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CHAPTER ONE  
PURPOSE AND NEED 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is located in northeastern Colorado, approximately five miles 
north of the City of Fort Morgan.  The City of Fort Morgan is the home to the Morgan County 
seat.  The City of Fort Morgan is located approximately a half mile south of the South Platte 
River. 
 

 
 
The airport is located within unincorporated Morgan County at an elevation of 4,569 feet above 
Mean Sea Level (MSL), in Sections 1, 6, 12 Township 4 North, Range 57 West of the Six Principal 
Meridian.  According to the airport property deeds, the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport property 
encompasses 325.81 acres and is owned and operated by the City of Fort Morgan, Colorado.  The 
airport is located at 40 20’ 03.78” N Latitude and 103 48’ 13.82” W Longitude, according to the 
current Airport Layout Plan (ALP) dated March, 2003.  Figure 1-1 shows the location of the Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport in relation to other public-use airports within the State of Colorado. 
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is included in the FAA’s National Plan of Integrated Airport 
Systems (NPIAS) and Colorado State Airport System Plan.  As such, it is eligible for federal grant 
assistance under the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) and grant assistance from the Colorado 
Department of Transportation (CDOT) Aeronautics Division.   
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is a General Aviation (GA) Airport and is listed in the 2005 
Colorado Aviation System Plan as an Intermediate Airport.  As defined by the Colorado Aviation 
System Plan, Intermediate Airports should be equipped to primarily serve single-engine and 
multi-engine general aviation aircraft.  Some airports in this category may accommodate limited 

FIGURE 1-1 LOCATION MAP 

PROJECT LOCATION 
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business jet activity.  This is consistent with the type of activity at the airport, including light 
business jet operations. 
 
1.1 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with the requirements 
of Section 102(2) (c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (PL 91-190, 42 
USC 4321 et. seq.) and 49 CFR 471. Through NEPA, Congress requires federal agencies to 
consider the environmental effects of the Proposed Action and reasonable alternatives, 
including the No Action alternatives per 40 CFR 1502.14.  
 
The format and subject matter included within this report conform to the requirements and 
standards set forth by the FAA as contained within 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 FAA Environmental Desk Reference for 
Airport Actions. 
 
NEPA requires that a statement of environmental impacts of proposed projects be prepared as 
part of the development process of projects requiring a federal action such as funding or 
approval.  The purpose of an EA under NEPA is to identify, eliminate or mitigate the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed development action(s). 
 
The EA may be used to determine whether a proposed action would cause significant impacts 
to the human environment and mandate the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), or that a proposed action would not cause a significant impact to the human environment 
resulting in a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  The “human environment” is interpreted 
comprehensively to include the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people 
with that environment, as well as the social and economic component of the human 
environment.  The EA ensures that the requirements of NEPA and Council of Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations are met, in addition to following Departmental, Bureau and field office 
policy.  The EA provides decision-makers with an understanding of what environmental 
consequences would occur if an action were implemented, while disclosing such consequences 
to the public.  The EA will recommend mitigation and monitoring for identified impacts and 
provide for public review and participation in the analysis process as appropriate to the level of 
analysis and public interest. 
 
1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing facilities at the Fort Municipal Airport include a concrete Runway 14/32 (60’x5,220’); two 
turf/dirt runways, Runway 8/26 (2,470’x100’) and Runway 17/35 (4,500’x40’), aircraft parking 
apron, fixed based operator (FBO), fuel storage and aircraft hangars.  Runway 14/32 has a 
published pavement strength of 12,500 pounds single wheel gear (SWG).  The aircraft parking 
apron is connected to the Runway 14/32 via two connector taxiways.  Runway 14/32 is lighted with 
pilot-controlled Medium Intensity Runway Lights (MIRL) and the connector taxiways are identified 
with retro-reflective markers.  Visual aids include Precision Approach Path Indicators (PAPIs) to 
Runway 14, Runway End Identifier Lights (REILs) on Runway 32, rotating airport beacon and 
lighted segmented circle.   
 
The aircraft parking apron consists of approximately 7,880 square yards and 10 aircraft tie downs 
with a pavement strength of 12,500 pounds SWG.  Existing hangar facilities include 11 hangars 
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consisting of eight conventional/box hangars, and three T-hangar units.  Fuel storage includes one 
10,000 gallon aboveground storage tank (AST) for 100LL AvGas, one 10,000 gallon AST for Jet A 
and a 650 gallon Jet A truck.  There are no published instrument approach procedures for the Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport.  The existing Runway 14/32 is shown in Figure 1-2. Figure 1-3 shows 
cracks on Runway 14/32 and the existing airport facilities are shown on an aerial photograph in 
Figure 1-4.  In 2010 two taxilanes were constructed along the western portion of the hangar 
development area.  The new taxilanes will accommodate up to 20 additional new hangars. 
  

FIGURE 1-2 EXISTING RUNWAY 14/32 

FIGURE 1-3 CRACKS LOCATED ON RUNWAY 14/32 
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1.3 AVIATION FORECASTS 

The forecast of aviation activity at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport was developed as part of 
the 2003 Fort Morgan Municipal Airport Layout Plan.  Based on the Airport Master Record 5010, 
there are currently 24 based aircraft and 8,300 annual operations, which are forecast to 
increase to 38 based aircraft and 13,739 annual operations by 2021 according to the 2003 plan.  
Therefore the forecasts from the 2003 Airport Layout Plan are still considered to be valid.  Table 
1-1 shows the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport Based Aircraft Forecast from the 2003 Airport 
Layout Plan. 
  

FIGURE 1-4 EXISTING AIRPORT FACILITIES 
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TABLE 1-1 FORT MORGAN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT BASED AIRCRAFT FORECAST 

Year 
Single 
Engine 

Multi Engine 
Piston/Turbo 
Prop Aircraft 

Turbo Jet 
Aircraft Rotorcraft 

Experimental 
& Other Total Based Aircraft 

2003 23 1 0 0 0 24 
2008 28 3 0 0 0 31 
2013 29 5 0 0 0 34 
2018 30 5 1 0 0 36 
2021 30 6 2 0 0 38 
Source: 2003 Airport Layout Plan 
 
The annual aircraft operations from the 2003 Airport Layout Plan are shown in Table 1-2.  The 
aircraft operations were based on the average operations per based aircraft for general aviation 
airports included in the FAA National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). This resulted 
in a forecast of 13,739 annual operations for 2021.  As previously mentioned there are currently 
approximately 8,300 annual operations at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport according to the 
Airport Master Record, therefore the 2003 forecast is still considered valid.   
 

TABLE 1-2 FORT MORGAN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS FORECAST 

Year 
Single 
Engine 

Multi Engine 
Piston/Turbo 
Prop Aircraft 

Turbo Jet 
Aircraft Rotorcraft 

Experimental 
& Other 

Total Aircraft 
Operations 

2003 2,036 2,794 560 190 149 5,729 
2008 2,790 3,014 810 224 206 7,044 
2013 3,622 3,249 1,127 262 270 8,530 
2018 5,211 3,695 1,736 335 392 11,369 
2021 6,526 4,062 2,259 397 495 13,379 
Source: 2003 Airport Layout Plan 
 
1.4 RUNWAY LENGTH ANALYSIS 

A runway length analysis was conducted during the 2003 Airport Layout Plan to determine the 
runway length requirements at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  The recommended lengths 
are based upon the field elevation, temperature and the runway gradient in feet.  These factors 
(shown in Table 1-3) are inputs into the FAA Airport Design Program 4.2d. 
 

TABLE 1-3 FORT MORGAN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT DESIGN PROGRAM DATA INPUT 
Field Elevation 4,567’ MSL 
Mean Maximum Temperature of the Hottest Month 90.0o F 
Effective Gradient 68 feet 
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TABLE 1-4 FORT MORGAN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT RECOMMENDED RUNWAY LENGTH 
Description Runway Length 
Existing Runway Length 5,220’ 
Recommended to accommodate: 
Small Aircraft (<12,500 lbs., <60,000 lbs.) 
Less than 10 passenger seats  
      75 percent of the small airplanes 4,350’ 
      95 percent of the small airplanes 5,730’ 
     100 percent of the small airplanes 5,990’ 
10 or more passenger seats 
Large Aircraft (>12,500 lbs., <60,000 lbs.)  
      75 percent of these planes at 60 percent useful load 7,280’ 
      75 percent of these planes at 90 percent useful load 9,430’ 
      100 percent of these planes at 60 percent useful load 10,350’ 
      100 percent of these planes at 90 percent useful load 11,830’ 
Airplanes of more than 60,000 pounds 8,990’ 

 
Based on the 2003 Airport Layout Plan the runway is capable of accommodating most of the 
current types of aircraft, however, at 5,220 feet the current runway length at Fort Morgan is 
limiting the use of the airport by medium and large sized corporate and business aircraft.  
Several aircraft are forced to use Akron Airport due to the length constraints.  Assuming no 
physical, environmental or financial constraints a runway length of 7,500 feet would be ideal.  A 
runway length of 6,500 feet is the preferred runway length, however, based on existing 
environmental and financial constraints a length of 5,730 feet would be the minimum suitable 
length for the runway.  A length of 5,730 feet would accommodate approximately 95 percent of 
the small airplanes. 
 
