the preferred forecast of annual operations does not exceed 100,000 total annual 
operations in the first 10 years of the forecast period, it should be validated by the FAA’s airports district 
office in the New York region, approved for use in this planning study, and included in the next update to the 
FAA’s TAF.  To express the relationship between the FAA forecast for ART and that developed in this 
report, the following table compares each for passenger enplanements, commercial and total operations. 
  
Watertown International Airport does not have a control tower so operations are estimates.  Existing and 
constant growth commercial service operations are based on actual airline schedules.  Prior to 2011 
Watertown International Airport was served by a commercial service airline using 9-seat aircraft.  In 2011 the 
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airline changed to a 44 seat jet, and then subsequently updated to a 50 seat jet, with winter service provided 
by a 37 seat aircraft.  There has been a significant increase in enplanements since American Eagle started 
operating at Watertown International Airport.  Since the service is still in its infancy, forecasting 
enplanements examined a constant growth scenario, which is very conservative but assumes the 50 seat jet 
will continue to operate with its existing schedule of 14 flights per week; and an increasing scenario.  The 
increasing scenario was prepared to examine the potential enplanements that could occur if fleet changes 
occurred, and frequency increased.  This forecast resulted in a robust increase in enplanements.  Because of 
the near term certainty, the forecasts brought forward for review and approval consider the constant growth 
for enplanements and operations.  

 
TABLE 3-14 

WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
FAA TAF FORECAST VERSUS CONSTANT GROWTH FORECAST 

 
 

Year Forecasts TAF 
Forecast/TAF 
(% Difference) 

Passenger Enplanements     
 Base Year 2012 17,050 14,855 14.78% 
 Base Year + 5 years 2017 22,604 23,091 -2.11% 
 Base Year + 10 years 2022 22,604 23,091 -2.11% 
 Base Year + 15 Years 2027 22,604 23,091 -2.11% 
     
Commercial Operations     
 Base Year 2012 1,248 1,688 -26.07% 
 Base Year + 5 years 2017 1,456 1,688 -13.74% 
 Base Year + 10 years 2022 1,456 1,688 -13.74% 
 Base Year + 15 Years 2027 1,456 1,688 -13.74% 
     
Total Operations (inclusive 
of Commercial) 

    

 Base Year 2012 43,378 49,948 -13.15% 
 Base Year + 5 years 2017 45,993 49,948 -7.92% 
 Base Year + 10 years 2022 48,920 49,948 -2.06% 
 Base Year + 15 Years 2027 51,328 49,948 2.76% 
TAF: January 2015 
 
 
 
 
 



3-16 | P a g e  
 

TABLE 3-14 
WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

AIRPORT PLANNING FORECAST BREAKDOWN 
 

      Average Annual Compound Growth Rate 

 
Base Yr 
Level 

Base Yr  
+1 yr 

Base Yr  
+ 5yrs 

Based Yr 
+10 yrs 

Base Yr + 
15yrs 

 Base Yr  
+1 yr 

Base Yr  
+ 5yrs 

Based Yr  
+10 yrs 

Base Yr  
+ 15yrs 

 Passenger Enplanements 2012 2013 2017 2022 2027  2013 2017 2022 2027 
 Air Carrier 0 0 0 0 0  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
 Commuter 17,050 18,920 22,604 22,604 22,604  10.97% 6.51% 3.26% 2.17% 
  TOTAL 17,050 18,920 22,604 22,604 22,604  10.97% 6.51% 3.26% 2.17% 
           
Operations           
  Itinerant           
   Air Carrier 0 0 0 0 0  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
   Commuter 1,248 1,456 1,456 1,976 1,976  16.67% 3.33% 5.83% 3.89% 
Total Commercial Operations 1,248 1,456 1,456 1,976 1,976  16.67% 3.33% 5.83% 3.89% 
 General Aviation/Military 19,380 19,679 20,487 21,594 22,702  1.54% 1.14% 1.14% 1.14% 
  Local           
   General Aviation/Military 22,750 23,101 24,050 25,350 26,650  1.54% 1.14% 1.14% 1.14% 
TOTAL OPERATIONS           
Instrument Operations 2,339 2,363 2,659 2,748 2,839  1.03% 2.74% 1.75% 1.43% 
Peak Hour Operations 13 13 14 15 15  0.00% 1.54% 1.54% 1.03% 
Cargo 0 0 0 0 0  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
           
Based Aircraft           
  Single Engine (Nonjet) 24 25 25 27 27  4.17% 0.83% 1.25% 0.83% 
  Multi Engine (Nonjet) 8 8 9 9 9  0.00% 2.50% 1.25% 0.83% 
  Jet Engine 1 1 1 1 2  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.67% 
  Helicopter 2 2 2 2 3  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.33% 
  Other 0 0 0 0 0  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
   TOTAL 35 36 37 39 41   2.86% 1.14% 1.14% 1.14% 

 
 Base Yr 

Level 
Base Yr  

+1 yr 
Base Yr  
+ 5yrs 

Based Yr 
+10 yrs 

Base Yr + 
15yrs 

Average aircraft size (seat)      
 Air Carrier 0 0 0 0 0 
 Commuter 44 50 50 50 50 
Average enplaning load factor      
 Air Carrier 0 0 0 0 0 
 Commuter 62.10% 62.10% 62.10% 62.10% 62.10% 
GA OPBA 650 650 650 650 650 
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Guidance recommends the car rental company have a lot to accommodate a minimum of 10 
vehicles.  The rental company was consulted and determined the actual need to be closer to 20.  
Employee and car rental lots should be separate lots from the public parking lot.   
 
Terminal curbs are usually the length of the building or appropriately sized to accommodate peak 
demands.  The sidewalk should be adequate to accommodate the swinging of a car door plus a 
minimum of eight feet.  A canopy extending over the curb, with minimum clearance for service 
vehicles, and code requirements is desirable for weather protection.  This terminal curb will affect the 
circulation road and should be expanded to at least two lanes, one for parking while unloading and 
loading passengers and the other for thru traffic.   
 

TABLE 4-7 
WATERTOWN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

PROPOSED TERMINAL BUILDING AND PARKING REQUIREMENTS  

Facility Area Existing Space Proposed Space 

Lobby and Waiting Area 1,900 SF 1,900 SF 

Ticket Counter 
84 SF 

(14 LF with 6 foot clearance behind 
counter) 

300 SF * 
 (20-30 LF with 8 foot clearance 

behind counter 

Ticket Counter Queuing 
Space 

140 SF 
(10 feet in front of ticket counter) 

500 SF 
(20 feet in front of ticket counter) 

Circulation Space  
(outside of the ticket counter 

queuing space) 

500 SF  
(8% gross terminal space) 

2,800 SF* 
(20% gross terminal space 

recommended) 

Departure Areas and 
Lounges 

550 SF  
3,200 SF* 

(20 SF per passenger) 

Airline Space/Offices 
400 SF 

(200 SF upstairs and 200 SF 
downstairs) 

2,000-3,000 SF 
(200 SF upstairs) 

Baggage Claim 
(not including baggage make-up) 

16 linear feet of public display 
600 SF 

(600-800 SF (circulating) or 
20-30 linear feet of public display) 

Concessions  
200 SF 

vending machines 
800-1,000 SF 

(smaller if vending machines only) 

Car Rental Counter 
48 SF 

(6 feet deep by 8 feet wide 
1 car rental company) 

960 SF 
(8 feet deep by 6 feet wide 

with 10 foot queue/car rental co.) 

Security Equipment 
(not including office space) 

800 SF 
2,000 SF  

(must meet TSA guidelines) 

Security Queuing 160 SF 
1,440 SF* 

(9 SF per passenger) 

Bathrooms 
2 unsecured side 

1 usable secured side 

2 unsecured side 
Min. 4 secured side 

(Must meet NYS Code) 

Total Terminal Bldg  
(including upstairs office 
space/baggage make-up) 

6,300 SF Allow 20,000 SF 

Passenger Auto Parking 130 spaces 
250 spaces 

(15-25% short-term) 

Employee Auto Parking 15 spaces 
20-40 spaces 

(10-20% of public parking) 

Car Rental Auto Parking 10 spaces 10-20 spaces 

Source: AC 150/5360-9, Chapter 6     *Proposed space est. 160 passengers 
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Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, Runway Length Requirements for Airport, was referenced for the runway 
length analysis.  This Advisory Circular states that either the Airport Planning Manual or air carrier 
specific data can be used to determine runway length, and that “Both takeoff and landing lengths 
requirements must be determined with applicable length-adjustments in order to determine the recommended runway 
length.  The longest of the takeoff and landing length requirements for the critical design airplanes under evaluation 
becomes the recommended runway length.”  As the Airport Planning Manual did not contain the 
appropriate temperature charts for the airport, a runway length analysis for the Canadair Regional Jet 
(CRJ200LR) was performed based on carrier specific data from Air Wisconsin.  The CRJ200 flies 
the short-haul route, of 288 miles1, from Watertown International Airport (ART) to Philadelphia 
(PHL). 
  
Airline Operator Analysis 
 
Air Wisconsin, operates the CRJ200 at ART, and provided airline specific data for winter operating 
conditions.  Air Wisconsin confirmed they operate the CRJ200LR (hereinafter referred to as 
CRJ200) in the months from May through end of September.  The dispatch office uses poor braking 
action, defined as accumulation of snow greater than 1/8th of an inch, to calculate winter operational 
characteristics which significantly impact operating weighs of the CRJ200.  Due to the diminished 
performance during poor braking action conditions, the CRJ200 demonstrates diminished 
capabilities with the existing 6,000 foot runway.   
 
Air Wisconsin calculates the maximum allowable take-off weight for departure and maximum 
landing weight for arrival based on the conditions at flight time.  The given inputs are fuel load, 
operating empty weight, current meteorological conditions and airport/runway characteristics.  
Airport runway characteristics are elevation, runway length, obstacle clearance requirements and 
runway surface condition.  The resultant calculation provides the allowable take-off and landing 
weights.  The variable, controlled at departure, is the number of passengers that can be 
accommodated on that specific flight.  The number of passengers and checked bags is the simplest 
way to maintain safe operational aircraft weight.  When conditions are such that either the maximum 
take-off weight or the maximum landing weight are exceeded, penalties are incurred and passengers 
and their bags are removed from the flight.  
 
Multiple scenarios were developed by varying temperatures and airport runway surface conditions.  
Air Wisconsin’s flight dispatch office conducted an analysis using their Aerodata operating software, 
based on the existing 6,000 foot runway length, with both summer and winter temperature 
conditions, and wet and dry pavement to determine the aircraft limitations.  These calculations also 
included the fuel requirements by the airline, obstacle clearance requirements and accelerate/stop 
distance requirements.   
 
The CRJ200 aircraft maximum gross take-off weight is 53,000 pounds, with a full 50 seat passenger 
load and fuel.  Maximum landing weight is 47,000 pounds.  The maximum takeoff weight would be 
restricted by maximum landing weight plus fuel burn to a destination.  Air Wisconsin provided data 
to fly the short-haul route to PHL the maximum takeoff weight for the CRJ200 is 49,500 pounds 
(47,000 pound landing weight + 2,500 pounds fuel).  Table 1-3 provides data obtained from Air 
Wisconsin under varying temperature and runway conditions.  The 6,000 foot runway length is 
                                                 
1 Expedia.com 
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adequate for the aircraft to operate with a full load of 50 passengers during various temperature 
conditions on wet and dry pavements, but not during winter operations with poor braking action.  
With the existing 6,000 foot runway length, and poor braking action during winter conditions 
allowable passenger numbers are significantly reduced by 40 percent.  The aircraft operating weight 
limitations are directly related to accelerate/stop distance, obstacle clearance requirements, and 
runway condition. 
 

Table 1-3 
CRJ200LR Maximum Operating Weight (lbs) when Runway Length = 6000’ 

Watertown International Airport 
Takeoff with Dry Pavement 

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Rwy 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Rwy 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 

27oC 48,520 48,830 None: can carry 50 passengers 
0oC 51,080 51,360 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-5oC 51,370 51,620 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-10oC 51,670 51,900 None: can carry 50 passengers 

 
Landing with Dry Pavement  

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Rwy 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Rwy 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 

27oC 55,100 55,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
0oC 55,100 55,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-5oC 55,100 55,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-10oC 55,100 55,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 

 
Takeoff with Wet Pavement  

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Rwy 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Rwy 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 

27oC 48,520 48,830 None: can carry 50 passengers 
0oC 49,100 49,200 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-5oC 49,940 50,050 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-10oC 50,470 50,660 None: can carry 50 passengers 

 
Landing with Wet Pavement  

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Rwy 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Rwy 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 

27oC 48,520 51,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
0oC 49,100 51,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-5oC 49,940 51,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
-10oC 50,470 51,100 None: can carry 50 passengers 
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Takeoff with Poor Braking Action (Winter condition) 

 
 
 

Temp 

 
Allowable 

Weight  
Rwy 10 

 
Allowable 

Weight 
Rwy 28 

 
 
 

Penalty 

27oC N/A N/A N/A 
0oC 44,760 45,150 Reduced to 35 passengers for Runway 10 Departures/  

Reduced to 37 passengers for Runway 28 Departures 
-5oC 45,480 45,890 Reduced to 38 passengers for Runway 10 Departures/  

Reduced to 40 passengers for Runway 28 Departures  
-10oC 45,970 46,380 Reduced to 40 passengers for Runway 10 Departures/ 

Reduced to 42 passengers for Runway 28 Departures 
 

Landing with Poor Braking Action (Winter condition) 
 
 

Temp 

Allowable 
Weight  
Rwy 10 

Allowable 
Weight 
Rwy 28 

 
 

Penalty 
27oC N/A N/A  
0oC 39,600 39,600 Reduced to 30 passengers  
-5oC 39,600 39,600 Reduced to 30 passengers  
-10oC 39,600 39,600 Reduced to 30 passengers  

Source: Air Wisconsin Flight Dispatch for the CRJ200LR, for ART to PHL at various temperatures, with required fuel, balanced field, obstacle clearance climb, utilizing 
Aerodata Software.  The passenger reductions are from a possible 50 total passengers 

 
Air Wisconsin modeled a winter situation, with poor braking action, to account for the 
contaminated runway, and allow the CRJ200 to operate from ART to PHL with full 50 seat 
passenger load.  The results are shown in Table 1-4.   
 

Table 1-4 
CRJ200LR Runway Length Requirement 

for Winter Condition/Poor Braking Action 

Temp 
Winter Condition/ 

Poor Braking Landing # Passengers Runway Length Required 

-10oC 47,500 50 7,000’ 

 
A 7,000 foot runway length would allow the CRJ200 to carry 50 passengers on the ART to PHL 
route, thereby maximizing the passengers and usability of the aircraft.  
 
Currently the Dash 8-100 flies from October through May with the existing 6,000 foot runway 
length because it has better capabilities and reduced penalties on this length.  This aircraft has had to 
take weight penalties, in the form of reduced passenger loads, to operate on the existing runway 
length during the winter months.  Extending the runway by 1,000 feet, to a total length of 7,000 feet, 
would increase performance capabilities of the CRJ200 to operate year round.  At 7,000 feet, it is 
more economical to operate the CRJ200 than the Dash 8-100.  Changing to a CRJ200 during winter 
months could increase the number of passengers by an additional 13 passengers per flight, or an 
additional 5,800 passengers annually.  Conversations with Air Wisconsin indicated they would 
petition American Eagle to operate the route year round if the runway was extended to 7,000 feet.  
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The increase in passengers would have a positive economic effect on both the airline business as 
well as the local community. 
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Order 2014-4-25 
Served: April 22, 2014 

 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

 
 

Issued by the Department of Transportation 
on the 22nd day of April, 2014 

 

Essential Air Service at 
 
WATERTOWN, NEW YORK 
 
Under 49 U.S.C. 41731 et seq.  

