
SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

JONES
MEMORIAL
AIRPORT

PREPARED BY

IN ASSOCIATION WITH



Page ii 
 

Supplement Environmental Assessment 
 

For 
 

Runway Construction 
 
 
 

Jones Memorial Airport 
Bristow, Oklahoma 

 
 
 

Prepared for: 
 

City of Bristow 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
 

Mead & Hunt, Inc. 
and 

CEC Infrastructure Solutions 
 
 
 
 

Submitted Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
 
 
 
 
 

May 2016 
 
 
 
 

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment becomes a Federal document when evaluated and signed and dated 
by the responsible FAA official. 

 
 
 
 
_________________________________________  __________________________ 
Responsible FAA Official     Date  



Page iii 
 

Table on Contents 
Contents iii 
Tables iv 
Illustrations iv 
Executive Summary v 
 I.  Introduction 1 
1.1 Airport Background 1 
1.2 Project Background 1 
1.3 Project Funding 3 
 II.  Purpose and Need 4 
2.1 Aviation Activity Forecasts 4 
2.2 Airfield Design Standards 5 
2.3 Proposed Action 5 
2.4 Purpose and Need 5 
2.5 Proposed Federal Action 6 
 III.  Alternatives 7 
3.1 No Action Alternative 7 
3.2 Development Alternatives 7 
3.3 Summary of Development Alternatives 9 
 IV.  Affected Environment 13 
 V.  Environmental Consequences 14 
5.1 Resources Dismissed from Further Study 14 
5.2 Resources Evaluated 14 
 Appendix 
  



Page iv 
 

Tables 
Table 2-1, Existing and Forecast Operations 4 
Table 2-2, Forecast Operations from the 2007 EA and 2015 Actual Operations 5 
Table 5-1, Baseline Emissions (2018) at Jones Memorial Airport (grams/year) 17 
Table 5-2, Summary of Project-related Emissions (grams/year) 17 
Table 5-3, ESA Listed Species in Creek County 19 
Table 5-4, Summary of Project-related Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CO2e metric tons/year) 21 
 
 Illustrations 
Figure 1-1 Vicinity/Location Map 2 
Figure 3-1 Extend Proposed Runway 625 Feet North 10 
Figure 3-2 Extend Proposed Runway 625 Feet South 11 
Figure 3-3 Extend Proposed Runway 625 Feet, Combination of North and South 12 
Figure 5-1 Study Area Map 15 
Figure 5-2 Prime Farmlands 23 
Figure 5-3 Cultural Resources 27 
Figure 5-4 2018 Baseline Noise Contours 30 
Figure 5-5 2023 Noise Contours (No Project) 31 
Figure 5-6 2018 Noise Contours (With Project) 32 
Figure 5-7 2023 Noise Contours (With Project) 33 
Figure 5-8 Water Resources 35 
 
  



Page v 
 

Executive Summary 
In 2007, the City of Bristow issued an Environmental Assessment (2007 EA) for the construction of a new 
runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet in width, to be located 240 feet east of the existing Runway 18/36 
at Jones Memorial Airport.  The existing runway would have been converted to a parallel taxiway and 
connector taxiways would have been constructed.  Activities associated with the project would have 
included tree clearing within the Runway Protection Zones (RPZs), perimeter fencing and gates, 
narrowing/overlaying/reconstructing existing runway pavement as a partial parallel taxiway, extension of 
the partial parallel taxiway to full length of runway, installation of taxiway lights, and installation of Precision 
Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) on both ends of runway.  A future 625-foot extension was expected to occur 
in the future, but was not a part of the original 2007 EA.  On August 9, 2007, the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed construction of 
this new single runway.  
 
The City of Bristow initiated the acquisition of the necessary properties to implement the runway 
construction, the latest of which occurred in 2012.  Therefore, continuous progress has occurred to date on 
the 2007 EA, so that the 2007 EA and FONSI are valid, and the original proposed project can be considered 
as the baseline condition. 
 
However, since the issuance of the 2007 EA, the aviation demand placed on the Airport has changed 
substantially to the point that a runway length of 4,000 feet and a width of 75 feet is now a necessity (see 
Appendix A, FAA Justification Letters).  As such, this Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (Draft 
Supplemental EA) is needed to evaluate the potential environmental impacts from a proposed 625-foot 
extension to the original proposed project, and a runway width increase from 60 to 75 feet.  The Proposed 
Action anticipates constructing the additional 625 feet of runway by extending the north end of Runway 18 
by 325 feet and the south end of Runway 36 by 300 feet, however all alternatives were evaluated.  The 
existing runway would still be converted to a parallel taxiway and connector taxiways would be constructed. 
In addition to the associated activities described for the original project, there would be an installation of a 
Jet A fuel system. 
 
This Draft Supplemental EA includes: (1) a purpose and need for a longer and wider runway than proposed 
in the 2007 EA; (2) an alternatives analysis for runway improvements; (3) an analysis on potential 
environmental effects and potential mitigation measures; and (4) air quality and noise analyses per FAA 
Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures.   
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 I. INTRODUCTION  
 
The FAA has prepared this Draft Supplemental EA pursuant to the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and in accordance with Title V of Public Law 97-248 of the Airport 
and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended, as well as the FAA Order 5050.4B, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and FAA Order 1050.1F, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures.  It has been prepared in response to substantial changes 
in demand at the Airport since the 2007 EA was issued and associated changes needed for runway 
improvements.   
 

1.1 Airport Background 
 
Jones Memorial Airport (Airport) is a general aviation airport located in the City of Bristow within Creek 
County, Oklahoma.  Owned and operated by the City of Bristow, the City Council comprises the ultimate 
decision making body of the Airport.  Additionally, the Jones Memorial Airport Board provides 
recommendations on airport matters and the Airport Manager oversees operation of the facility on a daily 
basis. 
 
The Airport consists of one runway (Runway 18/36) that is 3,375 feet long and 50 feet wide.  Airport property 
spans 81 acres and includes the runway, aircraft parking apron and numerous T-hangar facilities (see 
Figure 1-1, Vicinity/Location Map). 
 
According to data provided by the Airport, the Airport handles approximately 2,100 operations per year and 
has 17 based aircraft.  All operations, whether local or itinerant, are classified as general aviation.  Local 
businesses such as Platinum Cross Welding, Inc., Oklahoma Tire Recyclers, Vertical Aerospace, Timco, 
and Consolidated Turbine Specialists use the Airport for aircraft operations and T-hangar facilities.  
 
 
1.2 Project Background 
 
In 2007, the City of Bristow submitted an Environmental Assessment (2007 EA) pursuant to NEPA (see 
Appendix B, 2007 EA), and the FAA issued a FONSI for the construction of a new runway at Jones Memorial 
Airport.  The new runway was to be located 240 feet east of the existing runway, with a length of 3,375 feet 
and 60 feet in width.  The existing runway was to be converted to a parallel taxiway and connector taxiways 
were to be constructed for aircraft access. 
 
At the time, the existing dimensions were consistent with the existing and future aircraft fleet expected to 
use the Airport.  A future 625-foot extension was expected to occur in the future, but it was not included in 
the original 2007 EA.  The City of Bristow initiated the acquisition of the necessary properties to implement 
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the runway construction, the latest occurring in 2012.  Therefore, continuous progress has occurred to date 
on the 2007 EA, so that the 2007 EA and FONSI are valid, and the original proposed project can be 
considered the baseline conditions. 
 
However, since the issuance of the FONSI, aviation demand placed on the Airport has increased 
substantially.  According to runway length justification letters (see Appendix A, FAA Justification Letters), 
aircraft forecast to use the Airport include larger aircraft such as King Airs, Citation Jets, and Embraer 
Phenoms.  A runway length of 4,000 feet is now considered necessary to meet the operational requirements 
of these aircraft.  Most of these aircraft are classified as Runway Design Code (RDC) B-II or greater, which 
requires a runway width of 75 feet. 
 
Therefore, it has been determined that the proposed runway length of 3,375 feet and width of 60 feet 
discussed in the 2007 EA does not meet the needs of forecast airport users.  In order to provide for safe 
and efficient operations, the Airport proposes to increase the length of the proposed runway to 4,000 feet 
and the width to 75 feet to meet design standards for B-II aircraft.  This would result in an increase of runway 
length by 625 feet and runway width by 15 feet beyond the proposed project evaluated in the 2007 EA. 
 
In addition to the proposed extension and width of the new runway, the project would include the installation 
of a Jet A fuel system.  It is anticipated that the new fuel system would be installed approximately 100 feet 
south of the T-hangar that is south of the existing fuel system. 
 
In light of changes over time in use and demand at the Airport, this Draft Supplemental EA includes analyses 
of potential environmental effects resulting from a change in the specifications of the runway construction 
project.  FAA has prepared this Draft Supplemental EA to address the following elements:  
 

(1) A purpose and need for a longer and wider runway than proposed in the 2007 EA; 
(2) An alternatives analysis for runway improvements; 
(3) An analysis on potential environmental effects and potential mitigation measures; and 
(4) Air quality and noise analyses per 1050.1F guidance. 