1.5 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The purpose and need for the proposed action is to reconstruct Runway 14/32 due to its 
deteriorating condition and to construct a runway that meets FAA Airport Design Standards for 
an Airport Reference Code of B-II.  The existing non-standard conditions on Runway 14/32 
include the following:  
 
1. Runway 14/32 has a maximum grade of 2.5 percent which exceeds the 2.0 percent maximum 
allowable longitudinal grade based on Airport Reference Code design standards for B-I and B-II 
aircraft. 
 
2. The 60 foot Runway 14/32 width does not meet the FAA design standard of 75 feet. 
 
3. State Highway 52 penetrates the Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) at the 
approach/southeast end of Runway 32. 
 
4. State Highway 52 penetrates the approach slope and threshold siting surface on the 
approach end of Runway 32. 
 
5. The airport owns insufficient land for the Runway Safety Area (RSA) and ROFA at the 
northwest end of Runway 14. 
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6. The existing runway length of 5,220 feet accommodates less than 95 percent of the small 
aircraft fleet mix. 
 
According to the 2009 Pavement Condition Index (PCI) conducted by the Colorado Department 
of Transportation Aeronautics Division Runway 14/32 had a PCI of 37 which indicates that 
runway reconstruction is needed.  Figure 1-3 shows one of the cracks located on Runway 
14/32.  The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport provides the City of Fort Morgan and surrounding 
communities with access to air medivac services, aerial application, personal transportation, 
business transportation, government transportation, flight training activity and recreational flights 
and a safe and efficient runway that meets FAA airport design standards is needed to 
accommodate these services.   
 
1.6 PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action includes acquiring approximately 56 acres of land for runway development 
and approach protection and to construct a replacement Runway 14/32 (5,730’x75’) located 300 
feet northeast of the existing Runway 14/32. The proposed action is shown in Figure 1-5.  The 
proposed action would correct all of the above listed nonstandard conditions for Runway 14/32 
with the development of the relocated replacement runway.  The proposed runway is situated as 
far southeast as possible while still meeting threshold siting surface, runway object free area, 
runway safety area and FAR Part 77 airspace criteria. 
 
This Environmental Assessment will evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed action 
that includes the following projects: 
 
1) Acquire approximately 56 acres of land for runway development and approach protection. 

 
2) Acquire an avigation easement of approximately 6 acres of land for approach protection. 

 
3) Extend runway from 5,220’ to 5,730’. 

 
4) Widen runway from 60’ to 75’. 

 
5) Construct replacement Runway 14/32 (75’ x 5,730’) including connector and bypass 

taxiways, lighting, signage and visual aids. 
 

The original proposed action included the acquisition of 97 acres of land for runway 
development and approach protection and for the construction of a (6,500’x75’) replacement 
Runway 14/32 located 300 feet east of the existing Runway 14/32. However as a result of the 
environmental analysis, impacts to farming operations, budget constraints and FAA input 
Alternative 5 was selected as the proposed action. A copy of the drawing and discussion on the 
original proposed action can be found in Appendix F. 
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 FIGURE 1-5 PROPOSED ACTION 
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1.7 REQUESTED FEDERAL ACTION AND ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 

To provide the recommended B-II runway the City of Fort Morgan requests the completion of 
the proposed action.  The conditionally approved Airport Layout Plan for Fort Morgan Municipal 
Airport identifies the relocation of Runway 14/32 however; details including runway length and 
airport reference code have been modified as a result of the environmental analysis.  A revised 
ALP drawing will be prepared pursuant to the outcome of this EA.  The FAA is the lead federal 
agency responsible for environmental approval and funding for the proposed action. 
 
The format and subject matter included within this report conform to the requirements and 
standards set forth by the FAA as contained within 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 Environmental Desk Reference for Airport 
Actions.  The Environmental Assessment is needed to assess and disclose the environmental 
impacts of the proposed federal action.  The EA process is anticipated to be completed in late 
2011. Should a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) be issued and the City choose to 
proceed, the land acquisition would begin in 2011 and the engineering/design process in 2012.  
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FIGURE 1-6 AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN 
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CHAPTER TWO 
DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES 

 

 

 
 2-1         ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) is an entity within the U.S. government that is 
tasked with, among other responsibilities, overseeing federal agency implementation of NEPA 
requirements.  CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA require a thorough and objective 
assessment of all “responsible” alternatives to achieve the purpose and need of a proposed 
action, as well as the assessment of a no action alternative [40 CFR Part 1508.9; 40 CFR Part 
1502.14]. 
 
This chapter describes the process used to identify the range of alternatives for consideration in 
this EA and the associated screening process used to determine which of the alternatives would 
reasonably meet the purpose and need.  Alternatives considered, but determined to not 
reasonably meet the purpose and need are not carried forward through the analysis of 
environmental consequences in Chapter 4. 
 
The 2003 Airport Layout Plan evaluated several alternatives to determine the optimum location 
and configuration of airport facilities to meet the forecasted needs of existing and future airport 
users over a 20-year planning period with an Airport Reference Code of B-II.  Alternatives 
evaluated include relocating the airport to another site, improving the existing site and a No 
Action Alternative.  Three alternative runway options were evaluated for improving the existing 
site including the proposed action, extending the existing runway and relocating the runway to 
the west.  As a result of the 2003 Airport Layout Plan alternatives analysis, it was determined 
that the preferred alternative would be to relocate the runway 300 feet to the east of the existing 
Runway 14/32 and shift the runway to the northwest away from State Highway 52. 
 
Alternatives (see Figures 2-1, through 2-7) 
 

1) No Action 
2) Improve in existing location within existing airport property  
3) Improve extend/shift existing Runway 14/32 to a length of 5,730 feet 
4) Improve extend/shift existing Runway 14/32 to a length of 6,500 feet 
5) Relocate and extend/shift Runway 14/32 300 feet to the east and extend to a length of 

5,730 feet (Proposed Action) 
6) Relocate and extend/shift Runway 14/32 300 feet to the east and extend to a length of 

6,500 feet 
7) Relocate, and extend/shift Runway 14/32 1,200 feet to the west and extend to a length 

of 6,500 feet 
8) Realign runway in a northwesterly alignment 
9) Relocate and improve the airport at an alternative site 

  
2.1 DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED  

Alternative 1 – No Action 
When analyzing alternatives for development, consideration must be given to the “No Action” 
alternative.  The No Action alternative would retain Runway 14/32 in its existing location and 
configuration. 
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The no action alternative would eliminate potential environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed development of a replacement Runway 14/32 and the City of Fort Morgan would 
continue to be responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of existing runway facilities; 
however, the No Action alternative would do nothing to accommodate the recommended 
runway length or the correction of non-standard conditions and would not meet the goals and 
objectives of the city or the needs of airport users in the community.  While the no action 
alternative does not meet the purpose and need, NEPA requires its consideration; therefore, it 
will be carried forward for further evaluation. 
 
Since the runway is nearing its useful life it is expected to need reconstruction within the next 5-
years.  If the no action alternative is selected the FAA would expect the non-standard design 
conditions to be corrected as part of an FAA-funded project.  Reconstructing the runway in its 
same configuration (i.e. without correcting design standard deficiencies) would cost 
approximately $3.3 million and would not be eligible for FAA or state funding.  This option would 
leave the City with the responsibility to solely bear the cost of runway rehabilitation and future 
airport capital costs. 
 
Alternative 2 – Improve in existing location within existing airport property 
Alternative 2 would include reconstructing the runway in its existing location utilizing FAA 
funding and meeting B-II design standards within the available existing airport property and 
avoiding additional land acquisition.  Meeting design standards within existing airport property 
would result in a runway length of approximately 4,100 feet (a 1,120 foot decrease in overall 
length) see Figure 2-1.  Alternative 2 would also include expanding the easement on the 
northwest end for the RPZ by approximately 11.6 acres and shifting the southeast end of 
Runway 32 to the northwest to remove State Highway 52 from within the runway safety area 
and runway object free area. 
 
Alternative 3 – Improve and extend/shift existing Runway 14/32 to a length of 
5,730 feet 
Alternative 3 would accommodate the additional runway length and width and meet FAA design 
standards by extending and shifting the existing Runway 14/32 to the northwest as shown in 
Figure 2-2.  Alternative 3 would require the acquisition of a total of approximately 54 acres of 
land to accommodate the runway extension/shift.   
 
This alternative would provide 5,730 feet of runway; however, the elevations of contours 
throughout the site exceed the FAA longitudinal grade requirements.  As a result, the site’s 
topography would require all existing pavement to be removed and completely reconstructed to 
meet the FAA required grades.   This would result in an extended closure period of the airports 
only paved runway during the removal and reconstruction phase of development. The 
reconstruction of the existing runway would require the acquisition of 48 acres to the north along 
with the acquisition of 6 acres of land on the west side of the runway to protect the building 
restriction line. The 6 acres of land to the west is owned by a separate owner, therefore the 
alternative would result in an impact to two land owners. 
 
Alternative 4 – Improve and extend/shift existing Runway 14/32 to a length of 
6,500 feet 
Alternative 4 would accommodate the additional runway length and width and meet FAA design 
standards by extending and shifting the existing Runway 14/32 to the northwest as shown in 
Figure 2-3.  Alternative 4 would require the acquisition of a total of approximately 72 acres of 
land to accommodate the runway extension/shift.   
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This alternative would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway; however, the elevations of 
contours throughout the site exceed the FAA longitudinal grade requirements.  As a result, the 
site’s topography would require all existing pavement to be removed and completely 
reconstructed to meet the FAA required grades.   This would result in an extended closure 
period of the airports only paved runway during the removal and reconstruction phase of 
development. The reconstruction of the existing runway would require the acquisition of 66 
acres to the north along with the acquisition of 6 acres of land on the west side of the runway to 
protect the building restriction line. The 6 acres of land to the west is owned by a separate 
owner, therefore the alternative would result in an impact to two land owners.  Although 6,500 
feet of runway is desirable the existing budget does not provide adequate funding for this length. 
 