 
 

DOCKET DOT-OST-2013-0188 
 
   
 
 

 

 

ORDER APPROVING ALTERNATE SERVICE PATTERN 

Summary 
By this Order, the Department is approving the request of American Airlines Group, Inc. 
(American) to change its service pattern at Watertown, New York, from Chicago O’Hare 
International Airport (Chicago O’Hare) to Philadelphia International Airport (Philadelphia) 
effective May 8, 2014.  
 
Background 
By Order 2013-10-8, (October 21, 2013), the Department re-selected American to provide 
subsidized Essential Air Service (EAS) at Watertown using 44-passenger Embraer ERJ-140 
(ERJ-140) aircraft for the period from November, 1, 2013, through January 31, 2016.1  That 
Order established an annual subsidy rate of $3,356,349 for service consisting of 12 weekly 
nonstop round trips to Chicago O’Hare. 
 
Airline Proposal 
American informed the Department that the ERJ-140 will be retired from its fleet in the very 
near future.  Due to Watertown’s runway length and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
regulations, this is the only aircraft that can serve the Watertown-Chicago O’Hare route without 
weight penalties.  Therefore, American has requested to alter Watertown’s current service 
pattern from Chicago O’Hare to Philadelphia International Airport (Philadelphia).  American 
will operate this route with increased frequency (14 weekly nonstop round trips) at no increase 
in annual subsidy.  American will provide the service with 50-passenger Canadair CRJ200 

                                                           
1 While this Order tentatively selected American to continue providing EAS at Watertown, Order 2013-11-1 
finalized the carrier selection. 
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aircraft from mid-September to mid-May, and 37-passenger DH8-100 aircraft the remaining 
time.2 
 
Community Comments 
Mr. Robert F. Hagemann, III, County Administrator for the County of Jefferson, which owns 
and manages Watertown International Airport, submitted comments on March 17, 2014, 
supporting American’s request to change Watertown’s service pattern from Chicago O’Hare to 
Philadelphia. 
 
Decision 
We will approve American’s request, which meets the three conditions necessary for approval 
under authority assigned under 14 CFR Part 385.12(k)(3) of the Department’s Regulations: (1) 
the alternate service pattern is equal or greater than that determined to be essential; (2) the 
community does not object to the alternate service pattern; and (3) the alternate service pattern 
will not increase American’s subsidy. 
 
Because we are simply allowing the alternate service pattern and not requiring it, American 
may revert to the original service pattern at any time. 
 
This Order is issued under authority delegated in 14 CFR Part 385.12k(3). 
  

                                                           
2 Due to operational limitations of the CRJ200 in the summer on Watertown’s existing runway, American will 
switch service to the DH8-100, operated by Piedmont, in September, and then switch back to the CRJ200, 
operated by Air Wisconsin, in May.  
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ACCORDINGLY, 
1.  We hereby approve the alternate service pattern requested by American Airlines Group, 
Inc., to serve Watertown, New York, from Philadelphia International Airport effective 
May 8, 2014; 
 
2.  This docket will remain open until further order of the Department; and 
 
3.  The Department will serve a copy of this Order on the civic officials of Watertown, New 
York, and on American Airlines Group, Inc. 
 
Persons entitled to petition the Department for review of this Order under the Department’s 
Regulations, 14 CFR Part 385.31(a), must file such petitions within seven (7) days after the 
date of service of this Order. 
 
This Order will be effective immediately, and the filing of a petition for review shall not 
preclude its effectiveness. 
 
By: 
 
 
 
 
 

TODD M. HOMAN 
Director 

Office of Aviation Analysis 
 

(SEAL) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



  Appendix A 

American Airlines Group, Inc. 
Essential Air Service to be Provided at Watertown, New York 

 
Effective Period: May 8, 2014, through January 31, 2016 
Scheduled Service: 14 weekly nonstop round trips to Philadelphia 
Aircraft: 50-passenger CRJ200 (May-September); 37-passenger DH8-100 (October-April) 
Annual Subsidy: $3,356,349 

Rate per Eligible Flight: $2,3451 

Weekly Ceiling: $65,6602  
 
Note: The carrier understands that it may forfeit its compensation for any flights that it does not operate in conformance 
with the terms and stipulations of the rate Order, including the service plans outlined in the Order and any other significant 
elements of the required service, without prior approval.  The carrier understands that an aircraft take-off and landing at its 
scheduled destination constitutes a completed flight; absent an explanation supporting subsidy eligibility for a flight that 
has not been completed, such as certain weather cancellations, only completed flights are considered eligible for subsidy.  
In addition, if the carrier does not schedule or operate its flights in full conformance with the Order for a significant period, 
it may jeopardize its entire subsidy claim for the period in question.  If the carrier contemplates any such changes beyond 
the scope of the Order during the applicable period of this rate, it must first notify the Office of Aviation Analysis in 
writing and receive written approval from the Department to be ensured of full compensation.  Should circumstances 
warrant, the Department may locate and select a replacement carrier to provide service on these routes.  The carrier must 
complete all flights that can be safely operated; flights that overfly points for lack of traffic will not be compensated.  In 
determining whether subsidy payment for a deviating flight should be adjusted or disallowed, the Department will consider 
the extent to which the goals of the program are met and the extent of access to the national air transportation system 
provided to the community. 
 
If the Department unilaterally, either partially or completely, terminates or reduces payments for service or changes 
service requirements at a specific location provided for under this Order, then, at the end of the period for which the 
department does make payments in the stipulated service levels, the carrier may cease to provide service to that 
specific location without regards to any requirement for notice of such cessation.  Those adjustments in the levels of 
subsidy and/or service that are mutually agreed to in writing by the Department and carrier do not constitute a total 
or partial reduction or cessation of payment. 
 
Subsidy contract are subject to, and incorporate by reference, relevant statutes and Department regulations, as they may be 
amended from time to time.  However, any such statutes, regulations, or amendments thereto shall not operate to controvert 
the foregoing paragraph. 
 
Funds may not be available for performance under this Order beyond September 30, 2014.  The Government’s obligation for 
performance under this Order beyond September 30, 2014, is subject to the availability of funds from which payment for 
services can be made.  No legal liability on the part of the Government for any payment may arise for performance under this 
order beyond September 30, 2014, until funds are made available to the Department for performance.  If sufficient funds are 
not made available for performance beyond September 30, 2014, the Department will provide notice in writing to the carrier. 
 
All claims for payment, including any amended claims, must be submitted within 90 days of the last day of the 
month for which compensation is being claimed.  For example, claims for service provided in July must be filed by 
October 31; August claims must be submitted by November 30, and so on. 

 

                                                           
1 Annual compensation of $3,356,349 divided by the 1,431 annual departures (28 weekly departures  x  52 weeks  
x  313/312 days  x  98 percent completion). 
2 28 arrivals and departures per week multiplied by $2,345 per flight. 













 
 
 
 
Dale Morris   
Regional Vice President, Government Affairs 
American Eagle & Regional Communities  
 
 
 

 
 

 

March 3rd, 2014 

 

Mr. Robert M. Hagemann, III 

County Administrator 

Jefferson County 

195 Arsenal Street 

Watertown, NY 13601 

 

Re:  Runway Length 

Watertown International Airport (ART) 

 
Dear Mr. Hagemann: 

 

For over two years we’ve been providing Essential Air Service from Watertown International Airport to Chicago 

O’Hare International Airport with American Eagle Airlines Inc. Our first term of Essential Air Service operations 

has been successful and we are pleased with the response American Eagle has received from the community. We are 

currently operating out of Watertown with an Embraer ERJ-140 jet, seating capacity of 44 passengers, a fleet type 

that we are rapidly retiring.  Due to the runway length and FAA regulations, this is the only aircraft that can operate 

without weight penalties. We are subsequently left with two options; exercise our 120 day out clause or use our 

other regional brand, US Airways Express, with service to the Philadelphia International Airport. 

 

We understand that the community is currently pursuing all options to extend the current runway. A 7,000 foot 

runway or longer would be required to support larger regional jet for the alternate service pattern to Philadelphia.  A 

longer runway would also provide us flexibility in scheduling aircraft especially during peak periods.  Ultimately, 

the future of Essential Air Service provided to Watertown is contingent on this service swap and runway extension.  

Without an extension, and with the introduction of larger regional jets, the situation requiring us to block revenue 

producing seats could magnify. We can fly the Bombardier CRJ200 series jet with full loads if the runway is free of 

snow and ice contamination however we are forced to swap service to Dash 8-100 aircraft during months prone to 

winter weather. 

  

American Airlines is committed to maximizing our service at Watertown.  A longer runway would help us achieve 

this goal.  We request Jefferson County petition the FAA to consider a runway extension to a minimum length of 

7,000 feet in support of the next generation of regional jet passenger service. 

 

Thank you for your attention toward this matter. 

 

Sincerely,  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dale Morris 

Regional Vice President, Government Affairs 

American Eagle & Regional Communities  

4333 Amon Carter Blvd 

MD-5673  

Fort Worth, Texas 76155  



 
 
 
 
Dale Morris   
Regional Vice President, Government Affairs 
American Eagle & Regional Communities  
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

February 13, 2014 

 

Mr. Robert M. Hagemann, III 

County Administrator 

Jefferson County 

195 Arsenal Street 

Watertown, NY 13601 

 

Re:  Alternate Service Pattern to PHL 

 

Dear Mr. Hagemann: 

 

For over two years we’ve been providing Essential Air Service from Watertown International Airport to Chicago 

O’Hare International Airport with American Eagle Airlines Inc. Our first term of Essential Air Service operations 

has been successful and we are pleased with the response American Eagle has received from the community. We are 

currently operating out of Watertown with an Embraer ERJ-140 jet, seating capacity of 44 passengers, a fleet type 

that we are rapidly retiring.  Due to the runway length and FAA regulations, this is the only aircraft that can operate 

without weight penalties. We are subsequently left with two options; exercise our 120 day out clause or use our 

other regional brand, US Airways Express, with service to the Philadelphia International Airport. 

 

New FAA regulations have created challenges for network carriers to recruit and retain regional pilots. Our regional 

partners are encountering difficulties staffing flights and some have had to park aircraft in response to the new 

requirements. This pilot shortage has left many Essential Air Service communities without service. American 

Airlines sees value in keeping service to Watertown and we have managed to find a viable solution to retaining 

service in the community. 

 

Our proposal for the alternate service pattern will allow Watertown to stay connected with the world’s largest 

airline. Service to Philadelphia offers enhanced connectivity, omni-directional routing, and a shorter stage length to 

the connecting hub. We remain confident that this is the best option for the community and the airline. 

 

American Eagle is committed to providing Essential Air Service at Watertown. We ask that Jefferson County 

support our request for an alternate service pattern to Philadelphia. 

 

Thank you for your attention toward this matter. 

 

 

Sincerely,  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dale Morris 

Regional Vice President, Government Affairs 

American Eagle & Regional Communities  

4333 Amon Carter Blvd 

MD-5673  

Fort Worth, Texas 76155  





Order 2013-11-1 
Served: November 1, 2013 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

 
Issued by the Department of Transportation 

on the 1st of November, 2013 
 

Essential Air Service (EAS) at 
 

WATERTOWN, NEW YORK 
 

Under 49 U.S.C. 41731 et seq.  

 
DOCKET-DOT-OST-2013-0188 
 
(DOCKET DOT-OST-1997-2842)1 
 

 
ORDER FINALIZING CARRIER SELECTION AT WATERTOWN, NEW YORK 

 
By Order 2013-10-8, October 21, 2013, we directed American Airlines (American) to show 
cause within ten (10) days why we should not select it to provide Essential Air Service (EAS) at 
the terms and conditions specified in that Order.  Furthermore, that Order delegated to the 
Director, Office of Aviation Analysis, authority to make the Order final if no objections were 
submitted.   
 
The time provided for objections has expired.  The only comment received was from American, 
dated October 23, 2013, indicating that it would not object to the Order.  We have reproduced 
Appendix C of Order 2013-10-8 as Appendix C in this Order, and clarified aircraft/carrier 
substitutions. 
 
This Order is issued under authority delegated in 49 CFR Part 1.25a(b). 
 
ACCORDINGLY, 
 
1. We make final the tentative selection of American Airlines at Watertown, New York, as 
described in Order 2013-10-8; and 
 
 

                                                 
1 By Notice dated November 1, 2013, we created a new docket for Watertown, Docket 2013-0188, replacing the 
prior docket, Docket 1997-2842. 
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2. We will serve copies of this Order on the civic officials of Watertown, New York, and on 
American Airlines.  
 
By: 
 
 

TODD M. HOMAN 
Director 

Office of Aviation Analysis 
 (SEAL) 
 

An electronic version of this document is available at 
http://www.regulations.gov 

http://www.regulations.gov/


Appendix A 
(Per Order 2013-10-8) 

 
 

 
 
 
Nonstop Great Circle Miles to Watertown (ART)  
Syracuse, SYR  61 
Albany, ALB   141 
Newark, EWR   247 
Boston, BOS   277 
Philadelphia, PHL  287 
Pittsburgh, PIT  324 
Cleveland, CLE  346 
Washington, DCA  359 
Chicago, ORD   618 
 
 
 
 



Appendix B
(Per Appendix B of Order 2013-10-8)

Essential Air Service to be Provided to Eau Claire, WI; Hancock/Houghton, Muskegon, Pellston, Sault Ste. Marie, MI; 
and Paducah, KY; and Watertown, NY 2/

Carrier American 1/ Delta SkyWest 
Community Watertown Pellston Sault Ste. Marie Eau Claire Houghton Muskegon Paducah
Docket 1997-2842 2011-0133 2009-0303 2009-0306 2009-0302 2009-0301 2009-0299
Weekly Round Trips 12 13 13 14 14 14 14
Hub ORD DTW DTW ORD ORD ORD ORD
Aircraft Type RJs RJs RJs RJs RJs RJs RJs
Seats 44 50 50 50 50 50 50
Departures 1,227 1,330 1,330 1,427 1,427 1,427 1,427
Stage Length 617 293 341 268 359 118 342
Available Seat Miles 33,301,324 19,484,500 22,676,500 19,121,800 25,614,650 8,419,300 24,401,700
Revenue Passenger Miles 22,911,678 12,373,390 13,889,612 10,720,000 17,950,000 3,976,600 13,680,000
Block Time 2.12 1.17 1.25 1.13 1.20 0.77 1.30
Block Hours 2,606 1,553 1,662 1,617 1,712 1,094 1,855
Passengers 37,134 42,230 40,732 40,000 50,000 33,700 40,000
Passenger Fare $132.00 $112.96 $108.73 $93.00 $98.00 $73.00 $97.00

Passenger Revenue $4,918,901 $4,770,498 $4,428,872 $3,719,999 $4,900,000 $2,460,100 $3,880,001
Other Revenue $0 $653,559 $606,756 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Revenue $4,918,901 $5,424,057 $5,035,628 $3,719,999 $4,900,000 $2,460,100 $3,880,001

Direct Expenses $6,654,388 $3,767,625 $4,031,811 $3,784,086 $4,006,679 $2,559,823 $4,340,569
Indirect Expenses $1,226,802 $2,308,515 $2,324,283 $1,231,662 $1,318,060 $1,106,893 $1,291,965
Operating Expenses $7,881,190 $6,076,140 $6,356,094 $5,015,748 $5,324,739 $3,666,716 $5,632,534
Profit $394,060 $425,330 $444,927 $250,787 $266,237 $183,336 $281,627
Economic Cost $8,275,250 $6,501,470 $6,801,021 $5,266,535 $5,590,976 $3,850,052 $5,914,161

Annual Subsidy $3,356,349 $1,077,413 $1,765,393 $1,546,536 $690,976 $1,389,952 $2,034,160

1/ Reflects an application of the factor of 12/13 to American's proposal.
2/ Only Watertown is addressed in this Order.  
 