 

1.3 Project Funding 

The FAA is being requested to provide 86.3% of all project costs.  The City would be responsible for 9.6% 
of the project cost and the Oklahoma Aeronautics Commission is responsible for about 4.2% of the project 
costs.  The project may be funded through FAA’s Airport Improvement Program (AIP).  AIP provides money 
called non-primary entitlement funds, discretionary funds, and state apportionment funds to airports around 
the country based on the airport’s size and the number of passenger enplanements.  The funds, which are 
provided for the planning and development of public-use airports, are eligible for those airports included in 
the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS).  See the FAA’s AIP Handbook for a more detailed 
discussion on AIP grants.  
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II. PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
This section provides existing and forecast conditions for the Airport, identifies the Purpose and Need for 
the Proposed Action, and describes the Proposed Action and Proposed Federal Action. 
 

2.1 Aviation Activity Forecasts 

The aviation activity forecast used in this Draft Supplemental EA was prepared using data provided by the 
Airport and the FAA Aerospace Forecast.  These forecasts were utilized to evaluate the need for the 
proposed runway improvements, and to evaluate noise and air quality impacts associated with the 
Proposed Action.  Aviation activity forecasts consider the most recent year of complete data available 
(2015), and then forecasted aviation activity for the expected opening day of the Proposed Action (2018) 
and five years after implementation (2023) (see Table 2-1, Existing and Forecast Operations).   
 
Table 2-1, Existing and Forecast Operations  

Aircraft Type 2015 2018 2023 

General Aviation 2,000 2,435 2,935 
Single Engine 1,400 1,470 1,575 
Multi-Engine Piston 100 80 60 
Turboprop 300 575 850 
Business Jet 0 35 100 
Helicopter 200 275 350 
    

Military 100 100 100 
Helicopter 100 100 100 
    

Total 2,100 2,535 3,035 
Source: Jones Memorial Airport, FAA Aerospace Forecasts 

 
Table 2-2, Forecast Operations from the 2007 EA and 2015 Actual Operations, contrasts the forecast 
operations identified in the 2007 EA and the actual operations for that year.  Forecast demand documented 
in the 2007 EA called for future operations to grow from 1,000 operations in 2006 to 1,150 in 2016.  
However, according to the estimates provided for use by the Airport for the Draft Supplemental EA, current 
operations (2015) at the Airport are 2,100 per year, exceeding the 2007 EA’s forecasted demand. 
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Table 2-2, Forecast Operations from the 2007 EA and 2015 Actual Operations 

Aircraft Type 2006 (EA) 2016 (EA) 2015 

General Aviation 1,000 1,150 2,000 
Single Engine 847 978 1,400 
Multi-Engine Piston 95 110 100 
Turboprop 58 62 300 
Business Jet --- --- --- 
Helicopter --- --- 200 
    

Military --- --- 100 
Helicopter --- --- 100 
    

Total 1,000 1,150 2,100 
Source: 2007 Jones Memorial Airport Environmental Assessment, Jones Memorial Airport 

 
 

2.2 Airfield Design Standards 

In order to determine the appropriate dimensions and facilities for the Airport, it is necessary to identify the 
type of aircraft that use the Airport.  According to runway length justification letters (see Appendix A, FAA 
Justification Letters), aircraft forecast to use the Airport include King Airs, Citation Jets, and Embraer 
Phenoms.  Most of these aircraft are classified as Runway Design Code (RDC) B-II or greater.  The 
dimensional and performance characteristics of these aircraft are used to determine the appropriate RDC 
and associated dimensional standards for facilities at the Airport.  According to design standards described 
in AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design, an airport should have a runway width of 75 feet to 
accommodate RDC B-II aircraft types for proper operational functionality.  Additionally, according to the 
runway justification letters provided in Appendix A, a minimum runway length of 4,000 feet is now 
considered necessary to meet the operational requirements of these aircraft. 
 

2.3 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action is to construct a longer and wider runway than was described in the 2007 EA in order 
to accommodate existing demand and future growth at the Airport, and to accommodate RDC B-II aircraft.  
The Proposed Action would entail constructing a new 4,000 foot by 75 foot runway approximately 240 feet 
east of the existing runway 18/36.  Activities associated with the Proposed Action would include tree 
clearing within the RPZs, perimeter fencing and gates, narrowing/overlaying/reconstructing existing runway 
pavement as a partial parallel taxiway, extension of the partial parallel taxiway to full length of runway, 
installation of taxiway lights, and installation of PAPI on both ends of runway.  Additionally, a new, Jet A 
fuel system would be installed and is anticipated to be located approximately 100 feet south of the T-hangar 
that is south of the existing fuel system. 
 

2.4 Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to adequately accommodate forecasted growth and to accommodate 
B-II aircraft by improving airside facilities at Jones Memorial Airport.  
 
The implementation of this Proposed Action will address the following needs: 
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 Providing adequate runway length of 4,000 feet 
 Providing adequate runway width of 75 feet 

 
 

2.5 Proposed Federal Action  
The FAA is the Federal Lead Agency for the proposed project and the City of Bristow is the project sponsor.  
The Proposed Federal Action is approval of the Proposed Action of a newly constructed 4,000 foot by 75 
foot runway at the Airport.  As a Federal agency, FAA can neither approve nor fund proposed projects 
without performing an evaluation of the project’s potential impacts on the natural and human environment. 
 
The purpose of this Draft Supplemental EA is to allow FAA to determine whether a significant impact would 
result from the Proposed Action, which is different from the project description in the 2007 EA.  If no 
significant impact is identified, a Final Supplemental EA will be prepared and FAA will issue an 
environmental finding.  This would either be a FONSI, or, if additional data are required, or if potentially 
significant impacts are identified during the performance of this Draft Supplemental EA, FAA would issue a 
Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
 
If the FAA deems that environmental impacts are great enough to warrant that an Environmental Impact 
Statement will be required.  A timeline for this path will be drafted at the time of decision.  
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III. ALTERNATIVES 
 
The identification, consideration, and analysis of alternatives are essential to the NEPA process and the 
goal of objective decision making.  Federal environmental regulations concerning the environmental review 
process require that all reasonable alternatives that may accomplish the objectives of a proposed project 
be identified and evaluated.  
  
In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and other applicable guidance 
regarding compliance with NEPA, a range of reasonable alternatives has been identified that may 
accomplish the objectives of the Proposed Action.  The alternatives evaluated include: No Action 
Alternative, Extend Proposed Runway 625 feet North, Extend Proposed Runway 625 feet South, and 
Extend Proposed Runway, Combination of North and South.  
 

3.1 No Action Alternative  
NEPA requires consideration of a No Action Alternative.  The No Action Alternative serves as a reference 
point of baseline conditions.  When compared with another alternative, the No Action Alternative enables 
the identification of the probable impact of that alternative.  The No Action Alternative for this Draft 
Supplemental EA is the same as previously disclosed in the 2007 EA (new runway 3,375 feet in length and 
60 feet in width).  Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not meet the project Purpose and Need.  
However, because the CEQ regulations require consideration of the No Action Alternative as a baseline, it 
is carried forward for evaluation. 
 

3.2 Development Alternatives 

Development alternatives for the Proposed Action were designed to meet the Purpose and Need.  To 
accommodate forecasted growth and safe operations for B-II aircraft, a number of reasonable runway 
improvement options were considered for accomplishing the objectives of the project.  The Proposed Action 
in the 2007 EA included a new runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet in width located approximately 240 
feet east of the existing runway at Jones Memorial Airport. 
 
All development alternatives assessed in this Draft Supplemental EA would involve the construction of a 
new runway 4,000 feet in length and 75 feet in width, located approximately 240 feet east of the existing 
runway.  The existing runway would be converted to a taxiway, new access taxiways between the new 
runway and parallel taxiway would be constructed, and runway and taxiway lighting for new pavement 
surfaces would be installed.  All development alternatives would include tree clearing, perimeter fencing 
and gates, narrowing/overlaying/reconstructing existing runway pavement as a partial parallel taxiway, 
extension of the partial parallel taxiway to full length of runway, installation of taxiway lights, installation of 
PAPI on both runway ends, and installation of a new Jet A fuel system to be located approximately 100 feet 
south of the T-hangar that is south of the existing fuel system. Note that all development alternatives would 
impact a small water body just east of the existing runway.  This pond would need to be filled in order to 
implement any of the development alternatives. 
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 3.2.1 Extend Proposed Runway 625 feet North 
This alternative would extend the proposed runway 625 feet north of the previously approved runway 
(Figure 3-1, Extend Proposed Runway 625 feet North).  Extending the runway 625 feet north of the 
previously approved runway would require the purchase of additional property and avigation easements 
(beyond what has already been acquired by the Airport) to accommodate the associated Runway Safety 
Area (RSA), Runway Object Free Area (ROFA), and RPZ.  Trees located on either side of the runway within 
the avigation easement would need to be cleared to eliminate obstructions.  Jaycee Road (located just 
north of the Airport) would either have to be closed or re-routed.  While there is currently a segment of a 
power line just north of the Airport that would result in an obstruction, coordination is ongoing to purchase 
and mitigate this obstacle.  This alternative would place the runway extension within the 100-year floodplain 
associated with the drainage ditch adjacent Jaycee Road, and would potentially require a 404 permit for 
impacts to the drainage ditch itself.  
 