Alternative 5 – Relocate and extend/shift Runway 14/32 300 feet to the east and 
extend to a length of 5,730 feet (Proposed Action)  
Alternative 5 would accommodate the additional runway length and meet FAA design standards 
by constructing a new 5,730 foot long runway, 300 feet to the east of the existing Runway 14/32 
as shown in Figure 2-4. Alternative 5 would require the acquisition of approximately 56 acres of 
land to the northwest and an avigation easement on approximately 6 acres of land to the 
southeast accommodate the relocated Runway 14/32. 
 
This alternative would provide 5,730 feet of runway length.  The development of the relocated 
Runway 14/32 could begin while the existing Runway 14/32 remains open.  This would allow the 
phasing of the project over multiple years depending on the availability of funding.   
 
Alternative 6 – Relocate and extend/shift Runway 14/32 300 feet to the east and 
extend to a length of 6,500 feet  
Alternative 6 would accommodate the additional runway length and meet FAA design standards 
by constructing a new 6,500 foot long runway, 300 feet to the east of the existing Runway 14/32 
as shown in Figure 2-5. Alternative 5 would require the acquisition of a total of approximately 74 
acres of land to the northwest and an avigation easement on approximately 6 acres of land to 
the southeast to accommodate the relocated Runway 14/32. 
 
This alternative would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway length.  The development of 
the relocated Runway 14/32 could begin while the existing Runway 14/32 remains open.  This 
would allow the phasing of the project over multiple years depending on the availability of 
funding.  Although 6,500 feet of runway is desirable the existing budget does not provide 
adequate funding for this length. 
 
Alternative 7 – Relocate, improve and extend/shift Runway 14/32 1,200 feet to the 
west and extend to a length of 5,730 feet or 6,500 feet 
Alternative 7 would accommodate the additional runway length and meet FAA design standards 
by constructing a new 6,500 foot runway, 1,200 feet to the west of the existing Runway 14/32 as 
shown in Figure 2-6. This Alternative with a runway length of 6,500 feet would require the 
acquisition of approximately 183 acres of land and approximately 153 acres to accommodate 
5,730 feet.   
 
This alternative would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway.  The development of the 
relocated Runway 14/32 could begin while the existing Runway 14/32 remains open.  This 
would allow the phasing of the project over multiple years depending on the availability of 
funding.  Alternative 7 would require increased land acquisition since the airport does not 
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currently own the land to the west of the existing Runway 14/32.  Although 6,500 feet of runway 
is desirable the existing budget does not provide adequate funding for this length. 
 
 
Alternative 8 – Realign Runway to a northwesterly alignment and extend to a 
length of 5,730 feet or 6,500 feet 
Alternative 8 would accommodate the additional runway length and meet FAA design standards 
by realigning the primary runway into a northwesterly alignment.  This Alternative with a runway 
length of 6,500 feet would require the acquisition of approximately 116 acres of land and 
approximately 96 acres to accommodate 5,730 feet.   
 
This alternative would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway.  The development of the 
realigned runway would required the closure of Runway 14/32 during the majority of the 
construction and not provide for phasing of the runway development based on funding 
availability.  The realigned runway would provide 85.7 percent wind coverage at 10.5 knots.  
This is a reduction in the percentage of wind coverage from Runway 14/32 by approximately 1.2 
percent. Although 6,500 feet of runway is desirable the existing budget does not provide 
adequate funding. 
 
Alternative 9 – Relocate and improve the airport at an alternative site and extend 
to a length of 5,730 feet or 6,500 feet 
Alternative 9 would accommodate the additional runway length and meet FAA design standards 
by relocating the airport to an alternative site. This Alternative would require the acquisition of 
approximately 200 acres of land to accommodate the relocated airport.  The alternative site 
would need to accommodate a 6,500 by 75 foot runway, a new apron, hangars, taxiways and 
landside facilities and infrastructure.  The site would need to be placed within 20 miles, but 
ideally within 5 miles of the City of Fort Morgan. 
 
The relocated airport alternative would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway.  The 
development of a relocated airport would require land acquisition and development of all 
existing airport facilities, including utility infrastructure, hangars, fuel facilities and FBO.   
 
2.2 SELECTION OF DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES 
 
The development alternatives listed above were reviewed with respect to the following items: 1) 
meeting FAA safety and design standards; 2) known or highly likely environmental impacts; 3) 
consistency with existing plans; and 4) financial feasibility. 
 
Alternative 2 could be constructed to meet FAA design standards; however due to the location 
of State Highway 52 and the location of the existing airport property boundary the runway length 
would need to be reduced by approximately 1,120 feet.  This reduced runway length would not 
provide for the recommended 5,730 feet of runway and is a 21 percent reduction in existing 
runway length.  Reducing the runway length would not meet the goals of the City of Fort Morgan 
for the future development of the airport and has therefore been eliminated from further 
environmental analysis. 
 
Alternative 3 could be constructed to provide the 5,730 feet of runway length; however, due to 
the topography a large amount of fill would be required to meet FAA design standards, this 
would result in no cost savings with the reuse of the existing runway.  This alternative would 
require impacting an additional landowner for control of the building restriction line and would 
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not be able to be phased which would require a longer runway closer period.  Alternative 3 
would also require the placement of two hold position markings on the taxiway entrance due to 
the connector taxiway from the apron to the bypass taxiway penetrating the Obstacle Free Zone 
(OFZ).  This configuration of two hold position markings has the potential to increase runway 
incursions and pilot confusion.  Alternative 3 was eliminated from further environmental 
analysis.  
 
Alternative 4 would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway length; however, due to the 
topography a large amount of fill would be required to meet FAA design standards, this would 
result in no cost savings with the reuse of the existing runway. This project would require 
impacting an additional landowner for control of the building restriction line and would not be 
able to be phased which would require a longer runway closure period. Alternative 4 would also 
require the placement of two hold position markings on the taxiway entrance due to the 
connector taxiway from the apron to the bypass taxiway penetrating the Obstacle Free Zone 
(OFZ).  This configuration of two hold position markings has the potential to increase runway 
incursions and pilot confusion.  The development of a 6,500 foot runway is not currently 
considered to be financially feasible based on available funding from the FAA.  Alternative 4 
was eliminated from further environmental analysis. 
 
Alternative 5 would provide the recommend 5,730 feet of runway length.  The project would 
require land acquisition from one landowner rather than two.  Alternative 5 would be able to be 
phased based on funding availability and would minimize or avoid runway closure.  Alternative 5 
would avoid any unusual taxiway connector configuration including no requirement to install two 
hold position markings.  Alternative 5 would avoid splitting the Longacre property and would 
allow for the continued use of the private farm road located on the northern end of the property.  
The proposed action Alternative 5 has been carried forward for further environmental analysis. 
 
Alternative 6 would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway length.  The project would require 
land acquisition from one landowner rather than two.  Alternative 6 would be able to be phased 
based on funding availability and would minimize or avoid runway closure.  Alternative 6 would 
avoid any unusual taxiway connector configuration including no requirement to install two hold 
position markings.   The development of a 6,500 foot runway is not currently considered to be 
financially feasible based on available funding from the FAA.  Therefore, Alternative 6 has been 
eliminated from further environmental analysis. 
 
Alternative 7 would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway length.  Alternative 7 would result 
in an impact to two landowners.  This alternative would require a higher acreage of land to be 
acquired for the relocation of the runway to the west than the other build-alternatives.  
Alternative 7 does not provide any operational or environmental benefits over the other 
alternatives.  Alternative 7 requires only slightly less earthwork than the other alternatives.  
There would also be higher costs for the connector taxiway.  Alternative 7 would also result in a 
negative impact upon the Saddle Ridge Subdivision which would be entirely encompassed 
within the Airport Critical Zone and would be considered incompatible with Colorado Land Use 
Commission House Bill 1041 Critical Zone criteria.  Alternative 7 was also eliminated from 
further consideration during the 2003 Airport Layout Plan project as a result of the above 
concerns.  Alternative 7 has therefore been eliminated from further environmental analysis. 
 
Alternative 8 would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway length.  Alternative 8 would 
require the acquisition of approximately 116 acres land from two private landowners.  The 
construction of the realigned Runway 13/31 would require the closure of Runway 14/32 during 
the majority of the project and phasing to accommodate funding would not be an option with 
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Alternative 8.  The realigned Runway 13/31 would also provide less crosswind coverage than a 
Runway 14/32 alignment which would reduce the safety and utility of the airport.  Alternative 8 
has therefore been eliminated from further environmental analysis. 
 
Alternative 9 would provide the preferred 6,500 feet of runway length.  The alternative would 
require significant costs associated with the development of a new airport facility including 
runway, apron, taxiways, hangars, infrastructure and land acquisition.  The potential 
environmental impacts of developing a new site would be higher.  Developing a new site would 
not provide any significant operational or environmental benefits over the other build-
alternatives.  Therefore, Alternative 9 has been eliminated from further environmental analysis. 
 