Appendix C 
(Per Appendix C of Order 2013-10-8) 

 
American, Essential Air Service to be Provided to  

Watertown, New York Docket 1997-2842 and 2013-1088 
 
Effective Period: December 1, 2013, through January 31, 2016; 
Service: Twelve (12) nonstop round trips per week to Chicago O’Hare (ORD); 
Aircraft Type:  Embraer-140 Regional Jet, 44 seats1 
Annual Subsidy: $3,356,349 
Annual Flights: 1,2272 
Subsidy per Flight: $2,7353 

Weekly Subsidy Ceiling: $65,6404 
 

The carrier understands that it may forfeit its compensation for any flights that it does not operate in conformance with the terms and 
stipulations of the rate order, including the service plans outlined in the order and any other significant elements of the required 
service, without prior approval.  The carrier understands that an aircraft take-off and landing at its scheduled destination constitutes a 
completed flight; absent an explanation supporting subsidy eligibility for a flight that has not been completed, such as certain weather 
cancellations, only completed flights are considered eligible for subsidy.   
 
In addition, if the carrier does not schedule or operate its flights in full conformance with the order for a significant period, it may 
jeopardize its entire subsidy claim for the period in question.  If the carrier contemplates any such changes beyond the scope of the 
order during the applicable period of these rates, it must first notify the Office of Aviation Analysis in writing and receive written 
approval from the Department to be ensured of full compensation.  Should circumstances warrant, the Department may locate and 
select a replacement carrier to provide service on these routes.  The carrier must complete all flights that can be safely operated; 
flights that overfly points for lack of traffic will not be compensated.  In determining whether subsidy payment for a deviating flight 
should be adjusted or disallowed, the Department will consider the extent to which the goals of the program are met and the extent of 
access to the national air transportation system provided to the community. 
 
If the Department unilaterally, either partially or completely, terminates or reduces payments for service or changes service 
requirements at a specific location provided for under this order, then, at the end of the period for which the Department does make 
payments in the stipulated amounts or at the stipulated service levels, the carrier may cease to provide service to that specific location 
without regard to any requirement for notice of such cessation.  Those adjustments in the levels of subsidy and/or service that are 
mutually agreed to in writing by the Department and carrier do not constitute a total or partial reduction or cessation of payment. 
 
Subsidy contracts are subject to, and incorporate by reference, relevant statutes and Department regulations, as they may be amended 
from time to time.  However, any such statutes, regulations, or amendments thereto shall not operate to controvert the foregoing 
paragraph. 
 
Funds may not be available for performance under this Order beyond January 15, 2014. The Government’s obligation for 
performance under this Order beyond January 15, 2014, is subject to the availability of funds from which payment for services can be 
made. No legal liability on the part of the Government for any payment may arise for performance under this Order beyond  
January 15, 2014, until funds are made available to the Department for performance. If sufficient funds are not made available for 
performance beyond January 15, 2014, the Department will provide notice in writing to the carrier. 
 
All claims for payment, including any amended claims, must be submitted within 90 days of the last day of the month for which 
compensation is being claimed.  For example, claims filed for service provided in July must be filed by October 31; August claims 
must be submitted by November 30, and so on. 
                                                 
1 Flights may be operated by American Eagle, ExpressJet, Chautauqua, or other code-share partners as American 
deems it appropriate with comparable equipment. 
2 12 trips per week x two directions x 52 weeks x 313/312 days x .98 completion = 1,227 flights. 
3 $3,356,349 ÷ 1,227 flights. 
4 $2,735 per flight x 24 flights per week. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

AGENCY COORDINATION 
 

Coordination with several Federal, state, and local agencies, was conducted throughout the preparation of 
this Environmental Assessment (EA). This appendix provides copies of the coordination letters that were 
sent out, along with responses received.  
 

Agency Distribution List  
Watertown International Airport 

 

Name  Title  Agency  Address  
Requested 
Copy of EA 

Jeanne Shenandoah  
 

Onondaga Indian 
Nation  

c/o Onondaga Communications 
Office 102 West Conklin Avenue 
Nedrow, NY 13120  

No response 
 

Ray Halbritter  
Oneida Nation 
Representative  

Oneida Indian Nation  
5218 Patrick Road 
Verona, NY 13478  

No response 

Judy Robinson  
 USACOE: Buffalo 

District (Auburn) 
7413 County House Rd 
Auburn, NY 13021  

Yes 

Grace Musumeci  
 

USEPA Region 2  
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007  

No response 

Thomas Voss  
Environmental 
Analyst I 

NYSDEC Region 6  
317 Washington St  
Watertown, NY 13601  

Yes 

Jean Pietrusiak  
Environmental 
Review Specialist  

New York National 
Heritage Program  

625 Broadway, 5th Floor  
Albany, NY 12233-4751  

Send to 
DEC Region 
6 

Philip Perazio  
 New York State Historic 

Preservation Office  
Peebles Island Resource Center 
P.O. Box 189  
Waterford, NY 12188-0189  

SHPO 
Phase 1A 
only 

Robyn Nivers  
Endangered 
Species Biologist 

US Fish and Wildlife 
Service  

3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, NY 13045  

Yes 

Christopher Amato  
Assistant 
Commissioner  

NYSDEC Fish, Wildlife, 
and Marine Resources  

625 Broadway 
Albany, NY 12233-1010  

No response 
 

Bob Somers  
NYS Department of 
Agriculture & Markets 

1 Winners Circle, Capital Plaza 
Albany, NY  12235 

No response 
 

Jeffery E. Graham  Mayor  City of Watertown  
City Hall 
245 Washington St, RM 302A 
Watertown, NY 13601  

No response 
 

Jim St. Croix  Citizen  
636 Davidson Street 
Watertown, NY 13601  

No response 

 
 
 













 

November 8, 2012 
 
Ms Diane Kozlowski 
US Army Corp of Engineers 
Buffalo District 
1776 Niagara St 
Buffalo, NY 14207 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Ms. Kozlowski: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 



installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 
to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

 
A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Mr Lawrence Ambeau 
NYSDEC, Region 6 
317 Washington St 
Watertown, NY 13601 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Mr Ambeau: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 
installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 



to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Ms. Grace Musumeci 
USEAP Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Ms. Musumeci: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 
installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 



to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Ms. Tara Salerno 
Environmental Review Specialist 
New York Natural Heritage Program 
625 Broadway, 5th Fl 
Albany, NY 12233-4751 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Ms. Salerno: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 



installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 
to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 
 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Ms. Ruth Pierpont 
New York State Historic Preservation Office 
Peebles Island Resource Center 
PO Box 189 
Watertford, NY 12188-0189 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Ms. Pierpont: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 



installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 
to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Mr. Carl Schwartz 
Us Fish and Wildlife Service 
3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, NY 13045 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Mr. Schwartz: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 
installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 



to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 

 
 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Mr. Christopher  Amato 
Assistant Commissioner 
NYSDEC Fish, Wildlife and Marine Resources 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY 12233-1010 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Mr. Amato: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 



installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 
to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Mr. Bob Somers 
NYS Department of Agriculture and Markets 
10B Airline Drive 
Albany, NY 12235 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Mr. Somers: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 
installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 



to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 

 
 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 
 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Graham 
City of Watertown Mayor 
City Hall 
245 Washington St, Rm 302A 
Watertown, NY 13601 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Mr. Graham: 
 
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 



installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 
to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 
on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Att. 



 

November 8, 2012 
 
Jim St. Croix 
636 Davidson St 
Watertown, NY 13601 
 
Re: Watertown International Airport (ART) 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and 
Terminal Area Development 

 
Dear Mr. St. Croix: 
  
An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to meet National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements for a runway extension and terminal area development at Watertown 
International Airport (ART), located in Jefferson County, NY.   
 
In 2011 your agency provided information for an Environmental Assessment for the Operations 
Specification Change for American Eagle to operate jet aircraft between Watertown International 
Airport and Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.  In November 2011 American Eagle 
commenced operations at the airport resulting in increased passenger service at the airport.  This 
service has created a situation whereby the runway length is not sufficient to accommodate the 
regional jet aircraft under all weather conditions, nor is the terminal sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the passenger throughput.  This EA will analyze the Proposed Action’s potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action includes two distinct areas of development; namely to the airside, in the form 
of a 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to Runway 10-28 and installation of approach 
lighting systems; and to the landside, in the form of terminal expansion, automobile parking and 
access road circulation, and general aviation development.  The attached graphically depicts the 
development areas to be analyzed in the EA.  The runway length is to safely and efficiently serve the 
aircraft that provide commercial service to ART.  The EA will evaluate a 1,000 extension on 
Runway 10 and Runway 28, however the proposed action will consist of only one 1,000 foot 
extension on either end.  The runway 28 extension would be on lands that were previously graded.  
The Runway 10 extension would mostly occur on treed lands that would need to be cleared and 
graded. 

The terminal expansion is to accommodate the existing passenger and security needs, and to better 
accommodate additional passengers generated from proposed forecasts, and would occur to the north 
and west, into an existing roadway system and parking lot.  The approximate 20,000 square foot 
terminal expansion would allow for additional secured seating, a larger Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) passenger screening areas, code required bathrooms and an expanded baggage 
make-up area, as well as circulation space.  Additional passengers translate into additional 
automobile parking facilities, and improved airport access road circulation.   

The general aviation area is treated separate from commercial service, and as such requires a 
separate access road and development of apron and hangars to meet the forecasted needs.  The 
general aviation area will include paving 338,000 square feet of apron and construction of one (1) 
120 foot by 120 foot building; two (2) 60 foot by 60 foot buildings; construction of one (1) 75 foot 
by 60 foot maintenance and storage building; expansion of the above ground jet A fuel farm; and 
installation of above-ground, self-serve AVGAS fuel farm. Construction of access road and parking 
to the GA area will also be included.  General aviation apron and building development would occur 



on undeveloped lands. 

A preliminary wetland reconnaissance indicated there are no wetlands in the proposed runway 
extension, terminal, automobile parking lot expansion or the general aviation expanded area.  
Similarly an endangered/threatened field analysis was completed to observe habitat for species listed 
by the NY Natural Heritage Program and US Fish and Wildlife Service concluding the continuous 
airport activity discourages nesting avian species and no species habitat were found.  A Phase 1A 
Cultural Resource Study was conducted suggesting that a Phase 1B field study be conducted for the 
proposed automobile parking area and general aviation areas.  This work will be completed as part of 
the EA efforts. 
 
This letter is sent to you for the following reasons: 
 

(1) Inform you of the proposed Environmental Assessment; 
(2) To request any background information that your agency may have regarding the location 

and the Proposed Action; 
(3) To obtain understanding of any issues, concerns, policies or regulations that your agency 

may have regarding the analysis that will be undertaken in this EA; and 
(4) To solicit your agency’s comments regarding unknown environmental resources and 

potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
Kindly forward any information your agency has pertaining to the Proposed Action.  Also please 
indicate the contact person and whether you wish to receive a copy of the Environmental 
Assessment.  Please submit any information by December 10, 2012 to:  
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
Passero Associates 
100 Liberty Pole Way 
Rochester, NY 14604 
 
If you have any questions please call me at 585-325-1523 x201 or email me at 
lcheung@passero.com. 
 
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
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This Noise Technical Report provides the results of the noise analyses completed by Harris Miller
Miller & Hanson Inc. (HMMH) under contract to Passero Associates for the Watertown International
Airport (ART) Runway Extension Environmental Assessment (EA). The information contained
within this report will support the noise impact category environmental documentation in the EA
required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to show compliance with the National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).

1 BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

Watertown International Airport is located in, owned by, and operated by Jefferson County, NY.
The airport lies west of Watertown, NY and Fort Drum, near the shores of Lake Ontario. The airport
has two runways: Runway 7/25 at 4,999 ft and Runway 10/28 at 5,999 ft. The EA examines the
environmental impacts associated with the proposed extension of Runway 10/28. The EA noise
analysis included three scenarios: Existing Conditions, a future year No Action, and a future year
Alternative 1 (Runway 10/28 extension to the east). Table 1 summarizes the three noise modeling
scenarios for the EA.

Table 1 Environmental Assessment Noise Modeling Scenarios

Year Existing/ No Action Alternative 1

2012 X

2022 X X

1.1 REGULATORY CONTEXT

Airports in the United States operate according to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
regulations. The FAA is under the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) with regulatory
responsibility for civil aviation. Since the FAA has the responsibility to approve the Project,
compliance with NEPA is required.

The noise analysis for this EA was conducted in accordance with the FAA Order 1050.1E,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the National Environmental
Policy Act as specified in the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for
Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1500-1508).1,2

FAA Order 1050.1E CHG 1, effective March 20, 2006, specifies a number of requirements for the
noise analyses, including which noise models are acceptable under various circumstances, what
constitutes significant impact, and when supplemental noise analyses are needed. The Integrated

—
1 FAA Order 1050.1E CHG 1, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, 20 March 2006.

2 FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport

Actions, 28 April 2006.
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Noise Model (INM), the Helicopter Noise Model (HNM), or the Noise Integrated Routing System
(NIRS) must be used to determine the significance of changes in exposure; and the INM or HNM
must be used to produce DNL 75 dB, DNL 70 dB, and DNL 65 dB contours and others as needed.
Since the issuance of this Order, the FAA has integrated the HNM with the INM in the version 7.0
release in 2007 and issued guidance with the release that INM is to be used for helicopter noise
analyses, thus eliminating the use and support of the HNM.

1.1.1 Thresholds of Significance

Both Orders identify the threshold of “significant impact” based on the yearly day-night average
sound level (DNL). If a location of incompatible land use is exposed to a project-related increase in
noise level of DNL 1.5 dB or more, and that location lies within the 65 dB DNL noise contour for
the “with action” condition, then the location is considered to be significantly impacted by noise and
must be identified as such in environmental evaluations.

In 1992, the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)3 recommended that in addition to
significant impacts, less-than-significant noise level changes be identified for noise-sensitive
locations exposed to Project-related increases. FICON recommended reporting any changes in DNL
of 3 dB or more between 60 and 65 dB DNL, and increases of 5 dB or more between 45 and 60 dB
DNL. The FAA’s subsequent Air Traffic Noise Screening (ATNS) procedure4 further emphasized
the importance of these changes in DNL, so that they, also, are now included in FAA Order 1050.1E.
These recommendations only apply to cases where the significant threshold (increase of 1.5 dB or
more within the 65 dB DNL contour) is met or exceeded. Levels of significance for noise sensitive
locations are summarized below.

Significant noise impact:

■ DNL increase of 1.5 dB or more in areas of 65 dB DNL and higher

Less than significant impact:

■ DNL increase of 3 dB or more in areas between 60 and 65 dB DNL

■ DNL increase of 5 dB or more in areas between 45 and 60 dB DNL

1.1.2 Methodologies

The INM (version 7.0c) was used to conduct all noise modeling for this analysis to maintain
consistency of results across all noise levels and meet the requirements of FAA Order 1050.1E. This
noise study provides an evaluation of project-related increases in noise of 1.5 dB within the 65 dB
DNL contour pursuant to this Order, as well as an evaluation of increases in project-related noise of
3 dB at noise-sensitive locations between 60 and 65 dB DNL. Finally, this noise analysis also
evaluates the potential for a 5 dB change in noise exposure level at noise-sensitive locations that
would be exposed to a baseline noise exposure between 45 and 60 dB DNL.

—
3 Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, Federal Interagency Committee on

Noise, Washington, D.C., August 1992.

4 Air Traffic Noise Screening Model, Version 2.0 User Manual, January 1999.



Noise Technical Report Watertown International Airport Runway Extension

Environmental Assessment

March 2014

HMMH Report No. 305800 page 3

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.

To evaluate changes in DNL between the Proposed Action alternative and the No Action alternative,
this analysis utilized a grid of equally spaced points. The full grid of points was spaced at 250 feet
and included the full extents of the 45 dB DNL contour for all scenarios.

FAA Order 1050.1E incorporates FICON’s 1992 recommendations on noise metrics for airport noise
analysis. In summarizing FICON’s recommendations, FAA Order 1050.1E states that “[The FICON
report] concluded that the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) is the recommended metric and
should continue to be used as the primary metric for aircraft noise exposure. However, DNL analysis
may optionally be supplemented on a case-by-case basis to characterize specific noise effects.” For
aviation noise analysis, the FAA has determined that the cumulative noise energy exposure of
individuals to noise resulting from aviation activities must be established in terms of yearly DNL as
FAA's primary metric5. No additional metrics were computed for this EA.