Runway improvements associated with this alternative would maintain the 20:1 threshold siting surface 
Type 4 as identified in Table 3-2 of AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design.  Additionally, the existing 
LNAV non-precision instrument approach associated with the existing Runway 18 end would potentially be 
able to transition to the future Runway 18 end associated with this alternative. 
 3.2.2 Extend Proposed Runway 625 feet South 
This alternative would extend the proposed runway 625 feet south of the previously approved runway 
(Figure 3-2, Extend Proposed Runway 625 feet South).  Extending the runway 625 feet south of the 
previously approved runway would require no additional land or easements to be purchased by the City.  
Trees located on either side of the runway within the avigation easement would need to be cleared to 
eliminate obstructions.   
 
Two wooden H-brace poles for transmission power lines located south of the Airport would result in 
obstructions.  It was determined that the power lines cannot be lowered and the cost to bury a transmission 
line is not considered feasible in regards to funds allocated to this project.  These obstructions would 
penetrate the 20:1 threshold siting surface Type 4 identified in Table 3-2 of AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, 
Airport Design.  Without burial of the power line, the full 4,000 feet of runway length cannot be provided 
without a Runway 36 displaced threshold of approximately 500 feet.  Additionally, it does not appear that 
the existing LNAV non-precision instrument approach associated with the existing Runway 36 end can be 
implemented to the future Runway 36 end associated with this alternative.  Therefore, this alternative would 
not meet the proposed Purpose and Need.   
 3.2.3 (Preferred Alternative) Extend Proposed Runway, Combination of North and South 
This alternative would extend the runway 325 feet north and 300 feet south of the previously approved 
runway (Figure 3-3, Extend Proposed Runway, Combination of North and South).  This is the sponsor’s 
preferred alternative.  This alternative would require no additional land or easements to be purchased.  
Similar to the other development alternatives, the trees located on either side of the runway would need to 
be cleared.  While the H-brace power line poles located south of the runway would still be considered 
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obstructions to the 34:1 non-precision FAR Part 77 approach surfaces, they would not penetrate the 20:1 
threshold siting surface Type 4 identified in Table 3-2 of AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Airport Design.  
Therefore, this alternative would not require a displaced threshold.  It appears the existing LNAV non-
precision instrument approach associated with the existing Runway 36 end could be implemented to the 
future Runway 36 end.  Even though the H-brace power line poles penetrate the 30:1 Glidepath 
Qualification Slope (GQS), it is anticipated that the Runway 36 end would still qualify for a vertically guided 
GPS approach that is still useable at night; however, the published minimums would need to be adjusted 
to mitigate the penetrations.  Nevertheless, this combined north-south extension alternative presents less 
obstructions to the runway when compared to the southern extension alternative.  
 

3.3 Summary of Development Alternatives 

Of the development alternatives discussed above, the full extension to the north and the combination north-
south extension would accommodate forecast demand, would accommodate B-II design standards and 
would meet the Purpose and Need of the project.  The full extension to the south would require a displaced 
threshold, would not accommodate future demand and would not meet the Purpose and Need for the 
project.  Mitigation to reduce obstructions would be required for all development alternatives.   
 
The implementation potential for Development Alternatives considered potential environmental impacts and 
the ability to implement non-precision instrument approaches to the future runway ends.  All development 
alternatives would impact a small water body just east of the existing runway.  Extending the runway 625 
feet north would result in the need to close or re-route Jaycee Road, would impact the 100-year floodplain 
of the drainage ditch adjacent to the road, and would potentially require a 404 permit for impacts to the 
drainage ditch.  Extending the runway 625 south would potentially require an approximately 500-foot 
displaced threshold to the future Runway 36 end and it does not appear that the existing LNAV non-
precision instrument approach to the existing Runway 36 end could be implemented to the future runway 
end.  Further, the cost to bury the transmission line south of the runway would not be feasible for this project.  
A combination of north and south extensions would avoid impacts to Jaycee Road, avoid impacts to the 
drainage ditch and the 100-year floodplain, and would allow for the existing LNAV non-precision instrument 
approach to be implemented to the future Runway 36 end.  Because of these differences, the Development 
Alternative to Extend Proposed Runway, Combination of North and South was found to be the preferred 
alternative.  Only this alternative was carried forward with the No Action Alternative for evaluation of runway 
improvements at the Airport; therefore, it is referred to as the Proposed Action. 
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IV. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Because the environmental setting for the proposed improvements has changed little since the preparation 
of the 2007 EA, the description of the affected environment has not been updated.  Refer to Appendix B, 
2007 Environmental Assessment for Jones Memorial Airport, for a description of the affected environment 
surrounding the Airport.  Note that the following environmental resources are not evaluated in Section V.  
Environmental Consequences: Coastal Resources, Visual Effects and Light Emissions, Natural Resources 
and Energy Supply, and Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and 
Safety Risks. The following environmental resources are evaluated:  Air Quality, Biological Resources, 
Climate, Section 4(f) Resources, Farmlands, Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention, 
Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources, Land Use, Noise and Compatible Land 
Use, Water Resources, Cumulative Impacts, and Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.  
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
This section outlines the potential environmental consequences associated with implementing the No 
Action Alternative and the Proposed Action. Chapter III, Alternatives, describes these options in detail.  
 

5.1 Resources Dismissed from Further Study 
In some cases, resources do not exist in the proposed study area or would not be directly or indirectly 
affected by any of the alternatives.  These resources were dismissed from further evaluation and are 
addressed briefly below. 
 5.1.1 Coastal Resources 
Bristow, Oklahoma is not located near any coastal resources.  Therefore an assessment of impacts to 
coastal areas is not necessary. 
 5.1.2 Visual Effects and Light Emissions 
Neither alternative would have a significant impact on visual or light resources.  While runway and taxiway 
lighting for new pavement surfaces would be included in both the No Action and Proposed Action 
Alternatives, these lights would not result in any adverse light emission impacts at the Airport.  Further, 
construction of the new runway would not result in visual impacts that are not already associated with the 
Airport.  
 5.1.3 Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
Neither of the alternatives would significantly increase electrical or natural gas usage above existing 
consumption levels at the Airport.  Therefore, neither alternative would impact the future capabilities of the 
City of Bristow’s local energy supplies.  Neither local water supplies nor natural resources would be 
significantly depleted as a result of either alternative. 
 5.1.4 Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks  
Neither of the alternatives would directly impact socioeconomic conditions in the area.  The No Action 
Alternative would have a slight indirect impact on socioeconomic conditions in that the community would 
not be able to accommodate existing and forecast demand at the Airport.  The Proposed Action would allow 
the City of Bristow to adequately accommodate existing and forecast demand, and could potentially attract 
new industry to the community. 
 
5.2 Resources Evaluated 
The following environmental resources were evaluated for potential impacts as a result of the No Action 
Alternative and Proposed Action.  A project study area was delineated to show all areas that potentially 
could be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project (see Figure 5-1, Study Area Map).  The Study 
Area is centered on the Airport’s proposed new runway for the Proposed Action (a larger, more conservative 
estimate than the 3,375 by 60 foot runway for the No Action Alternative) and encompasses 
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the approach-departure corridor and the approximate boundaries of the future noise contours for Runway 
18/36.  5.2.1 Air Quality 
Under the Clean Air Act (CAA) the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six common air pollutants.  These criteria air pollutants are 
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide (SO2), 
and lead (Pb).1  The EPA determined that these criteria air pollutants may harm human health and the 
environment, and cause property damage.  The EPA regulates these pollutants to permissible levels 
through human health-based (primary standards) and environmental-based (secondary standards) criteria. 
 
All areas of the country are required to demonstrate attainment with the NAAQS.  Areas that are in 
compliance with the NAAQS are considered to be in attainment.  Areas that currently do not meet these 
standards are referred to as non-attainment areas.  Other areas, where prior exceedance occurred, but that 
now achieve the standards are referred to as maintenance areas.  Such areas are subject to State 
Implementation Plans, which reflect plans by the state for how to achieve (and maintain) compliance with 
the NAAQS.  
 