As a result of the alternative analysis, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 9 have been eliminated 
from further consideration and Alternative 5 has been carried forward for further evaluation in 
Chapter 4. The no action alternative, Alternative 1, has also been carried forward for further 
evaluation in Chapter 4 as required under FAA Orders 5050.4B and 1050.1E, and pursuant to 
the Council on Environmental Quality regulations.  
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FIGURE 2-1 ALTERNATIVE TWO  
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 FIGURE 2-2 ALTERNATIVE THREE 
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 FIGURE 2-3 ALTERNATIVE FOUR  
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FIGURE 2-4 ALTERNATIVE FIVE (PROPOSED ACTION) 
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FIGURE 2-5 ALTERNATIVE SIX  
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 FIGURE 2-6 ALTERNATIVE SEVEN 
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FIGURE 2-7 ALTERNATIVE EIGHT 
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2.3 APPLICABLE GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS 
 
In accordance with FAA Order 5050.4B and CEQ § 1502.25(a) 
 
“List of Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations” 
49 USC Subchapter I, Section 303.c, formerly Section 4(f) 
49 USC Subpart B Chapter 471, Section 47106.(c) 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act 
Anadromous Fish Conservation Act 
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act 
Archaeological Resource Protection Act 
Clean Air Act 
Coastal Barrier Resources Act 
Coastal Zone Management Act 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Conservation and Liability Act 
Endangered Species Act, Section 7 
Farmland Protection Policy Act 
Land and Water Conservation Act 
Magnuson-Stevens Act 
Marine Mammal Protection Act 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
National Historic Preservation Act 
National American Graves Repatriation Act 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Safe Drinking Water Act 
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands 
Executive Order 11998, Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low Income Populations 
Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites 
Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks 
Executive Order 13089, Coral Reef Protection 
Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species 
Executive Order 13158, Marine Protection Areas 
Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments 
Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds 
Executive Order 13274, Environmental Stewardship and Transportation Infrastructure Projects 
FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures 
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3.0 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes existing conditions within the vicinity of the proposed action and provides 
the baseline for assessment of environmental impacts resulting from the proposed action and its 
alternatives.  
 
3.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
The affected environment is defined as the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport and its environs in 
Fort Morgan and Morgan County, Colorado.  Figure 3-1 depicts location and vicinity maps of the 
area.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 3-1 LOCATION AND VICINITY MAPS 

PROJECT LOCATION 
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3.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is located in northeastern Colorado, along the South Platte 
River. The airport is approximately five statute miles north of the City of Fort Morgan.  The Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport is a general aviation facility that serves the City of Fort Morgan and its 
surrounding communities.  The City of Fort Morgan is the county seat of Morgan County, 
Colorado.  The airport can be accessed by traveling north of Fort Morgan on State Highway 52 
a paved two lane access road that enters from the south side of the airport.  The airport is 
situated at 4,569 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL) and located at 40 20’ 03.78” N Latitude and 
103 48’ 13.82” W Longitude, according to the current Airport Layout Plan (ALP) dated march, 
2003.   
 
According to 2010 Airport Manager Records, there are currently 24 based aircraft at the airport 
and approximately 8,300 annual aircraft operations by a combination of single and twin engine 
piston, turboprop and light business jet aircraft.  Existing facilities include a concrete Runway 
14/32, which is 5,220 feet long by 60 feet wide and two turf runways, Runway 8/26 (2,470 feet by 
100 feet) and Runway 17/35 (4,500 feet by 40 feet).  Runway 14/32 is lighted with pilot-controlled 
Medium Intensity Runway Lights (MIRL) and the taxiways are outlined with retro-reflective markers.  
Visual aids include Precision Approach Path Indicators (PAPIs) on Runway 14, airport beacon and 
lighted segmented circle, and Runway End Identifier Lights (REILs) on Runway 32. Airfield 
pavements are constructed to a strength of 12,500 pounds single wheel gear (SWG).  There are 
no existing published instrument approaches into the airport.  Existing hangar facilities include 11 
hangars consisting of eight conventional/box hangars and three T-hangar units.  
 
The mean maximum temperature in Fort Morgan, Colorado is 89.4 degrees Fahrenheit in the July, 
while the average annual minimum temperature is 33.8 degrees Fahrenheit during the winter 
months.  The average annual precipitation for the area is 13.39 inches with 23.6 inches of snowfall.   
 
3.3 AIR QUALITY 
 
The quality of surface air is evaluated by measuring ambient concentrations of pollutants that 
are known to have deleterious effects.  National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that 
have been set by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designate Morgan County as 
being in attainment for all ambient NAAQS air quality standards.  As depicted in Figure 3-2, the 
Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is not located in any designated nonattainment areas.   
 
An attainment area is a geographical area where the levels of all criteria air pollutants meet 
NAAQS air quality standards.  In contrast, areas designated as being in nonattainment are 
geographic areas where the concentration of one or more of the criteria air pollutants is higher 
than NAAQS.   
 
A Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emission Inventory, contained within Appendix E, evaluated existing 
Fort Morgan Municipal Airport operations and found existing emissions to be less than de minimis 
levels.   
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3.4 COASTAL RESOURCES 
 
There are no coastal zones within the vicinity of the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  The Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport is located over 1,000 miles from the Pacific Ocean. 
 
3.5 COMPATIBLE LAND USE 
 
Land use compatibility conflicts are a common problem around many airports in the United 
States, for both large transport airports and smaller general aviation facilities. In urban areas, as 
well as some rural settings, airport owners find that essential expansion to meet the demands of 
airport traffic is difficult to achieve due to the nearby development of incompatible land uses. 
 
Airport compatible land uses are those which are not adversely affected by airport operations 
and that do not adversely affect the use of the airport. Incompatible uses typically consist of 
medium to high-density residential areas, built in close proximity to an existing airfield prior to 
enactment of suitable land-use zoning legislation. The residents of these developments, with 
substantial investments in their homes, may view the airport and its activities as a threat to their 
health, safety and quality of life.  In addition, incompatible land uses also include large 
gatherings of people.   

FIGURE 3-2 NONATTAINMENT MAP
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The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is located five miles north of the City of Fort Morgan.  The 
area around Fort Morgan in unincorporated Morgan County is sparsely populated and includes 
a combination of State and privately held lands.   
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is surrounded by agricultural land uses.  The existing 
surrounding land uses are considered to be compatible with the airport.  
 
The nearest residence is located approximately one-half mile southwest of the airport.  The 
residence is considered to be a compatible land use since it falls outside of the 65 DNL noise 
contour.  The existing waste water treatment facility is located approximately six miles south of 
the airport.  The existing zoning map for Morgan County is shown in Figure 3-3.  The Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport is located within unincorporated Morgan County.  The Airport is zoned 
as Light Industrial and the area surrounding the airport is zoned as Agriculture. 
 

 
 
3.6 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 
 
There are currently no ongoing construction activities on or within the vicinity of the Fort Morgan 
Municipal Airport that would be a factor in determining baseline environmental conditions for the 
proposed action. 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 3-3 MORGAN COUNTY ZONING MAP

FORT MORGAN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
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3.7 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT: SECTION 4 (F) 
  
Section 303c of Title 49, U.S.C., formerly Section 4(f) of Department of Transportation Act of 
1966, provides that the Secretary of Transportation shall 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 project 
includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use. 
 
The nearest Section 4(f) land is located approximately three miles southwest of the Fort Morgan 
Municipal Airport (Fort Morgan Golf Course).  Riverside Park is also located approximately four 
miles south of the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  There are no National Forests, State Parks or 
Wilderness Areas located within the vicinity of the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  The 
surrounding Section 4(f) properties are shown in Figure 3-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 3.8 FARMLANDS 
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is located on land not classified as prime farmland, however 
the airport is located adjacent to an area classified as farmland of statewide importance.  A 
farmland classification map obtained from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) classifies 

FORT MORGAN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 

FORT MORGAN GOLF COURSE 

RIVERSIDE PARK 

FIGURE 3-4 SURROUNDING SECTION 4(F) PROPERTY 
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land within the area surrounding the airport as not prime or unique farmlands.  A copy of the 
map is contained in Figure 3-5.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  U.S. Department of Agriculture 2010 

 
3.9 FISH, WILDLIFE AND PLANTS 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) provided a list of threatened, endangered and 
candidate species for Morgan County, Colorado that is contained in Table 3-1.  All species listed 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for Morgan County, Colorado were evaluated for their 
potential to be present in and around the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport, based on general 
geographic and elevation distribution, habitat requirements and documented occurrence records 
available from the USFWS.  None of the listed species are known to occur in the area.  Potential 
impacts, if any, to these species will be discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.  
 
 
 
 

FORT MORGAN AIRPORT 

FIGURE 3-5 FARMLAND CLASSIFICATION MAP
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TABLE 3-1 THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING WITHIN MORGAN 

COUNTY, COLORADO 

Common Name Scientific Name Status 
Least tern Sternaula antillarum Endangered 
Mountain plover Charadrius montanus Proposed 
Pallid sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus Endangered 
Piping sturgeon Charadrius melodus Threatened 
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse Zapis hudsonius preblei Threatened 
Ute ladies’-tresses orchid Spiranthes diluvialis Threatened 
Western prairie fringed orchid Platanthera praeclara Threatened 
Whooping crane Grus americana Endangered 

Source: USFWS 2010 
 

3.10 FLOODPLAINS 
 
Floodplains are defined by Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, as the lowland and 
relatively flat areas adjoining coastal water . . . including at a minimum, that area subject to a 
one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year . . . “, that is, an area which would 
be inundated by a 100-year flood.  As indicated by FEMA’s FIRM map Community Panel No. 
080129 0125 C (September 29, 1989) located in Figure 3-6, the airport is located within an area 
designated as Zone X.  According to FEMA Zone X is defined as an area of minimal flood 
hazard usually above the 500 year-food level.   
 