The reader’s comprehension of the noise analysis in the EA will depend heavily on his or her
understanding of the primary metric used to describe and evaluate aircraft noise, DNL. Definitions
of DNL and many of the other metrics are given in Appendix A of this report, “Aircraft Noise
Terminology”.

1.1.3 Study Area Definition

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Airport must analyze the environmental
effects of the proposed Project as well as alternative runway configurations. To capture those effects,
the Study Area must include not only the immediate airport environs where aircraft flight paths are
aligned with the runways, it also must include other potentially affected areas beyond that, over
which aircraft will fly as they follow flight corridors that join the surrounding airspace. For noise
analysis purposes, the study area includes all locations with a noise exposure of 45 dB DNL or
greater. Although potential impacts outside of 65 dB DNL are only considered if there are impacts to
noise-sensitive receptors within the 65 dB DNL, the FAA’s Air Traffic Office will eventually review
the EA documentation and, in our past experiences, have required the analysis out to 45 dB DNL.
Therefore, it is HMMH protocol to extend the study area to include computation points out to 45 dB
DNL at the outset of environmental projects.

1.2 FAA’S INTEGRATED NOISE MODEL

The basic tool used to model aircraft flight operations is the INM, developed by the FAA. The INM
uses airport geometry, descriptions of aircraft operations, and an internal database of noise and
performance characteristics to compute the noise of individual flights. The INM then adds the noise
of the individual flights together and presents the accumulation as a set of contours and/or noise
calculations at specific points.

Detailed operational inputs to the INM fall generally into three categories of information including:

■ Daily numbers of daytime and nighttime takeoffs and landings by specific aircraft types;
■ Typical flight path and runway geometry; and
■ Average statistics on usage of each runway and flight path by various aircraft groups.

—
5 Federal Aviation Administration Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures,

Appendix A. Analysis of Environmental Impact Categories, Section 14. Noise, June 8, 2004.
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Historical data traceable to sources, such as FAA flight plan records, are used to develop descriptions
of past noise environments. Predicted aspects of an airport’s operations are used to evaluate
alternative assumptions regarding growth, future aircraft fleets, shifting of flight paths, new runway
and taxiway configurations, delay, noise mitigation measures, and other critical planning efforts.

The most recent release of the INM, Version 7.0c, was used for all noise exposure computations and
specific point analyses for the Project; several enhancements and new capabilities of Version 7.0c
include:

■ Additional aircraft noise types, including several general aviation jets
■ Modification of profiles for some aircraft types
■ Correction of various bugs

The INM includes a database of noise and performance data for a broad range of representative
aircraft types. Noise data cover a range of distances (from 200 feet to 25,000 feet) for specific thrust
levels. Performance data include thrust, speed, and altitude profiles for takeoff and landing
operations. The INM database contains standard noise and performance data for more than one
hundred different fixed-wing civilian aircraft types. The program automatically accesses the
applicable noise and performance data for departure and approach operations by those aircraft. For
aircraft not included in the database, the FAA maintains a list of acceptable substitutes.

INM users do not normally alter the model’s internal noise and performance databases as a part of
the modeling process. However, when there is an identifiable need such as a frequently-used non-
standard thrust setting or climb profile, the FAA requires that any changes to these databases be
approved by the Office of Environment and Energy Noise Division (AEE-100) prior to use on any
FAA-sponsored project. No such changes were requested for this study. FAA also requires approval
for substitutions of aircraft types that operate at the study airport, but are not represented on the
FAA’s list of acceptable substitutions. See Appendix B for the INM substitutions and FAA letter of
approval used for this study.

1.3 DEVELOPMENT OF MODEL INPUT FOR INM NOISE ANALYSIS

The following sub-sections summarize the operational inputs used to model aircraft noise exposure
such as fleet mix and operations, runway layout, runway use, flight tracks, and average weather
conditions.

1.3.1 Fleet Mix and Operations

Passero Associates provided the operations by aircraft group for both Existing and Future conditions
at ART. HMMH developed a detailed fleet mix for each civil aircraft group using data from the
FAA’s Traffic Flow Management System Counts (TFMSC). The TFMSC data contains records for
arrivals and departures at ART which were handled by the FAA, such as aircraft which filed flight
plans. The 12-month sample of TFMSC data for ART contained 3,222 arrivals and departures from
November of 2011 to October of 2012. HMMH applied the percentage breakdown of specific
aircraft types and assigned the appropriate representative INM aircraft type. The two exceptions to
the use of TFMSC data for the detailed civil fleet mix are the Eurocopter EC-135 group, which
contains a single aircraft type, and the other civil helicopters group. The TFMSC data contained
insufficient helicopter data to assign these operations to specific types, so aircraft fuel sales records
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for the month of July, 2012 were used instead. The military helicopters were assigned to INM
helicopter types based on the percentage of each helicopter type in the 10th Combat Aviation
Brigade6 at nearby Fort Drum.

The split of operations between daytime and nighttime periods is a critical noise model input due to
the 10 decibel nighttime weighting in the DNL metric. HMMH used the percentage of day and night
operations from the TFMSC data for most aircraft groups in the study. Air Methods / Lifenet of NY
provided the percentage of nighttime operations for the Eurocopter EC-135 as did the 10th Combat
Aviation Brigade for the military helicopters.

In the INM, stagelength is defined by the distance from the departure airport to the destination for a
particular take-off. Distances up to 500 nautical miles are stagelength 1, 501 to 1,000 nautical miles
is stagelength 2, and longer distances are higher stagelengths. The INM uses trip distance as a
surrogate for aircraft weight and thus aircraft performance. Most small aircraft types in the INM
only have a single departure stagelength; several types in this study however did have more than one.
Where possible, HMMH assigned stagelengths to departure operations based on the distances to the
destination airports in the TFMSC data.

Table 2 presents a summary of the data sources for the aircraft operations data. The operations for
each noise modeling scenario in the EA are presented in the Existing Conditions and Environmental
Consequences sections below.

Table 2 Aircraft Operations Data Sources

Aircraft Group Total Operations Fleet Mix % Day/Night % Stagelength %

Scheduled Service Passero Associates FAA TFMSC FAA TFMSC FAA TFMSC

Jet Passero Associates FAA TFMSC FAA TFMSC FAA TFMSC

Multi-engine Propeller Passero Associates FAA TFMSC FAA TFMSC FAA TFMSC

Single-engine Propeller Passero Associates FAA TFMSC FAA TFMSC FAA TFMSC

EC135 Passero Associates
Air Methods /

LifeNet of NY

Air Methods /
LifeNet of NY

N/A

Other Civil Helicopter Passero Associates Fuel Sales Passero Associates N/A

Military Helicopter Passero Associates 10th CAB website 10th CAB via email N/A

1.3.2 Runway Layout

Table 3 presents the runway layout at ART for the noise modeling of the 2012 Existing Conditions
and the 2022 No Action scenarios.

—
6 http://www.drum.army.mil/10thAB/Pages/index.aspx; downloaded 12/3/2012.
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Table 3 Existing Runway Geometry

Runway Latitude (deg) Longitude (deg) Elevation (ft)
Length

(ft)
Threshold Crossing

Height (ft)
Displaced Arrival

Threshold (ft)

7 43.987841 -76.029943 310
4,999

46 0

25 43.996006 -76.014683 324 54 0

10 43.992265 -76.030651 309
5,999

47 0

28 43.991415 -76.007887 328 45 0

Source: FAA7

Table 4 presents the runway geometry for the noise modeling in the 2022 Alternative 1 scenario.
Note that the extended runway is also designated as 10/28 in the table and that Runway 7/25 remains
the same as shown in Table 3.

Table 4 Future Runway Geometry – 2022 Alternative 1

Runway Latitude (deg) Longitude (deg) Elevation (ft)
Length

(ft)
Threshold Crossing

Height (ft)
Displaced Arrival

Threshold (ft)

10 43.992265 -76.030651 309
7,000

47 0

28 43.991269 -76.004092 331 40 0

Source: Passero Associates

Note: Runway end 28 extended by 1,000 feet to the east relative to the existing location

1.3.3 Runway Use

Runway use refers to the frequency with which aircraft utilize each runway during the course of a
year, as dictated or permitted by wind, weather, aircraft weight, air traffic control conditions, and
noise considerations. Table 5 presents the runway use rates provided by Passero Associates. The
INM scenarios for the EA used these rates for all time periods for both arrivals and departures.

Table 5 Runway Use Rates – All Scenarios

Group 7 10 25 28

Scheduled Service 0.0% 43.0% 0.0% 57.0%

Jet 20.0% 23.0% 30.0% 27.0%

Propeller 28.4% 32.4% 0.0% 39.2%

Source: Passero Associates

—
7 http://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_safety/airportdata_5010/ downloaded 11/28/2012.
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1.3.4 Flight Track Geometry

The INM models aircraft flight corridors with a system of primary flight tracks (or “backbone”
tracks) and additional “dispersed” tracks. The backbone track lies at the center of the corridor,
flanked by one or more dispersed tracks on each side. The INM distributes the operations assigned to
a track among the backbone and dispersed tracks using a normal distribution or a user-defined
distribution based on the observed flight track density. This dispersion more accurately models each
flight corridor by accounting for variability attributed to weather, aircraft type, traffic, pilot
technique and other factors.

HMMH created separate departure flight tracks for jet and propeller aircraft for each runway. These
nominal flight tracks were based on aircraft performance for each group with turns initiated at or
above 500 feet Above Field Elevation (AFE). The percentage of traffic turning left, turning right, or
remaining straight was assigned based on an analysis of destination airports in the TFMSC data. All
arrivals were represented using straight-in approaches. For the 2022 Alternative 1 noise modeling
scenario, the flight tracks were moved as needed to align with the extended runway end. The turn
angles, distance to turns, and dispersion remain the same relative to the runway end. All local
operations by propeller aircraft were modeled on left-hand pattern tracks developed using standard
pattern procedures and the performance characteristics of piston and turboprop aircraft.

Civil helicopters originate and terminate their operations at the intersection of taxiways E and B and
follow flight paths described by Air Methods / LifeNet of NY. Military helicopters follow runway
headings and fly parallel to the runways over the taxiways. Operations originate and terminate near
the center of the airfield at the intersection of taxiways A and B. Personnel from Fort Drum
reviewed and approved the military helicopter flight tracks and provided the percentage utilization.
All helicopter flight paths and utilization rates remain the same for all noise modeling scenarios.

Figure 1, Figure 2, and Figure 3 depict the departure, arrival, and circuit flight tracks used for
modeling in the 2012 Existing Conditions and 2022 No Action EA scenarios. Table 6, Table 7, and
Table 8 presents the track utilization rates for departures, arrivals, and circuits for all noise modeling
scenarios.
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Table 6 Departure Track Utilization

Group Operation Runway Track Percentage Use

Scheduled Departure
10 JR 100%

28 JS 100%

Jet Departure

7

JL 20%

JR 75%

JS 5%

10

JL 5%

JR 80%

JS 15%

28

JL 60%

JR 5%

JS 35%

Piston Departure

7

PL 20%

PR 70%

PS 10%

10

PL 5%

PR 70%

PS 25%

25

PL 60%

PR 5%

PS 35%

28

PL 65%

PR 10%

PS 25%

Turboprop Departure

7

PL 20%

PR 70%

PS 10%

10

PL 5%

PR 70%

PS 25%

25

PL 60%

PR 5%

PS 35%

28

PL 65%

PR 10%

PS 25%

Civil Helicopter Departures EB

NE 45%

E 45%

SO 5%
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Table 6 Departure Track Utilization

Group Operation Runway Track Percentage Use

NW 5%

Military Helicopter Departures AB

NE 35%

E 40%

SW 10%

W 10%

NW 5%

Source: HMMH, Air Methods / Lifenet of NY, Fort Drum 10th Combat Aviation Brigade

Table 7 Arrival Track Utilization

Group Operation Runway Track Percentage Use

All Fixed Wing
Aircraft

Arrival

7 CTR 100%

10 CTR 100%

25 CTR 100%

28 CTR 100%

Civil Helicopters Arrival EB
E 25%

SO 75%

Military Helicopters Arrival AB

NE 10%

E 10%

SW 40%

W 40%

Source: HMMH, Air Methods / Lifenet of NY, Fort Drum 10th Combat Aviation Brigade

Table 8 Circuit Track Utilization

Group
Runway Track Percentage Use

Piston

7 PP 100%

10 PP 100%

25 PP 100%

28 PP 100%

Turboprop

07 TP 100%

10 TP 100%

25 TP 100%

28 TP 100%

Source: HMMH
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1.3.5 Average Weather Conditions

INM version 7.0c accounts for the effects that airfield elevation and the average annual
meteorological conditions have on aircraft performance. Aircraft departing an airport with a high
temperature and/or a high elevation must use more thrust than at lower temperatures and elevations.
The performance data used by the model define the length of the takeoff roll (based on aircraft
takeoff weight), the climb rate, and speeds for each flight segment.

The EA noise modeling utilized the following weather conditions:

■ Average temperature of 48.1 degrees F
■ Average sea-level pressure of 29.97 in. Hg
■ Average relative humidity of 74.8 percent
■ Average headwind of 8.0 knots

The temperature, pressure, and humidity values are averages of the available data for 2011 from the
National Climatic Data Center (NCDC). The headwind value is the INM’s default setting. These
values were used in the INM for the 2012 Existing Conditions and also for each of the three
scenarios for 2022.
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2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Table 9 presents the annual average daily operations for the 2012 Existing Conditions noise
modeling.
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Table 9 2012 Existing Conditions Annual Average Daily INM Operations
Aircraft
Group

INM Type Description
Daytime
Arrivals

Nighttime
Arrivals

Departure
Stagelength

Daytime
Departures

Nighttime
Departures

Total

Scheduled
Service

EMB145 1.63 0.07 2 1.68 0.03 3.41

Jet

CIT3 0.04 0.00 1 0.04 0.00 0.08

CL600 0.24 0.01 1 0.25 0.01 0.50

CL601 0.07 0.00 1 0.07 0.00 0.14

CNA500 0.16 0.01 1 0.16 0.00 0.34

CNA510 0.08 0.00 1 0.08 0.00 0.17

CNA525C 0.18 0.01 1 0.18 0.00 0.36

CNA55B 0.14 0.00 1 0.14 0.00 0.28

CNA560E 0.04 0.00 1 0.04 0.00 0.08

CNA560U 0.28 0.01 1 0.29 0.01 0.59

CNA560XL 0.17 0.01 1 0.17 0.00 0.35

CNA680 0.19 0.01 1 0.19 0.00 0.39

CNA750 0.07 0.00 1 0.08 0.00 0.15

ECLIPSE500 0.07 0.00 1 0.07 0.00 0.14

F10062 0.12 0.00 3 0.12 0.00 0.25

GIV 0.39 0.01 1 0.39 0.01 0.80

GV 0.08 0.00 1 0.08 0.00 0.17

LEAR35 0.58 0.02 1 0.59 0.01 1.20

MU3001 0.47 0.02 1 0.47 0.01 0.97

Prop Multi

BEC58P 3.16 0.09 1 2.99 0.26 6.50

CNA441 1.90 0.05 1 1.79 0.16 3.90

DO228 0.17 0.00 1 0.16 0.01 0.34

PA31 0.96 0.03 1 0.91 0.08 1.98

SD330 0.16 0.00 1 0.15 0.01 0.32

Prop Single

CNA172 3.71 0.04 1 3.67 0.08 7.49

CNA182 2.67 0.03 1 2.64 0.06 5.40

CNA206 8.02 0.08 1 7.93 0.17 16.20

CNA208 2.46 0.02 1 2.43 0.05 4.97

GASEPF 0.29 0.00 1 0.28 0.01 0.58

GASEPV 12.55 0.13 1 12.41 0.27 25.35

PA28 1.96 0.02 1 1.94 0.04 3.96

Civil
Helicopter

B206L 0.02 0.00 1 0.02 0.00 0.04

B407 0.02 0.00 1 0.02 0.00 0.04

B429 0.06 0.00 1 0.06 0.00 0.13

EC130 0.51 0.23 1 0.51 0.23 1.48

H500D 0.09 0.00 1 0.09 0.00 0.19

R44 0.07 0.00 1 0.07 0.00 0.15

Military
Helicopter

B206L 2.03 3.04 1 2.03 3.04 10.14

CH47D 0.81 1.22 1 0.81 1.22 4.06

S70 5.00 7.50 1 5.00 7.50 25.01

Total 51.63 12.67 - 51.01 13.30 128.61

Source: Passero Associates, HMMH
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DNL contours show the cumulative noise exposure in the airport environment for an average-annual
day for a particular scenario. Comparing DNL contours from different years or different forecast
scenarios provides valuable information for noise abatement programs or proposed airport
development projects.