In accordance with the Clean Air Act, an airport action is subject to General Conformity requirements only 
if it would occur in a nonattainment or maintenance area.  The EPA designated Creek County as being 
within attainment for all NAAQS, with no pollutant maintenance areas.  Therefore, General Conformity of 
the Clean Air Act does not apply based on the guidance.   
 
According to the Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook, “there is no single, universal criterion for 
determining what type of analysis is appropriate for FAA-supported projects or actions.”  It is important to 
note that the 2007 Jones Memorial Airport EA did not include an air quality analysis because it was not 
required per regulations at the time.  However, it was decided that an emissions inventory would be 
appropriate to provide disclosure of potential air quality effects of this project.  Therefore, the air quality 
analysis for this project compares the existing baseline emissions at the Airport and the proposed emissions 
resulting from the project.  This differs from the No Action Alternative, which would include the construction 
of a 3,375 foot by 60 foot runway.  Table 5-1, Baseline Emissions, shows the existing (No Project, 2018) 
emissions for sources that could be affected by the Proposed Action.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
1 EPA regulates particulate matter (PM) in two categories, particles with aerodynamic diameters of 10 micrometers 
or less (PM10) and particles with aerodynamic diameters of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5). 
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Table 5-1, Baseline Emissions (2018) at Jones Memorial Airport (grams/year) 
Pollutant Aircraft Construction Total 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 83,185.74 N/A 83,185.74
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 782.47 N/A 782.47
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 1,360.61 N/A 1,360.61
Sulfur Oxides (SOX) 268.81 N/A 268.81
Particulate Matter (PM10) 102.89 N/A 102.89
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 102.89 N/A 102.89

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., February 2016 using AEDT. (Totals may not add due to rounding.)  

 
 
Table 5-2, Summary of Project-related Emissions, summarizes the operational emissions and construction 
emissions associated with the proposed project forecast for the expected opening day of the Proposed 
Action (2018) and five years after implementation. 
 
Table 5-2, Summary of Project-related Emissions (grams/year) 

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., April 2016 using AEDT and December 2015 using EDMS 5.1.4.1 (Totals may not add due to rounding.)  
* Jones Memorial Airport does not anticipate construction activities in 2023. 

 

Pollutant 
No Action 
(Baseline) 

Proposed Action 
 Project Related 

Emissions Operational 
Emissions 

Construction 
Emissions* 

Year 2018 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 83,185.74 100,653.40 5,872,923 5,890,390.66
Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOC) 

782.47 1,000.05 11,909,610 11,909,827.58

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 1,360.61 1,563.19 10,376 10,578.58
Sulfur Oxides (SOX) 268.81 345.69 26,832 26,908.88
Particulate Matter (PM10) 102.89 147.02 739,515 739,559.13
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 102.89 147.02 250,686 250,730.13

Year 2023 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 114,150.1 112,325.80 N/A -1,824.30
Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOC) 

1,014.31 1,092.12 N/A 77.81

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 1,507.21 2,220.98 N/A 713.77
Sulfur Oxides (SOX) 321.28 472.83 N/A 151.55
Particulate Matter (PM10) 130.58 198.47 N/A 67.89
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 130.58 198.47 N/A 67.89
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No Action Alternative  
The No Action Alternative would not significantly change traffic patterns or increase the number of Airport 
operations, or otherwise change air quality in the Bristow area.  However, as it shown in Table 5-2, 
Summary of Project-related Emissions, emissions of all pollutants are anticipated to increase between 2018 
and 2023 regardless of whether or not the proposed runway extension is implemented. 
 Proposed Action  
The Proposed Action would result in the extension of the runway, which could result in increases in 
emissions.  However, emissions associated with increases in surface traffic are not anticipated to contribute 
significantly to overall emissions in the region.  Temporary emissions would occur during the construction 
of the runway extension.  Table 5-2, Summary of Project-related Emissions, shows that the proposed 
improvements would result in increases in NAAQS emissions for all pollutants except carbon monoxide 
(CO).  The slight decrease in CO could be a result of more efficient aircraft that will be in operation in 2023.  
Even though a General Conformity analysis was not required as part of this air quality evaluation, it is 
important to note that increases in NAAQS pollutants associated with the No Action Alternative are well 
below the Clean Air Act defined de minimis thresholds. 2 
 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Air Quality Resources 
The Proposed Action would not generate significant adverse air quality impacts.  However, FAA anticipates 
that Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be implemented to minimize air emissions during 
construction of the runway extension.  Examples of BMPs that would be employed include the following: 

 Minimize land disturbance. 
 Use watering trucks to minimize dust. 
 Cover trucks when hauling dirt or debris. 
 Stabilize the surface of dirt piles and any disturbed areas. 
 Use windbreaks to prevent any accidental dust pollution. 
 Segregate storm water drainage from construction sites and material piles. 
 Cover trucks when transferring materials. 
 Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities. 
 Re-vegetate any disturbed land not used. 
 Remove unused material and dirt piles. 
 Re-vegetate all disturbed areas as appropriate.  

                                                           
2  A de minimis level is the minimum threshold for which a conformity determination must be performed for 
NAAQS criteria pollutants. Under the Clean Air Act, de minimis emission levels are defined for each criteria 
pollutant. In creating the de minimis emission levels, EPA sought to limit the need to conduct conformity 
determinations for actions with minimal emission increases. When the total direct and indirect emissions from the 
project/actions are below the de minimis levels, the project/action would not be subject to a conformity 
determination. For de minimis levels, see http://www3.epa.gov/airquality/genconform/deminimis.html  
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5.2.2  Biological resources (including fish, wildlife, and plants) 
The proposed improvements to the Jones Memorial Airport were evaluated to determine if there would be 
any potential impacts to biological resources near the Airport.  Wildlife species commonly found in the 
vicinity of the Airport include rabbit, quail, skunk, raccoon, squirrel and opossum.  The most prevalent 
vegetation includes Bermuda grass, Johnson grass, Blue grama, Switch grass, and Indian grass.  Overhead 
vegetative species comprise cottonwood, post oak, American elm, sycamore, hackberry, redbud, and red 
cedar. 
 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to examine if proposed projects may have 
an adverse impact on federally listed endangered or threatened species.  The agency must ensure that the 
project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a federally listed species or significantly alter 
or destroy key habitat for these species.  Table 5-3, ESA Listed Species in Creek County, summarizes the 
listed species and their statuses. There are no state-listed threated or endangered species in the county. 
 
Table 5-3, ESA Listed Species in Creek County 

Listed Species  Status 
American peregrine falcon  
(Falco peregrinus anatum) 

Recovery 

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) Threatened 
Least tern (Sterna antillarum) Endangered 
Red knot (Calidris canutus rufa) Threatened 
American burying beetle  
(Nicrophorus americanus) 

Endangered 

Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) countywide species listing, accessed December 29, 2015. 
 No Action Alternative  
The No Action Alternative would require the construction of a new runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet 
in width approximately 240 feet east of the existing runway.  The airport property does not contain any high 
quality ecosystems.  The ditches and water bodies north of the existing runway could potentially be used 
by wildlife as a water source.  However, the common wildlife documented to occur in the airport’s general 
vicinity would likely find refuge outside of the proposed study area during construction activities and during 
future operations on the proposed runway. 
 
The No Action Alternative is not anticipated to significantly impact vegetative or wildlife species populations 
or their habitats. 
 Proposed Action  
Potential impacts of the Proposed Action are similar to those of the No Action Alternative.  The 625 feet of 
extended length and 15 feet of extended width of the runway would not result in appreciably greater impacts 
to wildlife or vegetative species.  
 
Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was conducted to identify federal or state 
threatened or endangered species that could occur within the project area and to determine concurrence 
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that there would be no impacts (see Appendix C, Coordination).  At the release of this Draft Supplemental 
EA, no comments have been received from USFWS.  
 
The Proposed Action is not anticipated to significantly impact vegetative or wildlife species populations or 
their habitats.  
 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Biological Resources 
No impacts to ESA-listed or state-identified wildlife or vegetation would result from implementation of the 
No Action or Proposed Action Alternatives.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.  BMPs would be 
implemented to stabilize barren soils and re-establish appropriate vegetation communities post 
construction.  Should any threatened or endangered species be discovered during construction, appropriate 
measures will be taken to remain in compliance with the Endangered Species Act.  5.2.3 Climate 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) estimates that aviation accounted for 4.1% 
percent of global transportation greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  In the United States, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) data indicate that commercial aviation contributed 6.6% percent 
of total CO2 emissions in 2013, compared with other sources, including the remainder of the transportation 
sector (20.7 percent), industry (28.8 percent), commercial (16.9 percent), residential (16.9 percent), 
agricultural (9.7 percent) and U.S. territories (.05 percent).3  
 
In December 2014, CEQ issued revised draft NEPA guidance for considering the effects of climate change 
and GHG emissions.4  FAA Order 1050.1F officially added Climate to the list of impact categories that must 
be considered in FAA NEPA documents.  However, the FAA has not yet established a significance 
threshold for climate.  Therefore, there are no Federal standards for aviation-related GHG emissions and 
how increases might affect climate change, and there are no corresponding levels of local emissions 
increases or thresholds to establish significance. 
 No Action Alternative and Proposed Action  
The GHG emissions at the Airport are primarily linked to fuel burn associated with aircraft operations.  
Because the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives would not significantly affect air quality conditions, 
it is anticipated that no substantial change would occur with regard to GHG emissions.   
 