 
 

Source:  FEMA, 2010 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 3-6 FLOODPLAIN  MAP

FORT MORGAN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
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3.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, POLLUTION PREVENTION AND SOLID WASTE 
 
Four primary laws have been passed governing the handling and disposal of hazardous 
materials, chemicals, substances and wastes.  The two statutes of most importance to the FAA 
in proposing actions to construct and operate facilities and navigational aids are the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (as amended by the Federal Facilities Compliance Act 
of 1992) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 
(SARA or Superfund) and the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992.  
RCRA governs the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous wastes.  CERCLA 
provides for consultation with natural resources trustees and cleanup of any release of a 
hazardous substance (excluding petroleum) into the environment.   
 
The nearest solid waste disposal facility (i.e. sanitary landfill) is located five miles south of the 
Fort Morgan Municipal Airport at the Fort Morgan Solid Waste Disposal Site.   
 
3.12 HISTORICAL AND ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
The area surrounding the airport is used for agricultural purposes and is regularly disturbed with 
cultivation, spraying and harvesting operations by large multi-use tractors.  Based on site visits 
and existing land uses there are no known historical architectural, archeological or cultural 
resources within the area of potential effect. 
  
3.13 LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL IMPACTS 
 
Light emissions are those emissions resulting from the production of artificial ambient light by 
production stations. The production of light is a direct result to the station's angle and strength. 
Airfield lighting is the main source of light emissions at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport and 
includes medium intensity runway edge lights (MIRLs), 2-box precision approach path indicators 
to Runway 14, Runway End Identifier Lights (REILs) on Runway 32 a rotating beacon and 
lighted wind cone.   Rotating airport beacons are provided so pilots can identify the location of 
an airport at night or in reduced visibility conditions.  The rotating beacon consists of alternating 
white and green lights rotating at six rotations per minute and is mounted on a tower.  
Specifications for airport beacons allow the beam to be angled from 2o to 12o above the horizon.  
The standard setting is 6o.  If necessary, the beacon can be shielded to reduce visibility of the 
beacon from below the horizon line.  The Medium Intensity Runway Edge Lights (MIRLs) are 
single white light mounted on posts spaced at 200 foot intervals along both edges of the 
runway.  They define the boundaries of the runway surface usable for takeoff and landing.  The 
Fort Morgan Airport also has Precision Approach Path Indicators (PAPIs) on Runways 14 that 
are used for visual descent guidance and consist of two light units located to the left of the 
runway and perpendicular to the runway centerline.  The lights are directed at a glide path angle 
of 3o above the runway.  If the aircraft is above the glide path, the pilot will see all white lights.  If 
the pilot is on the proper glide path, the light unit closest to the runway will be red and the unit 
farthest from the runway will be white.  When the pilot is below the glide path the light units will 
be red.  PAPIs have an effective visual range from the air of approximately five miles during the 
day and up to twenty miles at night.  These visual aids are extremely useful and enhance safety 
in situations where there are few visual references surrounding the airport.   
 
3.14 NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY 
 
Existing utility lines provide the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport with electricity and telephone 
services.  Water at the airport is supplied by a ¾ inch water tap from Quality Water District and 
the airport has a septic system for waste water.  Electricity is provided by the REA and the 



 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 

 
                    3-9          ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

 

airport’s telephone service is provided by Qwest.  Fuel storage at the airport consists one 
10,000 gallon Jet-A aboveground storage tank and one 10,000 gallon AvGas (100LL) 
aboveground fuel storage tank.  The tanks are situated in a recessed concrete vault.  Gas at the 
airport is provided by propane tanks located on the airport. 
 
3.15 NOISE 
 
Noise analysis considerations include whether the Federal thresholds of noise exposure are 
exceeded, whether the 65 day-night level (DNL) noise contour extends beyond airport property 
and if there are any residences, churches, schools, hospitals or other noise sensitive land uses 
within the 65 DNL noise contour.  
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is located five miles north of the central business district.  
The nearest noise sensitive areas include single family residences located southeast of the 
airport. Based on existing aircraft operations, the existing 65 DNL noise contour remains on 
airport property as shown in Figure 3-7 and there are no noise sensitive land uses within the 
existing 65 DNL noise contour. 
 

 
 
 
 
3.16 SOCIOECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The population of the City of Fort Morgan was 10,469 persons in 2009, based on 2010 U.S. 
Census Bureau estimates.  The population of City of Fort Morgan increased from 9,068 in 2000 
to 10,469 in 2009, an increase of approximately 15 percent.   
 

FIGURE 3-7 EXISTING 65 DNL NOISE CONTOUR
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According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the median income for a household in Fort Morgan was 
$43,917 and the median income for a family was $48,526. The per capita income for the City 
was $17,954 and 10.5 percent of the residents were living at or below the national poverty level.  
 
The population of Morgan County was 27,850 persons in 2009, based on the 2010 U.S. Census 
Bureau estimates.  The population of Morgan County increased from 21,939 in 1990 to 27,850 
in 2009, an increase of approximately 26 percent. 
 
According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the median income for a household in Morgan County was 
$43,317 and the median income for a family was $47,679.  The per capita income for the 
County was $19,936 and 13.6 percent of the residents were living at or below the national 
poverty level. Based on the 2010 census, Table 3-2 and 3-3 contain the employment distribution 
and ethnic group demographics for the City of Fort Morgan. 
 
 
TABLE 3-2 CITY OF FORT MORGAN EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTION   

Industry 
Percentage of Whole
(City of Fort Morgan) 

Percentage of Whole 
(Morgan County) 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 5.1% 14.6% 
Construction 7.9% 6.3% 
Manufacturing 22.7% 18.5% 
Wholesale trade 3.8% 1.9% 
Retail trade 11.5% 8.8% 
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 4.1% 7.3% 
Information 2.5% 1.9% 
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 3.7% 4.4% 
Professional, scientific, management, administrative, 
and waste management services 

4.3% 
3.9% 

Educational, health and social services 19.6% 18.5% 
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and 
food services 

4.9% 
5.7% 

Other services (except public administration) 4.8% 3.3% 
Public administration 5.1% 4.9% 

 
 

 

Source: 2010 Census 
 
3.17 SECONDARY (INDUCED) IMPACTS 
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport helps generate and supports economic activity within the City 
of Fort Morgan and the surrounding community through direct and indirect revenues.  Based on 
the 2008 Colorado Airports Economic Impact Study, the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport creates 
28 jobs with $867,500 in payroll and total annual economic output to the local community of 
$2,978,100. 
 

TABLE 3-3 CITY OF FORT MORGAN AND MORGAN COUNTY ETHNIC GROUP DEMOGRAPHICS 

Race 
Percentage

(City of Fort Morgan) 
Percentage

(Morgan County) 
White 83.1% 87.9% 
Black or African American 1.6% 0.7% 
American Indian and Alaska Native 1.7% 1.0% 
Asian 0.6% 0.3% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 
Islander 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Some other race 10.7% 8.4% 
Two or more races 2.3% 1.7% 

 Source: 2010 Census 



 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 

 
                    3-11          ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

 

There are no ongoing or known development proposals within the general vicinity of the Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport that would have the potential for significant induced or secondary 
impacts on surrounding communities. 
 
3.18 WATER QUALITY 
 
Water quality considerations related to airport development often include increased surface 
runoff and erosion and pollution from fuel, oil, solvents and deicing fluids.  Potential pollution 
could come from petroleum products spilled on the surface and carried through drainage 
channels off of the airport.  State and Federal laws and regulations have been established to 
safeguard these facilities. These regulations include standards for above ground and 
underground storage tanks, leak detection and overflow protection.   
 
An effective Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) identifies storm water discharge 
points on the airport, describes measures and controls to minimize discharges and details spill 
prevention and response procedures.  In December of 2008, the EPA amended the Oil Pollution 
Prevention Regulation at Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 112 (40 CFR Part 
112).  Subparts A through C of this regulation are often referred to as the “SPCC rule” because 
they describe requirements for certain facilities (including airports) to prepare and implement 
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plans.   
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport has an existing SPCC and Storm Water Management Plan 
(SWMP).  Existing fuel storage and dispensing facilities are designed, constructed, operated 
and maintained in accordance with Federal, State and Local regulations.  Waste fluids, including 
oils, coolants, degreasers and aircraft wash facility wastewater is managed and disposed of in 
accordance with applicable Federal, State and Local regulations including a current SPCC Plan.  
The closest water body to the airport is the South Platte River located approximately four miles 
south of the airport.   
 
3.19 WETLANDS 
 
Wetlands are defined in Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, as “those areas that 
are inundated by surface or ground water with a frequency sufficient to support and under 
normal circumstances does or would support, a prevalence of vegetation or aquatic life that 
requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for growth and reproduction.  
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas such as sloughs, 
potholes, wet meadows, river overflows and natural ponds.  Jurisdictional Waters of the United 
States may also include drainage channels, washes, ditches, arroyos or other waterways that 
are tributaries to Navigable Water of the United States or other waters where the degradation or 
destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce. 
 
As identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory map in Figure 3-
8 the project area is located within an upland environment.  A small portion of existing airport 
property has been identified as PEMA according to the US Fish and Wildlife which describes an 
area with water present for only brief periods during the growing season. However, no wetlands 
exist within the area of potential effect. 
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3.20 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
 
The Wild and Scenic River list from the National Park Service indicates one Wild and Scenic 
River in Colorado the Cache La Poudre River.  The Cache La Poudre is located more than 100 
miles to the west. 

 
 

FIGURE 3-8  WETLANDS SURROUNDING THE PROPOSED ACTION
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4.0 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter examines the reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect effects of environmental 
impact category associated with Alternative 1 (the No Action alternative) and Alternative 4 (the 
Proposed Action alternative).  The description and analysis of each impact category includes 
sufficient information to determine the proposed actions effects relative to the threshold of 
significance set forth in FAA Order 5050.4B, Airport Environmental Handbook and 1050.1E 
Environmental Impacts Policies and Procedures.  If an alternative is found to potentially exceed 
the threshold of significance for a specific category, reasonable mitigation measures are applied 
to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  If an alternative is found to exceed the 
threshold of significance and cannot be mitigated to below the threshold of significance, an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be required; if no other reasonable alternatives 
exist. 
 
Agencies at the Local, State and Federal level that exercise responsibility and/or have an 
interest in specific environmental impact areas have been contacted and were sent information 
regarding the planned airport development and were solicited for comments (see Appendix A).  
Agency responses to this inquiry are included in Appendix B. 
 
The following sections describe and examine the environmental impact for each impact 
category, in accordance with FAA Orders 5050.4B and 1050.1E, providing an evaluation of the 
environmental consequences for Alternative 4 and the No Action alternative described below. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) – The No Action alternative would retain the airport’s existing Runway 
14/32 in its existing configuration.  The No Action alternative would eliminate potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed runway development; however, the No 
Action alternative would do nothing to correct nonstandard conditions and would not meet the 
goals and objectives of the city or the needs of airport users.  While the No Action alternative 
does not meet the purpose and need NEPA requires its consideration; therefore, it has been 
carried forward for further evaluation. 
 
Alternative 5 (Proposed Action) – The Proposed Action would provide the additional 
recommended runway length and meet FAA design standards by constructing a replacement 
runway 5,730 foot long, 300 feet east of the existing Runway 14/32 and shifted approximately 
900 feet to the northwest to meet the threshold siting surface requirements.  Alternative 5 would 
also require the acquisition of approximately 56 acres of land and a 6 acre avigation easement 
to accommodate the relocated Runway 14/32. 
 
4.1 AIR QUALITY 
 
The Clean Air Act of 1970 was enacted to reduce emissions of specific pollutants via uniform 
Federal standards. These standards include the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) which set maximum allowable ambient concentrations of ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb) and particulate matter 10 microns 
or smaller (PM10). Section 176(c) of the Act, in part, states that no Federal agency shall engage 
in, support in any way or provide financial assistance for, license, permit or approve any activity 
that does not conform to the State Implementation Plan. 
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As depicted in Figure 3-1, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) identifies the Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport as not being located in any nonattainment areas. Correspondence 
was sent to the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Air Quality Division 
regarding the Proposed Action. The Air Quality Division responded in October, 2010. The Air 
Quality Division stated “Land development (earth moving) activities that are greater than 25 
acres or more than 6 months in duration will most likely be required to submit Air Pollution 
Emission Notice (APEN) to the Division and may be required to obtain an air permit.  In addition 
a startup notice must be submitted 30 days prior to commencement of the land development 
project.  A copy of the letter is contained within Appendix B. 
 
An inventory for Greenhouse Gas Emissions was completed for the Proposed Action alternative 
and is contained within Appendix E.  Based on the emission inventory, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions that would result from the Proposed Action are far less than de minimis levels and 
would not result in a significant impact to air quality. 
 
The following best management practices are recommended to minimize particulate matter 
generated during construction. 
 
I. Site Preparation 

A. Minimize land disturbance; 
B. Use watering trucks to minimize dust; 
C. Cover trucks when hauling dirt or debris; 
D. Stabilize the surface of dirt piles and any disturbed areas; 
E. Use windbreaks to prevent any accidental dust pollution; and 
F. Segregate storm water drainage from construction sites and material piles. 

 
II. Construction Phase 

A. Cover trucks when transferring materials; and 
B. Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities. 

 
III. Completion Phase  

A. Remove unused material and dirt piles; and 
B. Re-vegetate all disturbed areas if appropriate. 

 
Construction emissions from the Proposed Action specifically dust, would not be a long-term 
factor. All necessary permits would be obtained prior to construction. Best management 
practices, such as those listed below, would be selected as appropriate and implemented to 
reduce impacts associated with dust from construction activity. 
 
No impacts to air quality would occur as a result of the No Action alternative.   
 
4.2 COASTAL RESOURCES 
 
There are no coastal zones associated with the Proposed Action at the Fort Morgan Municipal 
Airport.  Therefore, compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 is not a factor in 
this Environmental Assessment. 
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4.3 COMPATIBLE LAND USE 
 
Land use compatibility conflicts are a common problem around many airports in the United 
States, both for large transport airports and smaller general aviation facilities.  In urban areas, 
as well as some rural settings, airport owners find that essential expansion to meet the 
demands of airport traffic is difficult to achieve due to the nearby development of incompatible 
land uses.  The incompatible uses typically consist of medium to high density residential areas, 
built in close proximity to an existing airfield prior to enactment of suitable land-use zoning 
legislation.  The residents of these developments, with substantial investments in their homes, 
may view the airport and its activities as a threat to their health, safety and quality of life. The 
issue of aircraft noise is generally the most commonly perceived environmental impact upon the 
surrounding community.  Conflicts may also exist in the protection of runway approach and 
transitional zones to assure the safety of both the flying public and the adjacent property 
owners.  Adequate land for this use should be owned in fee, controlled in easements or 
protected through zoning. 
 
Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 
150 recommends guidelines for 
planning and land use compatibility 
within various levels of aircraft noise 
exposure as summarized in Table 4-1.  
Although the FAA provides these 
guidelines, it is the local jurisdictions’ 
responsibility for determining and 
implementing compatible land uses.  
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is 
surrounded by agricultural land uses.  
The closest home to the Fort Morgan 
Municipal Airport is a single family 
residence that is located approximately 
one-half mile southwest of the airport 
which is considered to be compatible 
with the airport.  There are no known 
residential or commercial developments planned in the vicinity of the airport.  The airport is 
located within unincorporated Morgan County.  Morgan County maintains jurisdiction for the 
control of land uses in the vicinity of the airport. 
 
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports, 
stipulates any solid waste disposal facilities (i.e. sanitary landfills) and sewage treatment ponds 
located within 5,000 feet of all runways used by piston powered aircraft or within 10,000 feet of 
all runways used by turbine powered aircraft are considered to be an incompatible land use 
because of the potential for conflicts between bird habitat and low flying aircraft.  Existing 
landfills and sewage treatment facilities are located more than 10,000 feet from Runway 14/32.    
 
The Proposed Action alternative would not result in any incompatible land uses.  The Proposed 
Action would enhance land use compatibility by shifting the approach end of Runway 32 to the 
northwest to keep State Highway 52 outside of the threshold siting surface as well as the 
runway safety area and runway object free area.  The approach end of Runway 14 would be 
acquired fee simple and an avigation easement would be acquired on a portion of the RPZ at 
the approach end of Runway 32 to ensure continued compatible land uses within the RPZ.  The 

FIGURE 4-1 SURROUNDING LAND USES
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surrounding agricultural land uses would continue as these are considered to be compatible 
with the airport. 
 
The No Action alternative would not impact existing land uses. 
 
TABLE 4-1  LAND USES 

Land Use 
Yearly day-night average sound level (DNL) in decibels

Below 65 65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85 Over 85
RESIDENTIAL       
Residential, other than mobile homes and 
transient lodging 

Y N(1) N(1) N N N 

Mobile Home Parks Y N N N N N 
Transient Lodging Y N(1) N(1) N(1) N N 
PUBLIC USE       
Schools Y N(1) N(1) N N N 
Hospitals and nursing homes Y 25 30 N N N 
Churches, auditoriums and concert halls Y 25 30 N N N 
Government services Y Y 25 30 N N 
Transportation Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) Y (4) 
Parking Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
COMMERCIAL USE       
Offices, business and professional Y Y 25 30 N N 
Wholesale and retail—building materials, 
hardware and farm equipment 

Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 

Retail trade – general Y Y 25 30 N N 
Utilities Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Communications Y Y 25 30 N N 
MANUFACTURING AND PRODUCTION       
Manufacturing – general Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Photographic and optical Y Y 25 30 N N 
Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry Y Y(6) Y(7) Y(8) Y(8) Y (8) 
Livestock farming and breeding Y Y(6) Y(7) N N N 
Mining and fishing, resource production and 
extraction 

Y Y Y Y Y Y 

RECREATIONAL       
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports Y Y(5) Y(5) N N N 
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters Y N N N N N 
Nature exhibits and zoos Y Y N N N N 
Amusements, parks, resorts and camps Y Y Y N N N 
Golf courses, riding stables and water recreation Y Y 25 30 N N 

 
*The designations contained in this table do not constitute a Federal determination that any use of land covered by 
the program is acceptable or unacceptable under Federal, State or Local law.  The responsibility for determining the 
acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours 
rests with the local authorities.  FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute Federally 
determined land uses for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally determined 
needs and values in achieving noise compatible land uses. 
 