Both the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the FAA define 65 dB DNL as
the threshold of noise incompatibility with residential and other noise sensitive land uses. Thus, the
65 dB DNL contour is important for population impact assessments. The 65 dB DNL contour defines
the area of potential significant impact.

Figure 4 shows the DNL contours for the 2012 Existing Conditions scenario. The 65 dB DNL

contour remains on airport property except for in one location where the contour extends slightly into

multi-use zoned land to the northwest of the terminal area towards Route 12F.
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section describes the proposed build scenario, Alternative 1, and the potential noise impacts
associated with the No Action and Alternative 1 scenarios. The evaluation of the alternative will
include a single future year, 2022. Table 10 presents the average daily operations for 2022. Note
that the modeled operations will not change in Alternative 1 as compared to the No Action scenario.
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Table 10 2022 Annual Average Daily INM Operations
Aircraft
Group

INM Type Description
Daytime
Arrivals

Nighttime
Arrivals

Departure
Stagelength

Daytime
Departures

Nighttime
Departures

Total

Scheduled
Service

CL601 2.59 0.12 2 2.66 0.05 5.41

Jet

CIT3 0.04 0.00 1 0.04 0.00 0.09

CL600 0.26 0.01 1 0.27 0.01 0.54

CL601 0.07 0.00 1 0.07 0.00 0.15

CNA500 0.18 0.01 1 0.18 0.00 0.36

CNA510 0.09 0.00 1 0.09 0.00 0.18

CNA525C 0.19 0.01 1 0.19 0.00 0.39

CNA55B 0.15 0.00 1 0.15 0.00 0.30

CNA560E 0.04 0.00 1 0.04 0.00 0.09

CNA560U 0.31 0.01 1 0.31 0.01 0.63

CNA560XL 0.18 0.01 1 0.18 0.00 0.38

CNA680 0.20 0.01 1 0.21 0.01 0.42

CNA750 0.08 0.00 1 0.08 0.00 0.17

ECLIPSE500 0.07 0.00 1 0.07 0.00 0.15

F10062 0.13 0.00 3 0.13 0.00 0.27

GIV 0.42 0.01 1 0.42 0.01 0.86

GV 0.09 0.00 1 0.09 0.00 0.18

LEAR35 0.63 0.02 1 0.63 0.02 1.30

MU3001 0.50 0.02 1 0.51 0.01 1.04

Prop Multi

BEC58P 3.29 0.09 1 3.11 0.27 6.76

CNA441 1.97 0.05 1 1.87 0.16 4.05

DO228 0.17 0.00 1 0.16 0.01 0.35

PA31 1.00 0.03 1 0.95 0.08 2.06

SD330 0.16 0.00 1 0.15 0.01 0.33

Prop
Single

CNA172 3.85 0.04 1 3.81 0.08 7.78

CNA182 2.78 0.03 1 2.75 0.06 5.61

CNA206 8.34 0.08 1 8.24 0.18 16.84

CNA208 2.56 0.03 1 2.53 0.05 5.16

GASEPF 0.30 0.00 1 0.29 0.01 0.60

GASEPV 13.04 0.13 1 12.90 0.28 26.34

PA28 2.04 0.02 1 2.01 0.04 4.12

Civil
Helicopter

B206L 0.02 0.00 1 0.02 0.00 0.04

B407 0.02 0.00 1 0.02 0.00 0.04

B429 0.06 0.00 1 0.06 0.00 0.13

EC130 0.51 0.23 1 0.51 0.23 1.48

H500D 0.09 0.00 1 0.09 0.00 0.19

R44 0.07 0.00 1 0.07 0.00 0.15

Military
Helicopter

B206L 2.03 3.05 1 2.03 3.05 10.17

CH47D 0.81 1.22 1 0.81 1.22 4.07

S70 5.02 7.52 1 5.02 7.52 25.08

Total 54.37 12.78 53.74 13.40 134.29

Source: Passero Associates, HMMH
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3.1 NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative is the baseline for determining the potential impacts from the project. The
No Action scenario for 2022 utilizes the existing runway geometry, flight tracks, and flight track
utilization. The No Action Alternative contours for 2022 are shown in Figure 5.

The contours have a similar size and shape compared to the existing conditions contours.
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3.2 ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 includes a 1,000 foot extension of Runway 10/28 to the east. The Alternative 1
scenario for 2022 utilizes the same flight tracks as the 2012 Existing Conditions scenario, with the
arrival, departure, and circuit tracks on Runway 28 shifted 1,000 ft to the east. These noise modeling
flight tracks have the same names, geometry, and utilization rates as the tracks on the existing
Runway 28. Figure 6 presents the INM flight tracks for Runway 28 in Alternative 1. All other flight
tracks remain the same as in the Existing Conditions as shown in Figure 1, Figure 2, and Figure 3.

The average daily aircraft operations for the Alternative 1 scenario remain unchanged from the No
Action scenario. The arrival and departure runway and track utilization for all aircraft remain the
same as the 2012 Existing Conditions scenario. See Table 10 for the 2022 aircraft operations, Table
5 for the runway use rates, and Table 6, Table 7, and Table 8 for the track utilization rates.

Figure 7 shows the 65, 70, and 75 dB DNL contours for the 2022 Alternative 1 scenario. The 2022
No Action contours are included for reference. The growth in the 65 dB DNL contour occurs entirely
on airport property; therefore there are no significant impacts due to Alternative1.

Table 11 presents noise levels at nearby noise sensitive locations for 2012 Existing Conditions, 2022
No Action, and 2022 Alternative 1. Additionally, the table notes the change in noise levels from the
2022 No Action Alternative to Alternative 1. Note that none of the locations meet any impact or
disclosure criterion.

Although there were no significant impacts, a grid analysis was conducted to look at changes in the
DNL due to Alternative 1 over the wider area encompassed by the extents of the No Action and
Alternative 1 45 dB DNL contours for comparison to the thresholds of significance listed in section
1.1.1. The grid had a spacing of 250 ft. Figure 8 displays the impact grid results for the 2022
Alternative 1 scenario. The graphic displays locations with increases in noise level as described in
section 1.1.1 as well as locations with decreases in noise levels. Table 12 lists all grid points meeting
any NEPA impact or disclosure criterion. Although Alternative 1 caused large increases in noise
levels at multiple grid points, these points were located on airport property and not at sensitive land
uses.
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Table 11 Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors – Alternative 1: Rwy 28 Ext

Description Latitude Longitude

2012 2022
Existing

Conditions No Action Alternative 1
DNL
(dB)

DNL
(dB)

DNL
(dB)

Change
(dB)

Places of Worship

Living Waters Fellowship 43.987092 -75.888279 55.8 55.8 55.8 0.0

Rutland Congregational Church 43.989020 -75.922160 56.3 56.2 56.2 0.0

Life Church of the Nazarene 43.964483 -75.894934 37.8 37.6 37.6 0.0

Emmanuel Congregational Church 43.969870 -75.895019 40.8 40.5 40.5 0.0

Maranatha Bible Baptist Church 43.970878 -75.901061 41.3 41.0 41.0 0.0

First Presbyterian Church 43.971050 -75.910837 41.2 40.9 40.9 0.0

First United Methodist Church 43.971448 -75.917772 41.4 41.1 41.1 0.0

Trinity Episcopal Church 43.973181 -75.915175 42.6 42.3 42.3 0.0

Asbury United Methodist Church 43.971767 -75.906218 41.8 41.5 41.5 0.0

Holy Family Church 43.972019 -75.903166 42.1 41.7 41.7 0.0

First Baptist Church 43.974133 -75.907247 43.5 43.2 43.2 0.0

St Patrick’s Church 43.975559 -75.916713 44.4 44.1 44.1 0.0

Cornerstone Assembly of God Church 43.973667 -75.917955 42.9 42.6 42.6 0.0

Concordia Lutheran Church 43.976752 -75.928327 45.0 44.7 44.7 0.0

United Presbyterian Church 43.946072 -76.118941 53.4 53.5 53.5 0.0

Fellowship Baptist Church 43.970744 -75.973431 42.3 42.4 42.5 0.1

Brownville United Methodist 44.006419 -75.984626 52.5 52.5 52.5 0.0

Airport Christian Fellowship Church 43.997728 -76.024525 61.1 61.0 60.9 -0.1

Faith Fellowship of Dexter 44.008441 -76.044802 46.4 46.5 46.5 0.0

Dexter Presbyterian Church 44.007926 -76.044786 46.7 46.7 46.7 0.0

Dexter United Methodist Church 44.008042 -76.046622 46.4 46.5 46.5 0.0

New Hope Baptist Church 43.972237 -75.971413 42.6 42.7 42.7 0.0

New Life Christian Church 43.976901 -75.941841 44.8 44.5 44.5 0.0

St Paul’s Episcopal Church 43.971413 -75.907620 41.5 41.2 41.2 0.0

Watertown Seventh-Day Adventist 43.971981 -75.973386 42.7 42.8 42.9 0.1

Schools

Dexter Elementary School 44.010184 -76.037556 46.5 46.6 46.6 0.0

Sackets Harbor Central SD 43.943911 -76.121307 53.5 53.7 53.7 0.0

Boon Street Public School 43.977500 -75.926918 45.7 45.4 45.4 0.0

Our Lady of Sacred Heart 43.982031 -75.909899 51.5 51.2 51.2 0.0
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Table 11 Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors – Alternative 1

Description Latitude Longitude

2012 2022
Existing

Conditions No Action Alternative 1
DNL
(dB)

DNL
(dB)

DNL
(dB)

Change
(dB)

Jefferson Lewis Boces 43.970245 -75.970512 41.8 41.9 41.9 0.0

Immaculate Heart Central HS 43.957472 -75.934465 37.0 36.9 36.9 0.0

Watertown High School 43.957202 -75.912732 35.7 35.5 35.5 0.0

General Brown High School 44.014359 -76.020004 46.8 49.3 49.3 0.0

Saint Anthony’s Parochial School 43.977327 -75.930644 45.4 45.1 45.1 0.0

Jefferson Community College 43.987091 -75.937148 55.4 55.2 55.2 0.0

Nursing Homes/ Hospitals

Mercy of Northern NY 43.975120 -75.916222 44.0 43.7 43.7 0.0

Angels Inn 43.970340 -75.925526 40.7 40.4 40.4 0.0

Samaritan Medical Center 43.965163 -75.915124 38.2 37.9 37.9 0.0

Jefferson County Home – The Aged 43.991178 -75.936065 56.4 56.6 56.6 0.0

Libraries

Brownville-Glen Park Library 44.005162 -75.982844 51.3 51.3 51.4 0.1

Dexter Free Library 44.007744 -76.044483 46.8 46.9 46.9 0.0

Flower Memorial Library 43.972928 -75.910250 42.5 42.2 42.2 0.0

Melvil Dewet Library at JCC 43.991317 -75.934931 56.4 56.5 56.5 0.0

North Country Library 43.993808 -75.930346 54.9 55.1 55.1 0.0

Hay Memorial Library 43.963442 -76.114350 48.2 48.4 48.4 0.0

Wildlife Management Area

Dexter Marsh 43.993462 -76.062221 55.8 55.6 55.6 0.0

Source: HMMH
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Table 12 2022 Alternative 1 Grid Analysis Points Meeting any NEPA Criterion

Latitude (deg) Longitude (deg) No Action DNL (dB) Alternative 1 DNL (dB) Change in DNL (dB)

43.991893 -76.006741 66.8 69.8 3.0

43.993263 -76.003894 58.3 61.4 3.1

43.993263 -76.002945 57.5 61.0 3.5

43.989153 -76.003895 56.7 60.4 3.7

43.992578 -76.001996 57.3 61.5 4.2

43.989837 -76.001997 56.3 60.6 4.3

43.989152 -76.002946 55.7 60.1 4.4

43.989838 -76.004843 58.4 63.9 5.5

43.992578 -76.004843 59.2 65.1 5.9

43.992578 -76.002945 57.5 64.1 6.6

43.989837 -76.002946 56.4 63.3 6.9

43.992578 -76.003894 57.9 65.2 7.3

43.989838 -76.003895 56.7 64.2 7.5

43.990523 -76.005792 59.8 67.8 8.0

43.990523 -76.002946 57.7 66.3 8.6

43.991893 -76.002945 57.9 67.0 9.1

43.991893 -76.005792 59.6 70.4 10.8

43.990523 -76.004843 58.2 69.5 11.3

43.990523 -76.003894 57.9 70.1 12.2

43.991208 -76.003894 59.5 71.8 12.3

43.991893 -76.004843 58.7 71.4 12.7

43.991893 -76.003894 58.3 71.4 13.1

43.991208 -76.006741 61.5 75.8 14.3

43.991208 -76.005792 60.5 78.5 18.0

43.991208 -76.004843 60.0 82.5 22.5

Source: HMMH

Note: These are all on Airport Property.
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APPENDIX A AIRCRAFT NOISE TERMINOLOGY

To assist reviewers in interpreting the complex noise terminology used in evaluating airport noise,
we present below an introduction to relevant fundamentals of acoustics and noise terminology.

A.1 INTRODUCTION TO ACOUSTICS AND AIRCRAFT NOISE TERMINOLOGY

Five acoustical descriptors of noise are introduced here in increasing degree of complexity:

■ Decibel, dB
■ A-weighted decibel
■ Maximum Sound Level, Lmax
■ Time Above, TA
■ Sound Exposure Level, SEL
■ Equivalent Sound Level, Leq
■ Day-Night Average Sound Level, DNL

These descriptors form the basis for the majority of noise analysis conducted at most airports
throughout the U.S.

A.1.1 Decibel, dB

All sounds come from a sound source -- a musical instrument, a voice speaking, an airplane passing
overhead. It takes energy to produce sound. The sound energy produced by any sound source is
transmitted through the air in sound waves -- tiny, quick oscillations of pressure just above and just
below atmospheric pressure. These oscillations, or sound pressures, impinge on the ear, creating the
sound we hear.

Our ears are sensitive to a wide range of sound pressures. Although the loudest sounds that we hear
without pain have about one million times more energy than the quietest sounds we hear, our ears are
incapable of detecting small differences in these pressures. Thus, to better match how we hear this
sound energy, we compress the total range of sound pressures to a more meaningful range by
introducing the concept of sound pressure level.

Sound pressure levels are measured in decibels (or dB). Decibels are logarithmic quantities reflecting
the ratio of the two pressures, the numerator being the pressure of the sound source of interest, and
the denominator being a reference pressure (the quietest sound we can hear).

The logarithmic conversion of sound pressure to sound pressure level (SPL) means that the quietest
sound that we can hear (the reference pressure) has a sound pressure level of about 0 dB, while the
loudest sounds that we hear without pain have sound pressure levels of about 120 dB. Most sounds
in our day-to-day environment have sound pressure levels on the order of 30 to 100 dB.

Because decibels are logarithmic quantities, combining decibels is unlike common arithmetic. For
example, if two sound sources each produce 100 dB operating individually and they are then
operated together, they produce 103 dB -- not the 200 decibels we might expect. Four equal sources
operating simultaneously produce another three decibels of noise, resulting in a total sound pressure
level of 106 dB. For every doubling of the number of equal sources, the sound pressure level goes up
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another three decibels. A tenfold increase in the number of sources makes the sound pressure level
go up 10 dB. A hundredfold increase makes the level go up 20 dB, and it takes a thousand equal
sources to increase the level 30 dB.