The Proposed Action would result in some minor increases in fuel burn (and therefore GHG emissions) due 
to slightly longer taxi times; however, this is not anticipated to result in appreciably greater emissions than 
the No Action Alternative.  Short-term increases in GHGs would result from the construction activities (i.e., 
vehicular activity in support of construction, movement of construction vehicles along haul routes, and 

                                                           
3 GHG allocation by economic sector. Environmental Protection Agency (2015). Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2013. Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/usinventoryreport.html#fullreport 
4 CEQ (2014). Revised Draft Guidance, Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate 
Change in NEPA Reviews, 79 Federal Register 77801 (December 24, 2014). Available at: 
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/24/2014-30035/revised-draft-guidance-for-federaldepartments-and-
agencies-on-consideration-of-greenhouse-gas 
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construction worker commuting) associated with both alternatives.  However, these increases in fuel burn 
would result in relatively small and short-term increases in GHGs relative to the current conditions.  
 

According to the Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) model, current operations at the Airport emit 
0.724 metric tons of CO2e.  Table 5-4, Summary of Project-related Greenhouse Gas Emissions, shows 
forecast CO2e emissions from the Proposed Action.  
 
Table 5-4, Summary of Project-related Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CO2e metric tons/year) 

 No Action 
Proposed Action  
2018 2023 

Aircraft Operations .724 .931 1.274
Construction*  N/A 2,006.824 N/A
TOTAL .724 2,007.669 1.274

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc., February 2016 using EDMS 5.1.4.1 
*Construction emissions were calculated using non-road, on-road, and fugitive sources. 

 
Because neither alternative would substantially affect air quality, and emissions resulting from construction 
emission would be relatively small and short-term, the alternatives are not anticipated to affect climate. 
 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Climate Impacts 
FAA anticipates that BMPs would be implemented to minimize air emissions and energy usage during 
construction of the project.  When implemented, these types of BMPs could help to reduce GHG emissions 
at the Airport.   5.2.4  Section 4(f) Resources 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. DOT Act of 1966 (now codified at 49 U.S.C. § 303) protects significant publicly 
owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and public and private historic sites.  
Section 4(f) provides that the Secretary of Transportation may approve a transportation program or 
project requiring the use of publicly owned land off a public park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl 
refuge of national, state, or local significance, or land of an historic site of national, state, or local 
significance, only if there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the using that land and the program or 
project includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use. 
 
There are no local, state, or national parks or recreational areas that would be affected by the 
alternatives.  According to Oklahoma’s National Register Handbook from the State Historic Preservation 
Office and Oklahoma Historical Society (dated January 1, 2016), the Little Deep Form Creek Bridge, an 
historic bridge, is located approximately 0.33 miles from the Airport at the junction of County Roads 830 
and 3700.    
 No Action Alternative and Proposed Action  
The closest Section 4(f) resource to the proposed project is the Little Deep Form Creek Bridge located 
approximately 0.33 miles from the Airport.  No significant increases in noise are expected as a result of 



Page 22 
 

the Alternatives, and there are no Section 4(f) properties located within the 65 DNL noise contour.  
Therefore neither this cultural resource, nor any other known Section 4(f) resource in the vicinity of the 
Airport, would be adversely affected directly or indirectly from the No Action or Proposed Action 
Alternatives. 
 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for DOT Section 4(f) Impacts 
No Section 4(f) properties would be affected as a result of either alternative, therefore no mitigation is 
required.  5.2.5  Farmlands 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), a subtitle of the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981, was passed 
by Congress with the intent to “...minimize the extent to which Federal programs contribute to the 
unnecessary conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses...” (P.L. 97-98, Sec. 1539-1549; 7 U.S.C. 4201, 
et seq.).  Federal programs include construction projects such as highways, dams, and federal buildings, 
and airport developments that are sponsored or financed in part by the federal government.  As defined in 
FPPA, “farmland” includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of statewide or local importance.  
 
The proposed improvements to the Jones Memorial Airport would qualify as “federal programs” under the 
FPPA.  Consultation with the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) is required to determine if the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) applies to any land 
set to be converted to non-agricultural use as a result of a proposed action. 
 
To determine whether any prime or unique farmland soils or farmland soils of statewide or local importance 
are present in the study area, data were downloaded from the 2015 NRCS Soil Survey Geographic 
Database.  Figure 5-2, Prime Farmlands, shows the soils within the airport boundary and in the vicinity of 
the Airport that are classified as “prime farmland.”  
 No Action Alternative and Proposed Action  
While the soil types indicate that there is prime farmland soil on airport property, the FPPA states that 
farmland does not include land already in or committed to urban development.  Therefore, soils that are 
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already located on airport property, and have been dedicated to airport uses, are not covered under the 
FPPA.  Further, there would be no indirect noise or air quality impacts on agricultural uses around the 
Airport. 
 
On January 21 2016, correspondence was sent to the USDA NRCS Stillwater Field Service Center (see 
Appendix C, Coordination).  As of the release of this document, no comments have been received from the 
NRCS on this project.  
 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Farmland Impacts 
No prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide or local importance would be significantly 
impacted as a result of the either alternative.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.  5.2.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention 
Hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention as an impact category includes an evaluation 
of the following: 

 Waste streams that would be generated by a project, potential for the wastes to impact 
environmental resources, and the impacts on waste handling and disposal facilities that would 
likely receive the wastes; 

 Potential hazardous materials that could be used during construction and operation of a project, 
and applicable pollution prevention procedures; 

 Potential to encounter existing hazardous materials at contaminated sites during construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of a project; and  

 Potential to interfere with any ongoing remediation of existing contaminated sites at the proposed 
project site or in the immediate vicinity of a project site. 

 
There are no known landfills, sewage treatment plants or other hazardous materials located near Jones 
Memorial Airport.  Aviation fuel is presently stored on airport property.  The capacity of the existing fuel 
facility consists of a 2,000-gallon AVGAS underground storage tank.  The tank complies with all federal, 
state, and local regulations.  The City currently owns the storage tank and sells fuel to airport users.  It is 
anticipated that a Jet A fuel system will be provided in the future as increased turbine-powered aircraft 
utilize the Airport as a result of the improved facilities.  
 No Action Alternative 
Construction activities associated with the No Action Alternative could generate hazardous wastes and 
some construction materials constitute hazardous substances.  However, the contractor would be required 
to implement proper practices to prevent or minimize the potential for these hazardous substances to be 
released into the environment.  There would be no significant changes to existing pollution prevention 
practices, and increases in solid waste generation would be minimal.  Overall, no significant impacts are 
anticipated for hazardous materials as a result of implementation of the No Action Alternative.  
 Proposed Action  
Similar to the No Action Alternative, construction activities associated with the Proposed Action could 
generate hazardous wastes, but the contractor would be required to implement proper practices to prevent 
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or minimize the potential for these hazardous substances to be released into the environment.  No changes 
would be made to existing pollution prevention practices, and increases in solid waste generation would be 
minimal. 
 
To accommodate forecast demand at the Airport, the Proposed Action would eventually include the 
installation of a Jet A fuel system. The current fuel facility consists of a 2,000-gallon underground tank; the 
new fuel system would consist of a 10,000–gallon aboveground tank.  The proposed new fueling system 
would be located approximately 100 feet south of the T-hangar that is south of the existing fuel system.  
Construction activities associated with the installation of the new fuel system would be in compliance with 
federal laws governing the handling and disposal of hazardous materials, chemicals, substances, and 
wastes, including the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (as amended by the Federal 
Facilities Compliance Act of 1992), the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 
(SARA or Superfund), the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992 and the Emergency 
Planning and Community Right to Know Act of 1986. 
 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Hazardous Materials Impacts 
Construction equipment maintenance would be performed in a designated area and include control 
measures, such as drip pans to contain petroleum products.  Any hazardous materials utilized during 
construction of the proposed terminal expansion would be done according to applicable regulations and the 
person or entity responsible for handling the hazardous material will take immediate corrective action, 
including notifying the National Response Center if there is an accidental release or other incident that 
could endanger people or environmental resources. 
 
Best Management Practices to prevent or minimize the potential for the generation or disposal of hazardous 
substances will be employed during the construction phase of the propose project.  Pollution prevention 
measures will be followed.  5.2.7  Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources 
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires a review to determine if any properties within the 
environmental impact area of a proposed action are in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP).  The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 provides for the 
preservation of historic American sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance by 
providing for the survey, recovery and preservation of historical and archeological data.  Section 106 
requires Federal agencies to consider the impact of their undertaking on properties on or eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP.   
 