Key to Table 
SLUCM = Standard Land Use Coding Manual. 
Y (Yes) = Land Use and related structures compatible without restrictions. 
N (No) = Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited. 
NLR = Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through incorporation of noise attenuation into the 
design and construction of the structure.  
25, 30 or 35 = Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30 or 35 dB 
must be incorporated into design and construction of structure. 
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Notes to Table 

(1) Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve 
outdoor to indoor Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into 
building codes and be considered in individual approvals.  Normal residential construction can be expected 
to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction requirements are often stated as 5, 10 or 15 dB over standard 
construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and closed windows year round.  However, the 
use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems. 

 
(2) Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of 

these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise 
level is low. 

(3) Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of 
these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise 
level is low. 

(4) Measures to achieve NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of 
these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise 
level is low. 

(5) Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed. 
(6) Residential buildings require a NLR of 25. 
(7) Residential buildings require a NLR of 30. 
(8) Residential buildings not permitted. 

 

4.4 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
 
Local, State or Federal ordinances and regulations address the impacts of construction 
activities, including construction noise, dust and noise from heavy equipment traffic, disposal of 
construction debris, air and water pollution. 
 
Construction operations would cause specific impacts resulting from and limited to construction 
at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  These impacts are distinct and temporary in duration and 
decrease as work is finished. Best management practices would be used to minimize the 
impacts resulting from construction activities. The following are some of the impacts that could 
be associated with the proposed Fort Morgan Municipal Airport improvements. 
 
 A temporary increase in particulate and gaseous air pollution levels as a result of dust 

generated by construction activities and by vehicle emissions from equipment and worker’s 
automobiles; 

 Increases in solid and sanitary wastes from the workers at the site; 
 Traffic volumes that would increase in the airport vicinity due to construction activity 

(workers arriving and departing, delivery of materials, etc.); 
 Increase in noise levels at the airport during operation of heavy equipment; 
 Construction caused delays or congestion in automobile and aircraft movements; and 
 Temporary erosion, scarring of land surfaces and loss of vegetation in areas that are 

excavated or otherwise disturbed to carry out future developments. 
 
Construction projects would comply with guidelines set forth in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-
10E, Standards for Specifying the Construction of Airports. Fugitive dust and erosion control 
plans would be filed and an Emissions Permit obtained as necessary for construction activities. 
These requirements would be specified in the contract documents for the construction.   
 
During construction, trash and food items shall be disposed of properly in predator-proof 
containers with re-sealing lids and removed regularly to reduce attractiveness to opportunistic 
predators such as ravens, coyotes, and feral dogs.  This trash would be disposed of properly in 
an approved landfill. Trash includes but is not limited to, cigarettes, cigars, gum wrappers, 
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tissue, cans, paper, and bags.  The proper management of trash at the airfield would help to 
reduce potential wildlife hazards resulting from the attraction of ravens, coyotes, and dogs.  
 
The Proposed Action alternative would result in short-term construction impacts. These short-
term construction impacts are not considered significant.  Air quality impacts resulting from 
construction of the Proposed Action were evaluated earlier in this Chapter (see Air Quality 
Section) and were not found to be significant.  Mitigation measures would include Best 
Management Practices for Construction, including a fugitive dust control plan. 
 
The No Action alternative would not result in any construction impacts. 
 
4.5 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT, SECTION 4(F) 
 
Section 303c of Title 49, U.S.C., formerly section 4(f) of Department of Transportation Act of 
1966, provides that the Secretary of Transportation shall 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 project 
includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use. 
 
Correspondence was sent to the Colorado State Parks regarding the Proposed Action.  No 
response from the Colorado State Parks has been received.   
 
The nearest section 4(f) resources relative to the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is the Fort 
Morgan Golf Course.  The Golf Course is located approximately three miles southwest of the 
airport and would not be affected by the proposed action. 
 
The Proposed Action would not have a significant environmental impact to section 4(f) 
resources.  
 
The No Action alternative would not result in a significant environmental impact to section 4(f) 
resources. 
 
4.6 FARMLANDS 
 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) authorizes the Department of Agriculture to develop 
criteria for identifying the effects of Federal programs upon the conversion of farmland to uses 
other than agriculture.  Under this act, the conversion of “prime and unique” farmland would be 
considered a significant impact. 
 
Correspondence was sent to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) regarding the Proposed Action.  A review of the farmland 
classification from the USDA revealed the Proposed Action would impact approximately 32 
acres of farmland classified as farmland of statewide importance and no impacts to prime or 
unique farmland.  An NRCS Impact Rating Form AD-1006 was completed for the preliminary 
estimated impact to 68.2 acres of farmland of statewide importance.  The analysis resulted in a 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating of 156 (see Appendix D).  In accordance with FAA Order 
1050.1E, no further analysis is required for impacts ratings less than 160 and impacts are not 
considered significant if the impact rating is less than 200.  The proposed action is anticipated to 
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impact less than half of the acreage of farmland than the original estimate; therefore, the 
Farmland Impact Rating would be less than the original rating and would not result in a 
significant impact to prime or unique farmland. The conversion impact rating indicated the 
Proposed Action would not be considered significant.   Figure 4-2 shows the impacts to the 
farmland of statewide importance.  Additional impacts to farming business operations and 
drainage are discussed in Sections 4.14 and 4.15. 
 

 
 
 
Therefore, no significant impacts to farmlands would occur as a result of the Proposed Action. 
 
The No Action alternative would not result in impacts to prime or unique farmland. 
 
4.7 FISH, WILDLIFE AND PLANTS 
 
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" any endangered or threatened species.  
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) provided a list of threatened, endangered and 
candidate species and species of concern for Morgan County.  Each of the species listed in 
Table 4-2 was evaluated on a biological basis as part of the Biological Review for including or 
excluding each species from further evaluation of potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

FIGURE 4-2 FARMLAND EVALUATION
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Correspondence regarding the Proposed Action was sent to the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
(CDOW) requesting their comments concerning the possibility of the proposed development 
actions impacting any threatened or endangered species.  CDOW responded on November 5, 
2010 via a telephone conversation stating that based on a review of aerial photography and 
knowledge of the site the Proposed Action would be located within an area which has been 
previously disturbed by agricultural activities and that no impacts to threatened, endangered or 
state sensitive species would occur.  A copy of the memo from the conversation can be found in 
Appendix B. 
 
Based on the evaluation of habitat and correspondence with the CDOW no impact to threatened 
endangered, or candidate species would occur as a result of the Proposed Action. 
 

TABLE 4-2 THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES AND THEIR LIKELIHOOD OF OCCURRING 

WITHIN THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT  

Species  
ESA 

Statusa  
Habitat Description Likelihood of Occurrence  

Pallid Sturgeon  
(Scaphirhynchus albus) 

FE 

The pallid sturgeon likes moderate to fast 
flowing river currents; and most captured 
species have been recovered in riverine and 
stream habitats in which the current averages 
between 0.33 to 2.9 feet per second (fps)/ 0.10 
and 0.88 m/s).  

None: no suitable habitat  

Ute Ladies’ tresses 
(Spiranthes diluvialis) 

FT 

The Ute Ladies’ tresses is endemic to low 
riparian meadow elevations; wet or mesic 
(intermediate moist) riparian meadows or in 
the under-story meadow of riparian 
woodlands. 

None: no suitable habitat 

Interior Least Tern 
(Sternula antillarum) 

FE 

The interior least tern habitat includes bare or 
sparsely vegetated sand, shell and gravel 
beaches, sandbars, islands and salt flats 
associated with riverine habitats and 
reservoirs.  

None: no suitable habitat 

Piping Plover 
(Charadrius melodus) 

FT 
The piping plover inhabits shorelines of lakes, 
rivers, wetlands and beaches of North 
America. 

None: no suitable habitat 

Whooping Crane  
(Grus americana) 

FE 

Most of the population of whooping cranes is 
migratory. During the summer they mostly nest 
in poorly drained wetlands and migrate to the 
salt marshes in the south during the winter. 

None: no suitable habitat 

Western Prairie Fringed 
Orchid 
(Platanthera praeclara) 

FT 
Western prairie fringed orchid is mostly found 
in remnant native prairies and meadows, but 
has also been observed at disturbed sites. 

None: no suitable habitat 

Mountain Plover  
(Charadrius montanus) 

PT 

Semi-desert grasslands and agricultural lands 
with sparse vegetation or vegetation 
interspersed with bare ground and flat 
topography 

None: not known to occur 

Preble’s meadow 
jumping mouse 
(Zapus hudsonius 
preblei) 

FT 

Typical habitat for the Preble’s meadow 
jumping mouse is comprised of well-developed 
plains riparian vegetation with adjacent, 
relatively undisturbed grassland communities 
and a nearby water source. These riparian 
areas include a relatively dense combination of 
grasses, forbs, and shrubs 

None: no suitable habitat 

aESA = Endangered Species Act: FE = federally endangered, FT = federally threatened, FC = federal candidate, 
Proposed Threatened PT, X = Nonessential/Experimental Population  
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The No Action alternative would not result in any effects to threatened, endangered or candidate 
species. 
 