If one noise source is much louder than another, the two sources operating together will produce
virtually the same sound pressure level (and sound to our ears) that the louder source would produce
alone. For example, a 100 dB source plus an 80 dB source produce approximately 100 dB of noise
when operating together (actually, 100.04 dB). The louder source "masks" the quieter one. But if the
quieter source gets louder, it will have an increasing effect on the total sound pressure level such
that, when the two sources are equal, as described above, they produce a level three decibels above
the sound of either one by itself.

Conveniently, people also hear in a logarithmic fashion. Two useful rules of thumb to remember
when comparing sound levels are: (1) a 6 to 10 dB increase in the sound pressure level is perceived
by individuals as being a doubling of loudness, and (2) changes in sound pressure level of less than
about three decibels are not readily detectable outside of a laboratory environment.

A.1.2 A-Weighted dB

Another important characteristic of sound is its frequency, or "pitch." This is the rate of repetition of
the sound pressure oscillations as they reach our ear. When analyzing the total noise of any source,
acousticians often break the noise into frequency components (or bands) to determine how much is
low-frequency noise, how much is middle-frequency noise, and how much is high-frequency noise.
This breakdown is important for two reasons:

■ People react differently to low-, mid-, and high-frequency noise levels. This is because our ear is
better equipped to hear mid and high frequencies but is quite insensitive to lower frequencies.
Thus, we find mid- and high-frequency noise to be more annoying.

■ Engineering solutions to a noise problem are different for different frequency ranges. Low-
frequency noise is generally harder to control.

The normal frequency range of hearing for most people extends from a low frequency of about 20
Hz to a high frequency of about 10,000 to 15,000 Hz. People respond to sound most readily when the
predominant frequency is in the range of normal conversation, typically around 1,000 to 2,000 Hz.
Psycho-acousticians have developed several filters which roughly match this sensitivity of our ear
and thus help us to judge the relative loudness of various sounds made up of many different
frequencies. The so-called A-weighting network does this best for most environmental noise sources.
Sound pressure levels measured through this filter are referred to as A-weighted sound levels
(measured in A-weighted decibels, or dBA).

The A-weighting network significantly discounts those parts of the total noise that occur at lower
frequencies (those below about 500 Hz) and also at very high frequencies (above 10,000 Hz) where
we do not hear as well. The network has very little effect, or is nearly "flat," in the middle range of
frequencies between 500 and 10,000 Hz where our hearing is most sensitive. Because this network
generally matches our ears' sensitivity, sounds having higher A-weighted sound levels are judged to
be louder than those with lower A-weighted sound levels, a relationship which otherwise might not
be true. It is for this reason that A-weighted sound levels are normally used to evaluate
environmental noise sources. Figure A1 presents typical A-weighted sound levels of several common
environmental sources.
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Figure A1 Common A-weighted environmental sound levels

An additional dimension to environmental noise is that A-weighted levels vary with time. For
example, the sound level increases as an aircraft approaches, then falls and blends into the
background as the aircraft recedes into the distance (even though the background varies as birds
chirp, the wind blows, or a vehicle passes by). This is illustrated in Figure A2.
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Figure A2 Variation of A-weighted sound level over time

A.1.3 Maximum sound level, Lmax and Time Above, TA

Because of this variation, it is often convenient to describe a particular noise "event" by its maximum
sound level, abbreviated as Lmax. In Figure A2, the Lmax is approximately 85 dBA. However, the
maximum level describes only one dimension of an event; it provides no information on the
cumulative noise exposure generated by a sound source. Two events with identical maximum levels
may produce very different total exposures. One may be of very short duration, while the other may
continue for an extended period and be judged much more annoying. The following metrics, Time
Above and Sound Exposure Level, account for event duration and total exposure, respectively.

A.1.4 Time Above, TA

The Time Above is simply the amount of time that an event or set of events exceeds a given noise
threshold. It is often notated as TA with a threshold value (e.g. TA 65 is the amount of time which
the noise level exceeds 65 dBA). By matching a TA threshold to a particular noise effect (e.g.
speech interference), the amount of time a noise effect occurs can be stated using the TA metric.

A.1.5 Sound Exposure Level, SEL

The most common measure of cumulative noise exposure for a single aircraft fly-over is the Sound
Exposure Level, or SEL. SEL is an accumulation of the sound energy over the duration of a noise
event. The lightly shaded area in Figure A3 illustrates the portion of the sound energy included in
this dose. To account for the variety of durations that occur among different noise events, the noise
dose is normalized (standardized) to a one-second duration. This normalized dose is the SEL; it is
shown as the darkly shaded area in Figure A3. Mathematically, the SEL is the summation of all the
noise energy compressed into one second.



Noise Technical Report Watertown International Airport Runway Extension

Environmental Assessment

March 2014

HMMH Report No. 305800 page A-5

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.

Figure A3 Graphic display of Sound Exposure Level, SEL

Note that because the SEL is normalized to one second, it will almost always be larger in magnitude
than the maximum A-weighted level for the event. In fact, for most aircraft overflights, the SEL is on
the order of 7 to 12 dBA higher than the Lmax. Also, the fact that it is a cumulative measure means
that not only do louder fly-overs have higher SEL than do quieter ones, but also fly-overs with
longer durations have greater SEL than do shorter ones.

With this metric, we now have a basis for comparing noise events that generally matches our
impression of the sound -- the higher the SEL, the more annoying it is likely to be. In addition, SEL
provides a comprehensive way to describe a noise event for use in modeling noise exposure.
Computer noise models base their computations on these SELs.

A.1.6 Equivalent Sound Level, Leq

The Equivalent Sound Level, abbreviated Leq, is a measure of the exposure resulting from the
accumulation of A-weighted sound levels over a particular period of interest -- for example, an hour,
an eight-hour school day, nighttime, or a full 24-hour day. However, because the length of the period
can be different depending on the time frame of interest, the applicable period should always be
identified or clearly understood when discussing the metric.

Leq may be thought of as a constant sound level over the period of interest that contains as much
sound energy as the actual time-varying sound level. This is illustrated in Figure A4. The equivalent
level is, in a sense, the total sound energy that occurred during the time in question, but spread
evenly over the time period. It is a way of assigning a single number to a time-varying sound level.
Since Leq includes all sound energy, it is strongly influenced by the louder events.
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Figure A4 Graphical display of a one-minute Equivalent Sound Level, Leq

As for its application to airport noise issues, Leq is often presented for consecutive one-hour periods
to illustrate how the hourly noise dose rises and falls throughout a 24-hour period as well as how
certain hours are significantly affected by a few loud aircraft.

A.1.7 Day-Night Average Sound Level, DNL

In the previous sections, we have been addressing noise measures that account for the moment-to-
moment or short-term fluctuations in A-weighted levels as sound sources come and go affecting our
overall noise environment. The Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) represents a concept of
noise dose as it occurs over a 24-hour period. It is the same as a 24-hour Leq, with one important
exception; DNL treats nighttime noise differently from daytime noise. In determining DNL, it is
assumed that the A-weighted levels occurring at night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) are 10 dB louder than they
really are. This 10 dB penalty is applied to account for greater sensitivity to nighttime noise, and the
fact that events at night are often perceived to be more intrusive because nighttime ambient noise is
less than daytime ambient noise.

Earlier, we illustrated the A-weighted level due to an aircraft event. The example is repeated in the
top frame of Figure A5. The level increases as the aircraft approaches, reaching a maximum of 85
dBA, and then decreases as the aircraft passes by. The ambient A-weighted level around 55 dBA is
due to the background sounds that dominate after the aircraft passes. The shaded area reflects the
noise dose that a listener receives during the one-minute period of the sample.
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Figure A5 Sound level fluctuation and noise dose

The center frame of Figure A5 includes this one-minute interval within a full hour. Now the shaded
area represents the noise dose during that hour when sixteen aircraft pass nearby, each producing a
single event dose represented by an SEL. Similarly, the bottom frame includes the one-hour interval
within a full 24 hours. Here the shaded area represents the noise dose over a complete day. Note that
several overflights occur at night, when the background noise drops some 10 decibels, to
approximately 45 dBA.

Values of DNL are normally measured with standard monitoring equipment or are predicted with
computer models. Measurements are practical for obtaining DNL values for only relatively limited
numbers of locations, and, in the absence of a permanently installed monitoring system, only for
relatively short time periods. Thus, most airport noise studies utilize computer-generated estimates of
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DNL, determined by accounting for all of the SEL from individual aircraft operations that comprise
the total noise dose at a given location on the ground. This principle is used in all airport noise
modeling.

Computed values of DNL are usually depicted as noise contours shown as lines of equal exposure
around an airport (much as topographic maps have contour lines of equal elevation). The contours
usually reflect long-term (annual average) operating conditions, taking into account the average
flights per day, how often each runway is used throughout the year, and where over the surrounding
communities the aircraft normally fly.

Figure A6 presents a representative sample of DNL (denoted Ldn in the figure) measured at various
locations in the U.S.

Figure A6 Representative Examples of Day-Night Average Sound Levels, DNL

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of
Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an
Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, p.14
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APPENDIX B NON-STANDARD NOISE MODELING REQUEST
AND FAA RESPONSE

The following pages provide a copy of the letter of submitted to the FAA on aircraft substitutions for
the aircraft operating at ART but not included in the INM standard substitutions list and the FAA’s
response.

B.1 NON-STANDARD MODELING REQUEST
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B.2 FAA NON-STANDARD MODELING LETTER OF APPROVAL
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INTRODUCTION   
 
Environmental Resources, LLC (ERS), submits this pre‐construction notification (PCN) on 
behalf of Jefferson County and the Watertown International Airport (the “Applicant”), in 
accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act Joint Application Permit, Letter of 
Permission pertaining  to  impacts  to  federal  jurisdictional wetlands  resulting  from  the 
new construction of perimeter  road and approach  lighting system associated with  the 
expansion of Watertown International Airport (WIA) Runway 10‐28, located in the Town 
of Hounsfield, Jefferson County, New York. (Appendix A, Figure 1).     
 
This PCN,  for Department of  the Army Permit Application No. 2009‐00441,  includes a 
discussion of the project and wetland impacts, an assessment of the wetlands functions 
and services, compensatory wetland mitigation, and rare, threatened, and endangered 
species and cultural resources evaluation. 
 
In addition to the report text, the following appendices are enclosed: 
 
Appendix A ‐  Figure 1.  Project Location Map 
                         Figure 2.  Overall Project Plan 
                         Figure 3.  Wetland Impact Plan 
                         Figure 4.  Wetland Profile Plan  
                         Figure 5.  Original Wetland Impact Plan 
                      
Appendix B – Photographs (Photograph locations are shown on Figure 3) 
 
Appendix C ‐ Ducks Unlimited ‐ Black River Service Area; Letter of Credit Availability. 
 
Appendix D – Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species Correspondence 
 
 Appendix E ‐ NYS Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation Correspondence   
 
For background information regarding the location of the project area, and a discussion 
of  existing  site  wetland  and  upland  communities  refer  to  the  previously  submitted 
Wetland Delineation Report, Watertown International Airport, Runway 10‐28 Approach 
Lighting Study Area, prepared by Environmental Resources, LLC (January 30, 2013).   
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Runway 10‐28 serves as Watertown International Airport’s main runway.  Runway 10‐28 
is  being  extended  from  its  current  length  of  6,000’,  to  7,000’  to  allow  use  by  larger 
aircraft.    These  airport  improvements will  improve  access  to  the  northern portion of 
New  York  State,  and  improve  economic  vitality  of  the  area.    The  Federal  Aviation 
Administration approved an Airport Layout Plan in November 2013 showing the Runway 
10‐28  extension, which meets  FAA  design  standards  of  the  critical  aircraft  using  the 
airport. 
   
The runway extension project generally consists of the construction of a 1,000 foot long 
by  150  foot wide  runway extension,  and  1,150  foot by  50  foot wide parallel  taxiway 
extension. Land associated with this work is within the airports perimeter security fence, 
and is characterized as mowed airfield.  
 
As a result of the runway extension,  it will be necessary for WIA to extend the airport 
perimeter  road  and  restriction  fence,  and  install  an  Approach  Lighting  system  on 
adjacent land to the east. 
 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
As shown in Figure 2, the project site is located beyond the east end of Runway 10‐28, 
directly  adjacent  to  airports  perimeter  road  and  restricted  fence  area.  Although 
currently under private ownership, the study area is in eminent domain proceedings and 
awaiting a court date.   
 
The  perimeter  road  and  approach  lighting  study  area,  in  the  location  of  the wetland 
impact areas,  is characterized as an early successional shrub community with areas of 
open old‐field, and a distinct wetland drainage corridor.    (See Photos 1  ‐ 6).   Areas of 
mixed successional forest occur along the west and east boundaries of the study area.  
Two wetland  drainages  (delineated Wetland H)  converge  along  the  east  base  of  the 
existing airport perimeter road, before entering a culvert that conveys drainage west to 
Muskellunge Creek.  
 
The new perimeter road and approach  lighting project site  is bordered by the existing 
airport perimeter road and Runway 10‐28 to the west, and by vast areas of undeveloped 
successional shrub and forest communities to the north, south, and east.   
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PROPOSED WETLAND IMPACTS 
 
Project design has been done carefully and  thoughtfully with deliberate consideration 
for  the  sites  water  resources.  As  such,  0.97  acres  of  delineated Wetland  H  will  be 
completely avoided.   
 
However, given the position of the Wetland H at the base of the existing perimeter road, 
complete avoidance of the site wetland  is  impractical, as  it will be necessary to fill and 
extend airport  lands to meet FAA design grading standards for the runway safety area. 
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300‐13A, Airport Design, defines the runway safety area as 
"a defined surface surrounding the runway prepared or suitable for reducing the risk of 
damage  to  aircraft  in  the  event  of  an  undershoot,  overshoot,  or  excursion  from  the 
runway,  "  and  in  this  case  extends  1,000  feet  beyond  the  physical  runway  end.  The 
design  standards  identify  the  grading  criteria  for  the  runway  safety  area,  and  the 
limitations of use within this critical area.  
 
An  airport  perimeter  fence  is  required  for  security  reasons,  and  the  perimeter  road, 
which  is  needed  for  visual  inspections  and  added  safety  of  the  airfield,  must  be 
continuous for the airport property, and must occur outside the limits of the safety area. 
For these reasons the perimeter fence and road are  located around the runway safety 
area. 
 
The  two delineated wetlands  in  this project  area  are Wetland H  (1.59 +/‐  acres)  and 
Wetland G  (0.66 +/‐ acres). The grading  for  the runway safety area and  installation of 
the perimeter road will impact Wetland H (0.55 +/‐ acres for the runway safety area and 
0.07 +/‐ acres for the perimeter road). Through redesign of the perimeter road Wetland 
G is completely avoided. 
 
These unavoidable impacts will result in the following: 
 

1.  Discharge of fill into 0.55 acres of delineated Wetland H for the expansion of 
the airport, specifically for grading of the runway safety area and the installation 
of the airports' east perimeter road and perimeter security fence. (See Photos 1 
& 2). 

 
2.    Installation of 86 LF of  three‐sided arch culvert pipe  resulting  in  impacts  to 
0.07  acres  of  wetland  drainage  way  (Wetland  H)  to  accommodate  the  new 
construction  of  a  maintenance  road  parallel  to  the  Runway  10‐28  approach 
lighting system.  (See Photo 5). 
 
This preferred culvert alternative has been designed  in accordance with USACE 
General Regional Condition F‐A 10 design requirements. 

 
Refer to Appendix A, Figures 2 ‐ 4 for wetland impact plans. 
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WETLAND AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 
 
As shown on Figure 5  ‐ Original Wetland  Impact Plan, the preferred airport alternative 
was to maintain the current alignment of the existing perimeter road which would have 
resulted in the discharge of fill into 0.30 acres of delineated Wetland G, and 0.62 acres 
of Wetland H, for a total wetland impact of 0.92 acres. 
 