An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was defined to encompass those areas on and near the Airport that 
could potentially be affected by the proposed project (see Figure 5-3, Cultural Resources).  The APE 
(same as the project Study Area) is centered on the Airport’s proposed new runway for the Proposed 
Action and encompasses the approach-departure corridor and the approximate boundaries of the future 
noise contours for Runway 18/36.  It is not anticipated that there would be any indirect impacts beyond 
this study area.  
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According to Oklahoma’s National Register Handbook from the State Historic Preservation Office and 
Oklahoma Historical Society (dated January 1, 2016), the Little Deep Form Creek Bridge, an historic 
bridge, is located approximately 0.33 miles from the Airport at the junction of County Roads 830 and 
3700.  
 No Action Alternative and Proposed Action 
The closest historic site to the Airport is the Little Deep Fork Creek Bridge located approximately 0.33 
miles northeast of the Airport at the junction of County Roads 830 and 3700.  This structure is listed on 
the NRHP, but would not be impacted by the construction of the proposed runway associated with the No 
Action Alternative or Proposed Action.  Based on analysis, no significant changes in noise would occur as 
a result of either the No Action Alternative or Proposed Action; therefore, there would not be any noise 
related effects on historic properties.  Therefore, neither the No Action Alternative nor the Proposed 
Action would have an impact any known historical, architectural, archeological, or cultural resources. 
 
The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Oklahoma History Society and Oklahoma Archeological 
Survey were contacted in January 2016 to determine concurrence with this finding.  Further, consultation 
with the Muscogee (Creek) Tribe, a tribe local to Creek County,5 was conducted.  On February 10, 2016, 
the Oklahoma Archeological Survey confirmed that no impacts would occur to prehistoric or historic 
archaeological materials as a result of the project.  On March 14, 2016, SHPO concurred that the 
Proposed Action would not affect any historic resources.  No response from the Muscogee (Creek) Tribe 
has been received by the release of this document. 
 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Cultural Impacts 
No historic, cultural or archaeological resources would be affected as a result of the either alternative.  
Therefore, no mitigation is required.  5.2.8  Land use 
Development of incompatible land uses can degrade airport operations, impede airport expansion, and 
reduce quality of life for airport neighbors.  Land use compatibility for airports also addresses issues 
related to navigational safety (e.g. encroaching structures and terrain), congregations of people, and 
hazardous wildlife. 
 
Land uses on and near Jones Memorial Airport property are agricultural and generally used for grazing.  
Since the issuance of the 2007 EA, a residential structure was constructed south of W 251st Street South, 
just south of the Airport.  The City of Bristow has taken steps to ensure that existing and planned land use 
in the immediate vicinity of the Airport lends to safe and efficient operational activities. 
 

                                                           
5 Oklahoma Department of Transportation, Planning and Research Division. Recognized Tribe GIS map, 2010. 
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No Action Alternative and Proposed Action  
Currently, the land uses surrounding the Airport are generally compatible with airport operations.  The 
Airport has already acquired 65 acres of land and 16 acres of aviation easement in efforts to 
accommodate the improvements associated with either alternative.  Neither alternative would result in the 
disruption of communities, Section 4(f) impacts, or socioeconomic impacts.  No relocations would be 
required.  
 
Land use compatibility is frequently tied to the noise associated with airports.  According to the noise 
analysis, there would be no noise impacts as a result of either alternative.  Temporary land use and noise 
impacts would occur during construction.  Noise impacts from construction activities may affect the new 
residence south of 251st Street South; however these impacts would be temporary.  Overall, construction 
of a new runway would not result in adverse noise, air quality, or other indirect impacts.  It is not 
anticipated that either alternative would have a significant adverse impact on land use compatibility.   
 Minimization and Mitigation Measures for Land Use Compatibility Impacts 
Neither the No Action Alternative nor the Proposed Action would produce significant short-term or long-
term land use impacts.  Construction BMPs would be implemented throughout development of the 
proposed improvements to minimize noise and construction impacts. 
 5.2.9 Noise and compatible land use 
Often the predominant aviation environmental concern of the public, aviation noise, primarily results from 
the operation of fixed and rotary wing aircraft, such as departures, arrivals, overflights, taxiing, and engine 
run-ups.  The compatibility of existing and planned land uses with proposed aviation actions is usually 
determined in relation to the level of aircraft noise.  

The study area for noise analysis is the project study area described initially in this chapter.  The study area 
is centered on the Airport’s proposed new runway for the Proposed Action and encompasses the approach-
departure corridor and the approximate boundaries of the future noise contours for Runway 18/36.  Aircraft-
related noise exposure has been defined through the use of noise contours prepared with the FAA’s 
Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT).  This software program models the noise exposure levels from 
aircraft operations and produces contours of equal noise exposure for selected points on the ground.  These 
contours are presented using Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL) noise contour metric.  DNL metric 
measures the overall noise experienced during an entire (24-hour) day.  DNL calculations account for the 
sound exposure level of aircraft, the number of aircraft operations and a penalty for nighttime operations.  
In the DNL scale, noise occurring between the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m. is penalized by 10 decibels 
(dB).  This penalty was selected to account for the higher sensitivity to noise in the nighttime and the 
expected further decrease in background noise levels that typically occur at night.  DNL provides a 
numerical description of the weighted 24-hour cumulative noise energy level using the A-weighted decibel 
scale, typically over a period of a year.   

AEDT requires information concerning the number of aircraft operations, the types of aircraft (fleet mix), the 
time of day (or night) that activity occurs, runway utilization patterns and the typical flight tracks of aircraft. 
Aircraft noise contours for Jones Memorial Airport were developed using these data. The baseline noise 
contours for the year 2018 is presented in Figure 5-4, 2018 Baseline Noise Contours.  The contours are 
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entirely contained within airport property. The threshold of significance for aircraft noise is defined in FAA 
Order 1050.1F as:  
 

The action would increase noise by DNL 1.5dB or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed 
to noise at or above the DNL 65dB noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at or above the 
DNL 65dB level due to a DNL 1.5dB or greater increase, when compared to the no action 
alternative for the same timeframe.  

 
For example, an increase from DNL 65.5dB to 67dB is considered a significant impact, as is an 
increase from DNL 63.5dB to 65dB.  
 No Action Alternative 
The baseline noise contours are presented in Figure 5-4, 2018 Baseline Noise Contours. The 65 DNL 
noise contour for the runway does not extend off airport property. Figure 5-5, 2023 Noise Contours (No 
Project) show that contours will expand slightly with the No Action Alternative, and no noise sensitive land 
uses would be affected by this noise contour, now or in the future.  
 Proposed Action  
In predicting the approximate noise impacts that could occur from the extension of the runway, FAA 
approved operations forecasts were incorporated into the AEDT model.  According to the model, 
implementation of the Proposed Action would have an indiscernible effect on noise.  Figure 5-6, 2018 Noise 
Contours (With Project) depicts noise contours with the project in 2018 and Figure 5-7, 2023 Noise 
Contours (With Project) shows noise contours with the project in 2023.  While the 65 DNL contour would 
increase slightly on the north end of the runway, all contours would still be located on airport property and 
would have no effect on noise sensitive land uses.  Neither the 2018 nor the 2023 65 DNL contours will 
encompass any residences, Section 4(f) resources, or other sensitive land uses or areas.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Action would have no significant noise impacts on land uses surrounding Jones Memorial Airport. 
 Minimization and Mitigation for Noise Impacts 
Because there would be no significant noise impacts as a result of the project, no mitigation measures 
would be implemented.
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 5.2.10 Water resources (including wetlands, floodplains, surface waters, groundwater, and wild and scenic rivers) 
Water resources are surface waters and groundwater that are vital to society; they are important in providing 
drinking water and in supporting recreation, transportation and commerce, industry, agriculture, and aquatic 
ecosystems.  Surface water, groundwater, floodplains, and wetlands do not function as separate and 
isolated components of the watershed, but rather as a single, integrated natural system. 
 
A number of small freshwater ponds are located on airport property, and according to Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Creek County, a 100 year floodplain 
is located just north of the Airport.  There are no wetlands on airport property according to the National 
Wetlands Inventory.  The Airport does not currently have any water quality compliance issues (see Figure 
5-8, Water Resources). 
 No Action Alternative  
Since there would be no increase of impervious surfaces beyond the 2007 EA project description, there 
would not be an increase in stormwater runoff over baseline conditions, and the No Action Alternative would 
not alter the stormwater drainage system.  A pond located within the study area would need to be filled in 
order to construct the 3,375 foot runway.  No wetlands or 100-year floodplains would be affected by the No 
Action Alternative.  There are no designated wild and scenic rivers near Jones Memorial Airport.  All 
necessary permits and approvals for the project would be obtained before construction activities take place. 
 Proposed Action  
The increased amount of impervious surfaces due to the runway extension may alter the stormwater 
drainage system and/or increase the potential for stormwater runoff slightly, however the effects are 
expected to be minimal.  A pond located within the study area would need to be filled in order to construct 
the 4,000 foot runway.  No wetlands or 100-year floodplains would be impacted by the Proposed Action.  
There are no designated wild and scenic rivers near Jones Memorial Airport. 
 