However,  to  reduce  wetland  impacts,  the  Applicant  re‐aligned  the  new  airport 
perimeter road to completely avoid Wetland G.  
 
WETLAND FUNCTIONS AND SERVICES 
 
The  functions  and  services  provided  by  the  wetland  drainage  way  to  be  impacted 
include  storm water  collection  and  conveyance, water  quality  improvements,  limited 
wildlife habitat, primarily for breeding amphibians, and hydrophytic plant habitat.   
 
Services pertaining to wildlife habitat may be diminished on a  local scale as a result of 
this  proposal.    However,  the  construction  of  1,200±  linear  feet  (0.40  acres)  of  new 
wetland  drainage  way  will  maintain  the  drainage  hydrology  for  the  off‐site  upper 
reaches  (north  and  east)  of Wetland  H,  and  continue  the  functions  and  services  of 
stormwater collection and conveyance, and water quality improvements.   
 
Further, the Applicants proposal to purchase 0.60 acres of credits from Ducks Unlimited, 
Black River Service Area (see Compensatory Wetland Mitigation below) will ensure that 
there will be no net loss of wetland functions and/or services to the environment.   
 
COMPENSATORY WETLAND MITIGATION 
 
To  mitigate  the  loss  of  0.62  acres  of  federal  jurisdictional  wetlands,  the  Applicant 
proposes  to provide compensatory wetland mitigation  through  the direct purchase of 
0.60  in‐lieu  fee  credits  (acres)  from  Ducks  Unlimited  Black  River  Service  Area.    This 
purchase  represents  a  ratio  0.96:1.0  (in‐lieu  fee  credits  to wetland  fill  acreage).    See 
Ducks Unlimited Letter of Credit Availability in Appendix E. 
 
In  addition,  the  Applicant  proposes  to  construct  1,200  LF  (0.40  acres)  of  wetland 
drainage way along the east side of the new perimeter road, and on both sides of the 
approach  lighting maintenance  road.    These broad,  vegetated  swales will  function  to 
maintain  conveyance  of wetland  drainage  from  undisturbed  off‐site  (north  and  east) 
portions of Wetland H.  As shown on Figures 3 and 4, these low profile drainage swales 
will  have  an  eight  to  ten  foot  wide  bottom,  and  4:1  slopes  which  will  provide  the 
necessary  hydroperiod  to  sustain  promote  and  sustain  herbaceous  hydrophytic 
vegetation. We  expect  re‐vegetation  of  the  new wetland  swales  by  the  natural  seed 
distribution  of  herbaceous  specimens  currently  colonizing  upstream  portions  of  the 
conveyance channel.   These  species  should  include: green bulrush  (Scirpus atrovirens‐
OBL),  fox  sedge  (Carex vulpinoidea‐OBL), bladder  sedge  (Carex  intumescens‐OBL),  soft 
bulrush (Juncus effuses‐FACW+), fowl manna grass (Poa paulstris‐FACW), and others. 
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RARE, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
A rare, threatened, and endangered species evaluation was conducted by ERS in August 
2013.   This  investigation  included a  file  search of New York Natural Heritage Program 
resources, an online review of U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services’ database, species research, 
and  a  field  evaluation  to  determine  the  presence  of  appropriate  habitat  for  each 
species.  
 
As shown  in Appendix C, the following species of concern were  identified by New York 
Natural Heritage Program and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service: 

 Back’s sedge (Carex backii)              

 Troublesome sedge (Carex molesta)             

 Short‐eared owl (Asio flammeus)                 

 Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)    

 Piping plover (Charadrius melodus)             
 Indiana bat (Myotis sodalist)   

 

Species of Concern Characteristics 
 
Materials  from  concerned  agencies  and  various  literature  reviews  of  the  named 
species were addressed for their relevance to this study area. 
 
Back’s  Sedge  ‐  This  is a  threatened  species  in New  York  State.    It  is  found  in dry, 
rocky,  open,  or  shaded  slopes,  ridges,  and  barrens  in  hardwood  and  mixed  or 
coniferous  forests  including  pine  plantations  on  acidic  and  calcareous  substrates.  
Back’s  sedge  is  found  in  the  surrounding  vicinity  along  rims  of  gorges.  In  such 
settings, this species is apparently threatened by exotics such as common buckthorn, 
honeysuckle, and others. 
 
Troublesome Sedge ‐ Troublesome sedge  is also a threatened species  in New York.  
It  adapts  to  a wide  variety  of  habitats,  including wet  to  dry‐mesic  prairies,  open 
woodlands,  swamps,  thickets,  abandoned  fields, wet  depressions  in  sunny  areas, 
degraded wetlands, and roadside ditches.  This sedge is often found in habitats with 
a history of disturbance.    It also has been  found  in  the surrounding vicinity, again, 
near rims of gorges.  Non‐native exotics plants also seem to threaten this species in 
spite of its appearance on disturbed sites. 
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Short‐eared Owl ‐ This species is an endangered species in New York.  This is an owl 
found  in  large tracts (> 124 acres) open country  including prairies, marshes, dunes, 
and  tundra.    Open  treeless  areas  characterized  as  agricultural,  savannah,  and 
grassland allow the owl to characteristically  fly 2 meters above the ground  looking 
for voles and mice.   They nest on the ground protected by grasses.   Unusual  in the 
owl  species,  this  one  principally  forages  during  daylight  into  early  evening.    Its 
endangered  status  is  enhanced  by  loss  of  habitat:    marshes,  bogs,  and  open 
grasslands. 
 
Bald Eagle  ‐ The bald eagle was de‐listed  from  the Federal  list of Endangered and 
Threatened and other Candidate Species in August 2007.  While no longer listed, this 
species  is under complete State and Federal protection and concerns continue that 
project impacts that affect the species will be avoided.  Principal desired habitat for 
bald  eagles  largely  include  remote  or  secluded  lakes,  large  ponds,  and  sizeable 
streams and rivers where the birds can find their principal prey (fish), likely perching 
sites, and appropriate nesting sites.  Eagles do not tolerate constant disturbance and 
will abandon areas where such activities occur. 
 
Piping Plover ‐ Piping plover is a sparrow‐sized shore bird that nests and feeds along 
coastal  sand and gravel beaches.    It  is an endangered  species  in New York and  is 
found along beaches or sand flats on the Atlantic coast and the shores of the Great 
Lakes.  The piping plover feeds on insects, marine worms, and crustaceans that they 
find between the high water “wrack line” and the water’s edge. 
 
Indiana  Bat  ‐  While  found  throughout  the  eastern  United  States,  this  species 
hibernates  in  relatively  few  caves.    Recent  declines  (despite  improved  cave 
protection)  suggest  ongoing  loss/degradation  of  summer  habitat  including  sites 
suitable  for  maternity  colonies.    Forested  tracts  in  agriculturally  dominated 
landscapes provide  a myriad of  sites  (largely under  loose bark of  trees)  for  these 
maternity colonies. 

 

Results and Conclusion 
 
While  Back’s  sedge  and  Troublesome  sedge  are  said  to  be  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Runway  10‐28  perimeter  road  approach  lighting  project  site,  our  thorough 
evaluation  of  the  sites  habitat  study  areas  failed  to  find  any  specimens  of Back’s 
sedge  and/or  Troublesome  sedge.    Several  other  common  sedge  species  were 
observed  in  site Wetlands  G  and  H;  however,  none match  the  characteristics  of 
Back’s sedge or Troublesome sedge. 
 
 
 
 
 

9 
 



 
The open field grasslands necessary to support the Short‐eared owl do not occur on 
the  Approach  Lighting  project  site,  which  is  characterized  as  successional  shrub 
lands.   Large  tracts of open grassland habitat preferred by Short‐eared owl do not 
occur on, adjacent to, or in the surrounding immediate vicinity of the Runway 10‐28 
perimeter road and approach  lighting project site.   Therefore,  it  is unlikely that the 
Short‐eared owl would find the 18± acre subject of this evaluation to be a preferred 
site. 
 
The Bald eagle prefers large territories that include bodies of water and a minimum 
of disturbance.   The WIA  study area  simply does not meet  the eagle’s needs and 
actually is the opposite.  Nesting habitat is lacking.  No large bodies of water are on 
site.    Airport  and  airplane  activity  are  constant  and  continual  in  this  area.    Such 
disturbance would displace any attempt for eagles to establish here.  The eagle as a 
migratory species, may be seen  in the area, may  forage  in nearby Black River, and 
certainly Lake Ontario, and do nest  in areas of the Adirondacks, but would not find 
suitable habitat at WIA. 
 
The Piping plover does not find any of its life’s needs met by the WIA Runway 10‐28 
perimeter  road and approach  lighting project area and  thus  is not expected  to be 
impacted at all by any developments here. 
 
No hibernating  caves  for  the  Indiana bat  are  found  in  the  vicinity of project  site.  
From the species range map, WIA  is questionably within the area of  its permanent 
residency.  The concern for maternity roosting sites is not an issue on the perimeter 
road  and  approach  lighting  study  area  because  no  appropriate  forest  sites  are 
included.  In‐fact, with the exception of the small pine plantation at the west end of 
the study area, the project site supports only scatted, pole stand tree specimens.  It 
is our professional opinion that suitable habitat to support Indiana bat  is absent on 
the Runway 10‐28 perimeter road and approach lighting study area.     
 

Note:   A copy of Ecological Evaluation of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species – 
Watertown  International  Airport,  Runway  10‐28  Approach  Lighting  Study  Area 
(Environmental Resources, LLC. August 22, 2013) was sent to U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
on for their review.       
 
 
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
As  shown  in  Appendix  E,  New  York  State  Office  of  Parks,  Recreation,  and  Historic 
Preservation  has  determined  that  the  proposed  project  will  have  “No  Effect”  on 
“cultural  resources  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Registers  of  Historic 
Places.”   
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CALCULATIONS/MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION 
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TYPE OF INTERESTED AIRCRAFT 
(included in future noise analysis by category) 

 
Gulfstream IV (GIV) 
Gulfstream V (GV) 

Mooney M20E (GASEPV) 
Piper (PA28) 

Beech 35 (GASEPV) 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

 



Passero Associates                    Meeting Minutes 
242 West Main St, Suite 100    
Rochester, NY 14614 
  
Phone: 585-325-1000 
Fax:     585-760-8539  Page 1 of 3 
 
 

Project Name:  Master Plan Update  MEETING DATE: January 24, 2013 
Location:  Watertown International Airport (KART)  FAA AIP:  n/a 
Project Number:  20060401.0015  NYS DOT No.:  n/a 
 
 

 
Attendees: 

Barry Ormsby Jefferson County Legislature 
Jim St Croix Citizen 
David Zembiec Jefferson County IDA 
Dom Dimonda Neighbor, Town of Hounsfield 
Robert Hagemann Jefferson County Supervisor 
Jimmy Lawrence Jefferson County: Airport Manager 
Cindy Sawyer Jefferson County: Airport/Airline Rep 
Joe White Fort Drum 
Pete Whitemore Business Rep/Pilot 
Shawn Bray Passero Associates 
Lisa Cheung Passero Associates 
  
Absent:  
Calvin McNeely Business Rep/Pilot 

 
1.  Comments from TAC Meeting #1 
 
L. Cheung and S. Bray updated the attendees of ongoing projects and initiatives: 

 The County is negotiating with adjacent land owners to secure the Runway Protection Zones for runways 
10, 28, and 7. 

 Contracts were awarded for Phase 1 of the Airport Business Center consisting of a 14,400 SF bulk hangar.  
Construction is projected to be complete in August 2013. 

 Jefferson County recently was awarded a NYS grant for Phase 2 of the Airport Business Center, including 
5,000 SF +/- of finished office, restroom, and meeting space.  Project programming was initiated and 
projected completion of Phase 2 is January 2014. 

 The Taxiway “A” extension and rehabilitation is approximately 20% complete, and construction will 
resume in Spring 2013. 

 Jefferson County will receive bids for the Taxiway “B” Rehabilitation (Phase 2) in February 2013.  
Depending on availability of grant funding, construction is projected for late summer/early fall 2013. 

 The environmental assessment of short term master plan development projects is approximately 75% 
complete. 

 
L. Cheung summarized comments received from TAC Meeting #1.  Specifics comments discussed and addressed in 
the draft master plan include:  

 The proposed cargo apron will be immediately adjacent to and west of the terminal apron. 
 Available land for private development will be identified northeast of the GA apron. 
 The proposed 7,000 foot runway will accommodate the existing regional jet users at full capacity in most 

operating conditions.  In addition, some aircraft with greater than 100 seats, may also be able to operate at 
less than maximum load. 

 Friction Measuring Equipment is already in place and reported via NOTAM. 
 US Customs is currently based at the Thousand Islands bridge border crossing,   and providing on-airport 

office space was discussed.  Consensus of attendees was it is unlikely US Customs would commit to a 
permanent presence at the airport. 
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 Detailed discussion on a precision approach.  J. White provided significant background information 
regarding ILS and approach lighting systems, as well as differential GPS.  Based on FAA conversations, L. 
Cheung estimated that differential GPS is at least 10 years away, so the proposed development plan will 
include currently available ILS and approach lights.  J. White questioned if ODALS are fundable in lieu of 
the medium approach lighting system (MALSR).  L. Cheung contacted the FAA and was told that the 
ODALS would not provide light credit, and the FAA “will no longer support an ODALS system for take-
over and maintenance.”  

 
2.  Proposed Development Plan 
 
L. Cheung presented the major Airport Layout Plan development needs: 

o 1,000’ Extension on Runway 28 and parallel Taxiway “A” 
o Approach lighting and Instrument Landing Systems to Runway ends 10 and 28 
o Terminal Area Expansion 

 New Airport Business Center and FBO building 
 Expanded GA apron area, including additional hangars 
 Expanded Terminal Building 
 Improved public access and additional public vehicle parking 

o Land Acquisition for Runway Protection Zones and Obstruction Removal 
o Acquire maintenance and safety equipment 

 
3.  Potential Environmental Impact Areas 
 
L. Cheung also described potential environmental impact areas from the proposed development that will require 
further study, and what action has already been taken: 
 

Environmental Category Study Status 

Air Quality   Analysis on-going because Jefferson County is in non-attainment for 
ozone 

Compatible Land Use Documentation complete pending noise analysis 
Archeological Resources Study completed for Runway 28 extension and terminal area, with no 

impacts 
Noise Study underway 
Water Quality Documentation complete, with no significant impacts 
Wetlands Study completed for Runway 28 extension and terminal area.  Runway 

28 will impact a federal jurisdictional wetland and require 
mitigation/permit from the ACOE.   There was a brief discussion of 
potential wetland banking through the Development of North Country or 
on airport in the southern portion of the property.  This will be pursued 
further during the design phase of the runway extension. 
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4.  Financial Plan 
 
L. Cheung and S. Bray discussed airport improvement funding options.  Traditionally the airport has received grants 
through the FAA Airport Improvement Program (AIP), that currently provide 90% FAA, 5% NYSDOT, and 5% 
local cost shares.  The majority of the proposed development will continue to be eligible for AIP grant funding 
sources: state-apportionment (local FAA), discretionary (Washington FAA) and entitlements (based on 
enplanements).  Based on projected enplanements exceeding 10,000 in calendar years 2012 and 2013, the airport’s 
FY2014 entitlement would increase from its existing level of $150,000 to a minimum of $650,000, and a maximum 
of $1,000,000, depending on the national funding level of the AIP for each fiscal year.   
 
An additional federal funding source would be application to the FAA to collect passenger facility charges (PFC).  
The current level is a maximum $4.50 surcharge for each enplaned passenger at Watertown International Airport.  
Airports frequently issue revenue anticipation bonds for FAA approved PFC applications, and use the projected 
monies to accomplish larger, locally important, non-revenue generating projects (e.g., terminal building 
improvements, parking, etc.).  All PFC applications need to identify the specific project(s) the collected fees will be 
used for. 
 
New York State periodically has grant opportunities for public use airports.  The local share of state grants varies, 
depending on the source, but generally is 10%.  When available, state grants are typically procured to complete the 
revenue generating projects not funded by the AIP such as hangars, lease space, and fuel farms.  The airport 
financial plan will continue to assume sporadic availability of state grants. 
 
L. Cheung provided a brief history of the regional economic impact of Watertown International Airport.  These 
estimates were prepared by the NYSDOT.  D. Zembiec requested the study link be forwarded to his attention so he 
could review the methodology. 
 
Future actions: 

 L. Cheung distributed a copy of the second phase of the report to County personnel seeking responses by 
Wednesday, Jan 31, 2013.   

 L. Cheung to report back to the committee on the possible use of ODALS in lieu of MALSR 
 L. Cheung will provide D. Zembiec with the link to the NYSDOT economic study 
 L. Cheung will forward the second phase of the report to the FAA by Feb 5, 2013 
 L. Cheung will forward a copy of the entire Draft report to the committee 
 L. Cheung will continue to work on the Environmental Assessment and forward a “Draft” to the FAA prior 

to the FY2013/2014 programming meeting on February 21, 2013. 
 
If any omissions or inaccuracies in these minutes are found, please contact me directly at (585) 325-1000, x201. 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Copies to: Attendees 
 File 
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Attendees: 

Barry Ormsby  Jefferson County Legislature

Jim St Croix  Citizen

David Zembiec  Jefferson County IDA

Dom Dimonda  Neighbor, Town of Hounsfield

Robert Hagemann  Jefferson County Supervisor

Jimmy Lawrence  Jefferson County: Airport Manager

Cindy Sawyer  Jefferson County: Airport/Airline Rep

Shawn Bray  Passero Associates

Lisa Cheung  Passero Associates

 

Absent: 

Joe White  Fort Drum

Pete Whitemore  Business Rep/Pilot

Calvin McNeely  Business Rep/Pilot

 
This was the first Mater Plan Update Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting to discuss the expansion of the 
Watertown  International Airport.   B. Hagemann explained that the County took over the airport from the City  in 
2006.  Since then the County has taken a proactive role developing and operating the airport.  Most recently the 
County  acquired  the  fixed base operator business, which  is  a  significant  revenue  source  to offset  some of  the 
expenses of operating the airport.   The ultimate goal for the airport  is to make  it an Enterprise Organization.   S. 
Bray  provided  an  explanation  of  development  projects  that  have  occurred  at  the  airport  since  2006, with  an 
infusion of over $20 million dollars for these improvements; most of which were state and federal grants. 
 
L. Cheung provided a brief overview of the existing airport facilities:  

 Two intersecting runways 
 Runway 7‐25 (5,000 feet long) 
 Runway 10‐28 (6,000 feet long) 

 Taxiway system 

 Weather reporting equipment 

 Precision approach (minimums less than ¾ mile) to Runway Ends 7; and non‐precision 
(minimums greater than 1 mile) for Runways 10, and 28 

 Aviation Fuel Sales 

 Visual Approach Path Indicator Lights 

 Commercial Terminal Building and Apron 

 Automobile access and parking  

 General Aviation Hangars and Apron 

 ARFF Equipment 

 Airfield Maintenance Equipment 
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D. Zembiec asked why Runway 10‐28 doesn’t have lower operating minimums.  L. Cheung noted that prior to the 
2010  extension  project  there  were  no  published  approaches  to  Runway  10‐28.    The  on‐going  Master  Plan 
recommends pursuing lower minimums for this runway.  B. Hagemann commented that American Eagle is asking 
for  an  instrument  approach  to  this  runway.    L.  Cheung  and  S.  Bray  provided  information  about  the  future 
technology of precision  instrument approaches to airports, are shifting away from  land based antennae systems 
(Instrument Landing Systems: ILS) to satellite navigation. 
 
L.  Cheung  discussed  the  airport  enplanements  and  operations  forecasts  at  the  airport.    Since  American  Eagle 
inaugurate service in November 2011, enplanements have increased 400%.  On October 1, 2012 Fort Drum will use 
Watertown International Airport as its first choice for travel, which will further increase enplanements.  
B. Hagemann explained the airport is experiencing a “good problem” as increased passenger loads lead to regional 
economic development.  D. Dimonda asked how the forecasts were compiled and what the plus/minus factor was.  
L. Cheung explained the forecasted enplanements are provided  in a range since we were  lacking historical data.  
The  forecasts  also  considered  the  carrier  increasing  the  number  of  aircraft  flying,  as well  as  using  larger  fleet 
aircraft.   L. Cheung further explained since significant historical data was missing, enplanement estimates from a 
previous Fort Drum study was also referenced.  B. Hagemann also explained that general aviation operations have 
increased since the runway extension. 
 
Development was identified based in the existing facilities and forecasts.  The primary elements consist of: 
 

 1,000 foot runway and parallel taxiway extension to accommodate the existing commercial air service 

 Land acquisition required to meet FAA design standards 

 Improved low visibility (less than ¾ mile) approaches to Runways 10 and 28 

 Expansion of commercial terminal building, including ability to accommodate more than one aircraft at a 
time 

 Expansion of public vehicle parking 

 Expansion of the general aviation apron and hangar space 

 New general aviation business operations center 

 Provide self‐service gas for smaller general aviation aircraft 

 Consideration for future cargo operations area 
 
A  question was  asked  to  the  fuel  price  competitiveness with  surrounding  airports.    J.  Lawrence  informed  the 
committee that the airport is constantly reviewing area fuel prices to stay competitive. 
 
D. Dimonda asked about the economics behind the airport development. L. Cheung explained this will be discussed 
at the next TAC meeting, but S. Bray explained that once the airport maintains greater than 10,000 enplanements 
over the course of several years, the annual entitlement money the airport receives will increase from $150,000 to 
$1 million.  B. Hagemann added that enplanements on a charter aircraft to a specific location also counts into the 
total enplanement numbers.  B. Hagemann further discussed Plattsburgh as an example of charter service, and the 
influx of Canadian passengers using  that airport.    Increasing  the Canadian  customer base  is part of Watertown 
International Airport’s Strategic Plan. 
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Question was raised  if there  is  lack of passenger seats  if American Eagle would entertain an additional flight.   B. 
Hagemann addressed that American Eagle has expressed they may be receptive to adding a third flight, but this 
flight would not receive the subsidy that American Eagle has on its other two daily flights. 
L. Cheung explained the future development scenarios for: (1) runway extension and (2) terminal development. 
 
The runway extension alternative proposed either 1,000 feet on Runway 28 or 1,000 feet on Runway 10, to meet 
the  runway  length  needed  to  safely  serve  the  existing  commercial  service  aircraft.    The  highlights  of  the 
alternatives follow: 
 

Runway 28 Extension  Runway 10 Extension 

All physical development occurs on graded land Land would need to be cleared, fill brought  in to meet 
grade,  and  the  proposed  taxiway  would  not  be  on 
existing airport property 

Requires land acquisition to meet FAA design standards Requires land acquisition to meet FAA design standards

Potential for lower visibility on Runway 10 only because 
of terrain obstructions southeast of Runway 28 

Potential  for  lower  visibility  on  both  Runway ends 10 
and 28  

Potential wetland impacts 
Environmentally  cleared  from NY  State  Environmental 
Quality Review 

Potential wetland impacts
Not  reviewed  from  NY  State  Environmental  Quality 
Review 
Lands to the east need to be rezoned to permit airport 
development 

 
B. Ormsby asked about shifting the entire runway 10‐28 to the east.  It was explained this shift would negatively 
impact Runway 7‐25 operations, and require a significant 800‐1,000’ shift. 
 
The  airport  does  not  own  the  land  off  both  Runway  10  and  28,  but  is  in  negotiations with  the  landowners.  
Appraisals have been completed and sent to the landowners. 
 
Question was asked about the near‐term constructability.   S. Bray and B. Hagemann explained the path of  least 
resistance is likely a 1,000 foot extension to the east. 
 
L. Cheung then explained the terminal development.  The proposal separates commercial service, general aviation 
and air cargo operations.   The presented development alternative addresses the  forecasted needs.   D. Dimonda 
asked if the terminal building expansion would be space for concessions.  S. Bray explained that at this stage the 
building is not designed but will consider adequate lease space for concessions. 
 
B.  Hagemann  asked  L.  Cheung  to  provide  a  consolidated  survey  of  the  membership  for  their 
thoughts/recommendations.   
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Next steps: 

 B. Hagemann will provide copies of the handouts to the absent members 

 L. Cheung will provide consolidates survey to membership 
 
If any omissions or inaccuracies in these minutes are found, please contact me directly at (585) 325‐1000, x201. 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Copies to:  Attendees 
  File 
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Attendees: 

Barry Ormsby Jefferson County Legislature 
Jim St Croix Citizen 
David Zembiec Jefferson County IDA 
Dom Dimonda Neighbor, Town of Hounsfield 
Robert Hagemann Jefferson County Supervisor 
Jimmy Lawrence Jefferson County: Airport Manager 
Cindy Sawyer Jefferson County: Airport/Airline Rep 
Joe White Fort Drum 
Pete Whitemore Business Rep/Pilot 
Shawn Bray Passero Associates 
Lisa Cheung Passero Associates 
  
Absent:  
Calvin McNeely Business Rep/Pilot 

 
1.  Comments from TAC Meeting #1 
 
L. Cheung and S. Bray updated the attendees of ongoing projects and initiatives: 

 The County is negotiating with adjacent land owners to secure the Runway Protection Zones for runways 
10, 28, and 7. 

 Contracts were awarded for Phase 1 of the Airport Business Center consisting of a 14,400 SF bulk hangar.  
Construction is projected to be complete in August 2013. 

 Jefferson County recently was awarded a NYS grant for Phase 2 of the Airport Business Center, including 
5,000 SF +/- of finished office, restroom, and meeting space.  Project programming was initiated and 
projected completion of Phase 2 is January 2014. 

 The Taxiway “A” extension and rehabilitation is approximately 20% complete, and construction will 
resume in Spring 2013. 

 Jefferson County will receive bids for the Taxiway “B” Rehabilitation (Phase 2) in February 2013.  
Depending on availability of grant funding, construction is projected for late summer/early fall 2013. 

 The environmental assessment of short term master plan development projects is approximately 75% 
complete. 

 
L. Cheung summarized comments received from TAC Meeting #1.  Specifics comments discussed and addressed in 
the draft master plan include:  

 The proposed cargo apron will be immediately adjacent to and west of the terminal apron. 
 Available land for private development will be identified northeast of the GA apron. 
 The proposed 7,000 foot runway will accommodate the existing regional jet users at full capacity in most 

operating conditions.  In addition, some aircraft with greater than 100 seats, may also be able to operate at 
less than maximum load. 

 Friction Measuring Equipment is already in place and reported via NOTAM. 
 US Customs is currently based at the Thousand Islands bridge border crossing,   and providing on-airport 

office space was discussed.  Consensus of attendees was it is unlikely US Customs would commit to a 
permanent presence at the airport. 
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 Detailed discussion on a precision approach.  J. White provided significant background information 
regarding ILS and approach lighting systems, as well as differential GPS.  Based on FAA conversations, L. 
Cheung estimated that differential GPS is at least 10 years away, so the proposed development plan will 
include currently available ILS and approach lights.  J. White questioned if ODALS are fundable in lieu of 
the medium approach lighting system (MALSR).  L. Cheung contacted the FAA and was told that the 
ODALS would not provide light credit, and the FAA “will no longer support an ODALS system for take-
over and maintenance.”  

 
2.  Proposed Development Plan 
 
L. Cheung presented the major Airport Layout Plan development needs: 

o 1,000’ Extension on Runway 28 and parallel Taxiway “A” 
o Approach lighting and Instrument Landing Systems to Runway ends 10 and 28 
o Terminal Area Expansion 

 New Airport Business Center and FBO building 
 Expanded GA apron area, including additional hangars 
 Expanded Terminal Building 
 Improved public access and additional public vehicle parking 

o Land Acquisition for Runway Protection Zones and Obstruction Removal 
o Acquire maintenance and safety equipment 

 
3.  Potential Environmental Impact Areas 
 
L. Cheung also described potential environmental impact areas from the proposed development that will require 
further study, and what action has already been taken: 
 

Environmental Category Study Status 

Air Quality   Analysis on-going because Jefferson County is in non-attainment for 
ozone 

Compatible Land Use Documentation complete pending noise analysis 
Archeological Resources Study completed for Runway 28 extension and terminal area, with no 

impacts 
Noise Study underway 
Water Quality Documentation complete, with no significant impacts 
Wetlands Study completed for Runway 28 extension and terminal area.  Runway 

28 will impact a federal jurisdictional wetland and require 
mitigation/permit from the ACOE.   There was a brief discussion of 
potential wetland banking through the Development of North Country or 
on airport in the southern portion of the property.  This will be pursued 
further during the design phase of the runway extension. 
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4.  Financial Plan 
 
L. Cheung and S. Bray discussed airport improvement funding options.  Traditionally the airport has received grants 
through the FAA Airport Improvement Program (AIP), that currently provide 90% FAA, 5% NYSDOT, and 5% 
local cost shares.  The majority of the proposed development will continue to be eligible for AIP grant funding 
sources: state-apportionment (local FAA), discretionary (Washington FAA) and entitlements (based on 
enplanements).  Based on projected enplanements exceeding 10,000 in calendar years 2012 and 2013, the airport’s 
FY2014 entitlement would increase from its existing level of $150,000 to a minimum of $650,000, and a maximum 
of $1,000,000, depending on the national funding level of the AIP for each fiscal year.   
 
An additional federal funding source would be application to the FAA to collect passenger facility charges (PFC).  
The current level is a maximum $4.50 surcharge for each enplaned passenger at Watertown International Airport.  
Airports frequently issue revenue anticipation bonds for FAA approved PFC applications, and use the projected 
monies to accomplish larger, locally important, non-revenue generating projects (e.g., terminal building 
improvements, parking, etc.).  All PFC applications need to identify the specific project(s) the collected fees will be 
used for. 
 
New York State periodically has grant opportunities for public use airports.  The local share of state grants varies, 
depending on the source, but generally is 10%.  When available, state grants are typically procured to complete the 
revenue generating projects not funded by the AIP such as hangars, lease space, and fuel farms.  The airport 
financial plan will continue to assume sporadic availability of state grants. 
 
L. Cheung provided a brief history of the regional economic impact of Watertown International Airport.  These 
estimates were prepared by the NYSDOT.  D. Zembiec requested the study link be forwarded to his attention so he 
could review the methodology. 
 
Future actions: 

 L. Cheung distributed a copy of the second phase of the report to County personnel seeking responses by 
Wednesday, Jan 31, 2013.   

 L. Cheung to report back to the committee on the possible use of ODALS in lieu of MALSR 
 L. Cheung will provide D. Zembiec with the link to the NYSDOT economic study 
 L. Cheung will forward the second phase of the report to the FAA by Feb 5, 2013 
 L. Cheung will forward a copy of the entire Draft report to the committee 
 L. Cheung will continue to work on the Environmental Assessment and forward a “Draft” to the FAA prior 

to the FY2013/2014 programming meeting on February 21, 2013. 
 
If any omissions or inaccuracies in these minutes are found, please contact me directly at (585) 325-1000, x201. 

 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
 
Copies to: Attendees 
 File 
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Attendees: 

Jefferson County Board of Legislatures

Passero Associates Representatives

Special Council to Jefferson County

Jefferson County Council 

Watertown International Airport Manager

Adjacent land owners and council

 

 
This was a public hearing to discuss eminent domain taking of lands off the Runway 10 and 28 end of runway.  
 
Purpose  of  eminent  domain  is  to  secure  the  lands within  the  RPZ  that  are  for  the  protection  of  people  and 
property on the ground for arriving and departing aircraft, and comply with FAA regulations to control such lands. 
 
A brief presentation of the development of the Proposed Action was discussed followed by a question and answer 
period, open to the property owners and public.  A transcript from the hearing is available at the Special Council to 
Jefferson County’s office. 
 
 
 
 
Lisa M. Cheung 
Airport Planner 
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