Similar to the No Action Alternative, the only water resource impact associated with the Proposed Action 
would be the filling of the pond.  All necessary permits and approvals for the project would be obtained 
before construction activities take place.  Consultation with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE) was 
conducted to determine concurrence that there would be no impacts to wetlands nor would a Section 404 
permit be required (see Appendix C, Coordination).  At the release of this Draft Supplemental EA, no 
comments have been received from the USCOE.  
 Minimization and Mitigation for Water Resource Impacts 
Mitigation for water quality impacts could include flow control and treatment BMPs in accordance with 
federal, state, and local regulations.  Flow control BMPs are methods to reduce or prevent development-
related increases in stormwater runoff at or near the source of the increases.  Source control and runoff 
treatment BMPs are methods of reducing pollutants from entering the stormwater runoff and treating 
pollutant runoff as part of the storm drainage system.  For example, stormwater pollution and erosion  
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would be prevented by implementing measures including sedimentation basins, silt traps, catch basins, and 
drip pans and following the NPDES permit.  Additionally, contractors will be required to follow the best 
management practices outlined in FAA AC 150/5370-10G, Standards for Specifying Construction of 
Airports.  5.2.11 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact of an 
action added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency, 
federal or non-federal, or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from 
actions which are individually minor, but collectively significant over a period of time.   
 
In the environs surrounding the Airport, development is generally guided through the use of zoning and 
land use regulations.  It is expected that growth will continue to occur in the area in compliance with the 
Creek County Zoning Designations.  In order to help evaluate possible cumulative impacts, research was 
conducted to identify projects that have occurred, are currently occurring, or are planned to occur near the 
Airport.  Coordination with the Creek County Planning Department conducted in March 2016 revealed that 
there is limited development within the county near the Airport.  Coordination with the City of Bristow 
identified the following projects: 
 
Past Projects 

 A new Consolidated Turbine Specialist Building just north of the existing small hangars on airport 
property was recently constructed.  The building is approximately 10,500 square feet.  

 
Present Projects  

 A gravity flow sewer line from the lift station is currently being installed (along existing right-of-way 
of West 385th Avenue) at the north end of the runway to serve the Consolidated Turbine Specialist 
Building and points south for future airport development.   

 
Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects 

 An expansion of the Consolidated Turbine Specialist Building may occur based on business growth.  
 Additional hangars may be constructed at the Airport to accommodate potential growth.  
 Potential construction of an on-airport facility for Timco. 
 An FBO hangar (for aircraft maintenance) is planned to be constructed at the Airport.   
 Addition of a gravity flow sewer line from the lift station that will run from the west to the east side 

of airport property, crossing the new runway for future improvement may take place on the east 
side. 

 Proposed Action  
The Proposed Action involves the construction of a new runway 325 feet north and 300 feet south of the 
previously approved runway.  Construction will take place on previously disturbed ground located on airport 
property.  Consequently, impacts to most resources are avoided entirely.   
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As discussed in the individual environmental resource category sections, the Proposed Action would not 
result in significant increases in air emissions or adverse impacts from noise, visual or other resources that 
are likely to create cumulative effects when combined with other past, present, or recently foreseeable 
actions.  The greatest effect would be an increase of impervious surfaces that trap pollutants and increase 
runoff to receiving waterways, as there is a general correlation between new pavement and reduction in 
water quality due to increased runoff.  Therefore, it would be imperative that BMPs are employed for the 
Proposed Action to minimize these potential effects.  The implementation of the Proposed Action would 
allow the City of Bristow to adequately accommodate existing and forecast demand, and could potentially 
attract new industry to the community.  With these considerations in mind, implementation of the Proposed 
Action along with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in significant 
cumulative impacts to environmental resources as defined by FAA Environmental Order 1050.1F.    5.2.12 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
An irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources refers to impacts on or losses to resources that 
cannot be recovered or reversed.  Irreversible is a term that describes the loss of future options.  It applies 
primarily to the impacts of use of nonrenewable resources, such as minerals or cultural resources, or to 
those factors that are renewable only over long periods of time (i.e., soil productivity).  Irretrievable is a term 
that applies to the loss of production, harvest, or use of natural resources. 
 
During the construction of the new runway, natural and human-made resources would be expended.  
However, the resources expended (e.g., fossil fuels, electricity, construction materials) would be used in 
relatively small quantities and are not in short supply throughout the region or globally.  Further, the features 
and characteristics of the development area are neither rare nor significant.  Therefore, the project is not 
anticipated to result in an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources. 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Aviation 
Administration  

Arkansas/Oklahoma  
Airports Development Office 
 
 

10101 Hillwood Parkway 
Fort Worth, TX 76177-4298 
 

 

February 26, 2016 
 
Melvena Heisch 
State Historic Preservation Office, Oklahoma Historical Society 
Oklahoma History Center 
800 Nazih Zuhdi Drive 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
 

File #0799-16; Jones Memorial Airport, Bristow, Oklahoma 
Environmental Assessment – Proposed New Runway Construction 

Government to Government Consultation 
 
Dear Ms. Heisch: 
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead federal agency responsible for an environmental 
determination in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the approval of 
proposed runway improvements at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma.  The improvements 
comprise the construction of a new 4,000 foot by 75 foot runway located approximately 240 feet east 
of the existing runway. Approval of the runway improvements constitute a Federal undertaking, 
requiring compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
and its implementing regulations if 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800.  This letter is 
submitted to initiate consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) pursuant to 36 
CFR Part 800.2(c) (1) (i) and 36 CFR Part 800.3(c).   
 
Description of Proposed Undertaking 
In 2007, the City of Bristow issued an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the construction of a new 
runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet in width, approximately 240 feet from the existing runway.  A 
future 625-foot extension was expected to occur in the future, but was not a part of the original EA.  
On August 9, 2007, the FAA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed 
construction of this new single runway.  
 
Since the issuance of the EA, however, aviation demand has increased at the airport and larger 
aircraft are using the runway.  Therefore, a longer and wider runway is a necessity.  As such, 
additional environmental evaluation is being conducted to assess the larger runway.  The new runway 
would cover 4,000 feet in length, 75 feet in width, and would be located approximately 240 feet east of 
the existing runway. 
 
An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was defined to encompass those areas on and near the Airport that 
could potentially be affected by the proposed project (see enclosed map).  The APE is centered on the 
Airport’s proposed new runway for the Preferred Alternative, and covers the associated parallel and 
connector taxiways and the area immediately surrounding these pieces of pavement.  It is not 
anticipated that there would be any indirect impacts beyond this defined area.  
  
According to Oklahoma’s National Register Handbook from the State Historic Preservation Office and 
Oklahoma Historical Society (dated January 1, 2016), the Little Deep Form Creek Bridge, an historic 
bridge, is located approximately 0.33 miles from the airport at the junction of County Roads 830 and 
3700.  Neither this historic resource, nor any other eligible or listed sites, are located within the APE. 
Further, no significant noise impacts would occur over any listed or eligible sites as a result of the 
proposed action. Therefore, no impacts to historical, architectural, archeological or cultural resources 
are anticipated as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 
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January 21, 2016 
 
 
Robert Brooks 
Oklahoma Archaeological Survey 
111 East Chesapeake 
Norman, OK 73019 
 
Subject: Proposed Construction of New Runway at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma 
 
 
Dear Mr. Brooks:  
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead federal agency responsible for an environmental 
determination in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the approval of 
proposed runway improvements at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma.  The improvements 
comprise the construction of a new 4,000 foot by 75 foot runway located approximately 240 feet east of 
the existing runway. Approval of the runway improvements constitute a Federal undertaking, requiring 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and its 
implementing regulations if 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800.  This letter is submitted to 
initiate consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(c) 
(1) (i) and 36 CFR Part 800.3(c).   
 
Description of Proposed Undertaking 
In 2007, the City of Bristow issued an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the construction of a new 
runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet in width, approximately 240 feet from the existing runway. A 
future 625-foot extension was expected to occur in the future, but was not a part of the original EA. On 
August 9, 2007, the FAA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed construction 
of this new single runway.  
 
Since the issuance of the EA, however, aviation demand has increased at the airport and larger aircraft 
are using the runway. Therefore, a longer and wider runway is a necessity. As such, additional 
environmental evaluation is being conducted to assess the larger runway.  The new runway would cover 
4,000 feet in length, 75 feet in width, and would be located approximately 240 feet east of the existing 
runway. 
 
An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was defined to encompass those areas on and near the Airport that 
could potentially be affected by the proposed project (see enclosed map).  The APE is centered on the 
Airport’s proposed new runway for the Preferred Alternative, and covers the associated parallel and 



connector taxiways and the area immediately surrounding these pieces of pavement. It is not anticipated 
that there would be any indirect impacts beyond this defined area.  
  
According to Oklahoma’s National Register Handbook from the State Historic Preservation Office and 
Oklahoma Historical Society (dated January 1, 2016), the Little Deep Form Creek Bridge, an historic 
bridge, is located approximately 0.33 miles from the airport at the junction of County Roads 830 and 
3700.   Neither this historic resource, nor any other eligible or listed sites, are located within the APE. 
Further, no significant noise impacts would occur over any listed or eligible sites as a result of the 
proposed action. Therefore, no impacts to historical, architectural, archeological or cultural resources are 
anticipated as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Summary of Preliminary Findings 
Based upon available data there are no properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) within the APE.  The nearest listed site is the Little Deep Form Creek Bridge 
located approximately 0.33 miles from airport. No impacts are anticipated to cultural or archaeological 
resources. Additionally, no significant noise impacts would occur over any listed or eligible sites.  
 
If you have any questions or need additional information on this submittal, please contact me at  
(303) 597-0894. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
MEAD & HUNT, Inc.  

 
Jen Wolchansky 

 

 
 
Enclosure: (1) Study Area graphic 
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January 21, 2016 
 
 
 
Matthew Elliot 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service  
Stillwater Field Service Center 
2600 S Main, Suite C 
Stillwater, OK 74074 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Construction of New Runway at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Elliot:  
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead federal agency responsible for an environmental 
determination in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the approval of 
proposed runway improvements at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma.  The improvements 
comprise the construction of a new 4,000 foot by 75 foot runway located approximately 240 feet east of 
the existing runway. 
 
In 2007, the City of Bristow issued an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the construction of a new 
runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet in width, approximately 240 feet from the existing runway. A 
future 625-foot extension was expected to occur in the future, but was not a part of the original EA. On 
August 9, 2007, the FAA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed construction 
of this new single runway.  
 
Since the issuance of the EA, however, aviation demand has increased at the airport and larger aircraft 
are using the runway. Therefore, a longer and wider runway is a necessity. As such, additional 
environmental evaluation is being conducted to assess the larger runway. The new runway would cover 
4,000 feet in length, 75 feet in width, and would be located approximately 240 feet east of the existing 
runway. Approval of the proposed runway improvements constitutes a Federal undertaking. 
 
In accordance with NEPA, environmental analysis is being conducted to identify any potential 
environmental impacts. Please see enclosure for a map of prime farmlands at Jones Memorial Airport.  
No conversion of farmland, or direct or indirect impacts, are anticipated to occur as a result of the project. 



Additionally, no significant noise impacts would occur as a result of the project. If you have any questions 
or need additional information on this submittal, please contact me at (303) 597-0894. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
MEAD & HUNT, Inc.  

 
Jen Wolchansky 

 
 
 
Enclosure: (1) Study Area graphic 
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January 21, 2016 

 

 

 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 

Dallas, TX 75202 

 

Subject: Proposed Construction of New Runway at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma 
 

 

 

Dear Sir or Madam :  

 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead federal agency responsible for an environmental 

determination in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the approval of 

proposed runway improvements at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma.  The improvements 

comprise the construction of a new 4,000 foot by 75 foot runway located approximately 240 feet east of 

the existing runway. 

 

In 2007, the City of Bristow issued an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the construction of a new 

runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet in width, approximately 240 feet from the existing runway. A 

future 625-foot extension was expected to occur in the future, but was not a part of the original EA. On 

August 9, 2007, the FAA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed construction 

of this new single runway.  

 

Since the issuance of the EA, however, aviation demand has increased at the airport and larger aircraft 

are using the runway. Therefore, a longer and wider runway is a necessity. As such, additional 

environmental evaluation is being conducted to assess the larger runway. The new runway would cover 

4,000 feet in length, 75 feet in width, and would be located approximately 240 feet east of the existing 

runway. Approval of the proposed runway improvements constitutes a Federal undertaking. 

 



In accordance with NEPA, environmental analysis is being conducted to identify any potential 

environmental impacts. If you have any questions or need additional information on this submittal, please 

contact me at (303) 597-0894. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

MEAD & HUNT, Inc.  

 

Jen Wolchansky 

 

 

 

 

Enclosure: (1) Study Area graphic 
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January 21, 2016 
 
 
 
Andrew Commer 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District 
Planning and Environmental Division 
1645 South 101st East Avenue 
Tulsa, OK 74128-4609 
 
Subject: Proposed Construction of New Runway at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma 
 
 
Dear Mr. Commer :  
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead federal agency responsible for an environmental 
determination in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the approval of 
proposed runway improvements at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma.  The improvements 
comprise the construction of a new 4,000 foot by 75 foot runway located approximately 240 feet east of 
the existing runway. 
 
In 2007, the City of Bristow issued an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the construction of a new 
runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet in width, approximately 240 feet from the existing runway. A 
future 625-foot extension was expected to occur in the future, but was not a part of the original EA. On 
August 9, 2007, the FAA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed construction 
of this new single runway.  
 
Since the issuance of the EA, however, aviation demand has increased at the airport and larger aircraft 
are using the runway. Therefore, a longer and wider runway is a necessity. As such, additional 
environmental evaluation is being conducted to assess the larger runway. The new runway would cover 
4,000 feet in length, 75 feet in width, and would be located approximately 240 feet east of the existing 
runway. Approval of the proposed runway improvements constitutes a Federal undertaking. 
 
In accordance with NEPA, environmental analysis is being conducted to identify any potential 
environmental impacts. As part of the project, fill will be placed in two ponds near the proposed runway 
construction (see enclosed map). We intentionally designed the grandig to maintain a buffer between the 



FEMA-identified floodplain boundary, thus, the project would not disturb any nearby streams.  We do not 
anticipate that any wetlands will be impacted based on the repositioned runway end points/grading 
requirements, and that a 404 Permit will not be required. Please let us know if you concur with our 
findings.  If you have any questions or need additional information on this submittal, please contact me at 
(303) 597-0894. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
MEAD & HUNT, Inc.  

 
Jen Wolchansky 

(303) 597-0894 
 

 
 
Enclosure: (1) Study Area graphic 
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January 21, 2016 
 
 
Ken Collins 
United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Services 
Ecological Services Field Office 
9014 East 21st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74129-7467 
 
Subject: Proposed Construction of New Runway at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Collins:  
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead federal agency responsible for an environmental 
determination in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the approval of 
proposed runway improvements at Jones Memorial Airport in Bristow, Oklahoma.  The improvements 
comprise the construction of a new 4,000 foot by 75 foot runway located approximately 240 feet east of 
the existing runway. 
 
In 2007, the City of Bristow issued an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the construction of a new 
runway 3,375 feet in length and 60 feet in width, approximately 240 feet from the existing runway. A 
future 625-foot extension was expected to occur in the future, but was not a part of the original EA. On 
August 9, 2007, the FAA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed construction 
of this new single runway.  
 
Since the issuance of the EA, however, aviation demand has increased at the airport and larger aircraft 
are using the runway. Therefore, a longer and wider runway is a necessity. As such, additional 
environmental evaluation is being conducted to assess the larger runway. The new runway would cover 
4,000 feet in length, 75 feet in width, and would be located approximately 240 feet east of the existing 
runway. Approval of the proposed runway improvements constitutes a Federal undertaking. In 
accordance with NEPA, environmental analysis is being conducted to identify any potential environmental 
impacts. 
 
There are five Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed species listed on the USFWS countywide list within 
Creek County. According to the Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation, there are no state-listed 
threatened and endangered species for Creek County. The table below summarizes the listed species 
and their statuses. 
 



 
Summary of Listed Species in Payne County, Oklahoma 

Listed Species  Status 
American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus 
anatum) 

Recovery 

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) Threatened 
Least tern (Sterna antillarum) Endangered 
Red knot (Calidris canutus rufa) Threatened 
American burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus) Endangered 

Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) countywide species listing, accessed December 29, 2015. 

 
No endangered or threatened species have been observed at the Airport. The proposed runway 
improvements are not anticipated to adversely affect any listed endangered or threatened species or their 
designated critical habitat. We request that you review our assessment of threatened and endangered 
species in the project area, and confirm whether you concur with our evaluation. 
 
If you have any questions, concerns or need additional information on this submittal, please contact me at 
(303) 597-0894. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
MEAD & HUNT, Inc.  

 
Jen Wolchansky 

 

 

Enclosure: (1) Study Area graphic 
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