4.8 FLOODPLAINS 
 
Executive Order 11988 directs Federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, 
minimize the impacts of floods on human safety, health and welfare and restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.  Order DOT 5650.2 contains DOT's 
policies and procedures for implementing the executive order.  Agencies are required to make a 
finding that there is no practicable alternative before taking action that would encroach on a 
base floodplain from a 100-year flood. 
 
As described in FAA Order 1050.1E, floodplain impacts would be significant pursuant to NEPA if 
it resulted in notable adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values.  Mitigation 
measures for base floodplain encroachments may include committing to special flood related 
design criteria, elevating facilities above base flood level, locating nonconforming structures and 
facilities out of the floodplain or minimizing fill placed in floodplains. 
 
As described in FAA Order 1050.1E an encroachment into a floodplain would be considered 
significant if it involves one or more of the following: 
 

 The action would have a high probability of loss of human life. 
 The action would likely have substantial, encroachment-associated costs or damage, 

including interrupting aircraft service or loss of a vital transportation facility (e.g., 
flooding a runway or taxiway; important navigational aid out of service due to flooding, 
etc.); or 

 The action would cause adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values. 
 
Based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRMS) it has been determined that the Proposed Action would not impact any floodplains.  
The proposed improvements would increase runoff from impermeable surfaces.  Appropriate 
drainage features including drainage swales and culverts would be included in the engineering 
and design of the project.  Mitigation measures to minimize erosion and sedimentation during 
and following construction and runoff control would be incorporated in the construction phase.  
Drainage is further discussed in Section 4.14.   
 
The Proposed Action and No Action alternatives would not have a significant impact to 
floodplains. 
 
4.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, POLLUTION PREVENTION AND SOLID WASTE 
 
Four primary laws have been passed governing the handling and disposal of hazardous 
materials, chemicals, substances and wastes.  The two statutes of most importance to the FAA 
in proposing actions to construct and operate facilities and navigational aids are the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (as amended by the Federal Facilities Compliance Act 
of 1992) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 
(SARA or Superfund) and the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992.  
RCRA governs the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous wastes.  CERCLA 
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provides for consultation with natural resources trustees and cleanup of any release of a 
hazardous substance (excluding petroleum) into the environment. 
 
A Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan and Storm Water Management 
Plan (SWMP) have previously been prepared in accordance with EPA and local regulations to 
prevent and/or respond to fuel or oil spills.  The SPCC and SWMP would need to be updated as 
construction occurs to reflect the revised configuration of the airport.  Deicing fluids are not 
expected to be used at the airport in any significant quantities. 
 
The Proposed Action would not result in solid waste impacts or hazardous waste impacts.  
 
The No Action alternative would not result in solid waste impacts or hazardous waste impacts. 
 
4.10 HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL & CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Historic, architectural, archaeological and cultural properties are protected through the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) and the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act 
of 1974 (AHPA). The NHPA protects properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places and the AHPA protects prehistoric, archaeological and paleontological 
resources. 
 
The area of potential effect has been previously disturbed by agricultural land uses including 
cultivation, seeding, spraying and harvesting activities.  Therefore, the potential for historical 
architectural, archaeological and cultural resources is extremely low.  The area is not known for 
the presence of historical, archaeological or cultural resources.  If cultural resources are 
discovered during excavation activities work would be temporarily suspended in the area and 
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and FAA would be notified.  
 
The Proposed Action would have no effect on historical, cultural, architectural or archaeological 
resources. 
 
The No Action alternative would not affect historical, cultural, architectural or archaeological 
resources. 
 
4.11 LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL IMPACTS 
 
Determination of the significance of light emissions and visual impacts is based on the level of 
visual sensitivity in the area.  Light emissions are those emissions resulting from the production 
of artificial ambient light by production stations. The production of light is a direct result of the 
station's angle and strength. Visual sensitivity is defined as the degree of public interest in a 
visual resource and concern over adverse changes in the quality of that resource.  In general, 
an impact to a visual resource is significant if implementation of the Proposed Action would 
result in a substantial alteration to an existing sensitive visual resource.   
 
The Fort Morgan Municipal Airport is located approximately five miles north of the City of Fort 
Morgan in an area that is sparsely populated.  The nearest residence is located approximately 
one-half mile southwest of the airport.   
 
The Proposed Action has the potential to increase light emissions from the increased runway 
length.  The replacement lighting system would continue to use pilot controlled lighting to 
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minimize the amount of time the lights are on.  No home sites in the vicinity of the airport would 
be significantly impacted by the Proposed Action.   
 
The No Action alternative would not result in significant impacts from light emissions. 
 
4.12 NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY 
 
Executive Order 13123, Greening the Government Through Efficient Energy Management 
(64FR 30851, June 8, 1999), encourages each Federal agency to expand the use of renewable 
energy within its facilities and in its activities.  E.O. 13123 also requires each Federal agency to 
reduce petroleum use, total energy use and associated air emissions and water consumption in 
its facilities. 
 
It is also the policy of the FAA, consistent with NEPA and the CEQ regulations, to encourage 
the development of sustainability.  All elements of the transportation system should be designed 
with a view to their aesthetic impact, conservation of resources such as energy, pollution 
prevention, harmonization with the community environment and sensitivity to the concerns of 
the traveling public. 
 
Energy requirements associated with airport development generally falls into two categories: 1) 
changed demand for stationary facilities (i.e. airfield lighting and terminal building heating) and 
2) those that involve the movement of air and ground vehicles (i.e. fuel consumption).  The use 
of natural resources includes primarily construction materials and water. 
 
The increased runway length at the airport would result in a direct increase in the airports future 
utility demand with runway lights; however the expected increase in utility demand created by 
additional lights, and increased fuel consumption and temporary increase in construction 
materials, would not require any naturals resources or equipment that are in short supply.  
Therefore, the Proposed Action alternative would not have a significant impact on the regions 
natural resources and energy supply.   
 
The No Action alternative would not impact existing energy requirements, air or ground vehicle 
fuel consumption or natural resource requirements. 
 
4.13 NOISE 
 
The basic measure of noise is the sound pressure level that is recorded in decibels (dBA).  The 
important point to understand when considering the impact of noise on communities is that 
equal levels of sound pressure can be measured for both high and low frequency sounds.  
Generally, people are less sensitive to sounds of low frequency than they are to high 
frequencies.  An example of this might be the difference between the rumble of automobile 
traffic on a nearby highway and the high-pitched whine of jet aircraft passing overhead.  At any 
location, over a period of time, sound pressure fluctuates considerably between low and high 
frequencies. Figure 4-3 depicts a Sound Level Comparison of different noise sources.  The 
differences between dBA and Day-Night Average Noise Level (DNL) are that dBA 
measurements are instantaneous sound while DNL are sound measurements over a given time 
frame. 
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For an aviation noise analysis, Federal Aviation 
Regulation (FAR) Part 150 – Airport Noise 
Compatibility Planning has determined the 
yearly DNL to be the FAA’s primary metric for 
measuring the cumulative exposure of 
individuals to noise energy resulting from 
aviation activities. The DNL, expressed in 
decibels (dB), is a 24-hour average noise level 
used to define the level of noise exposure on a 
community.  The DNL represents the average 
sound exposure during a 24-hour period and 
does not represent the sound level for a 
specific noise event.  A 10 dB correction is 
applied to nighttime (10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.) 
sound levels to account for increased 
annoyance due to noise during the night hours.  
There are many other metrics that can be used 
to describe aircraft noise levels; however DNL 
has been most widely accepted as the 
preferred metric for determining noise level 
exposure at airports. 
 
Noise analysis considerations include whether the Federal thresholds of noise exposure are 
exceeded, whether the 65 DNL noise contour extends beyond airport property and if there are 
any residences, churches, schools or hospitals within the 65 DNL noise contour. Part 150 
Airport Noise Compatibility Planning shows that a perceived noise level that is below DNL 65 is 
considered acceptable for every land use, including residential. 

A future noise contour was generated based on the forecasted operations from the 2003 Airport 
Layout Plan Study.  Those forecasts are still considered to be valid.  Based on the forecasted 
operations the noise contour would not extend beyond the future airport property line. 
 
Therefore, the Proposed Action would not result in a significant noise impact. 
 
The No Action alternative would not result in a significant noise impact. 
 

FIGURE 4-3 SOUND LEVEL
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4.14 SECONDARY (INDUCED) IMPACTS 
 
Major development proposals often involve the potential for induced or secondary impacts on 
surrounding communities.  When such potential exits, the Environmental Assessment shall 
describe in general terms such factors.  Examples include: shifts in patterns of population 
movement and growth; public service demands and changes in business and economic activity 
to the extent influenced by the airport development.  Induced impacts will normally not be 
significant except where there are also significant impacts in other categories, especially noise, 
land use or direct social impacts. 
 
The Proposed Action is located approximately five miles north of the Fort Morgan central 
business district.  It would not produce development impacts on surrounding communities, such 
as shifts in population movement and growth; public service demands are expected to be 
positive in nature with the airport providing and supporting essential community services (such 
as air ambulance and agricultural spraying operations) as well as business and tourism 
(including big game hunting and sport fishing).  The Proposed Action would include the 
development of a replacement runway that meets the FAA design standards.  The Proposed 
Action would not relocate any businesses or population areas.  Drainage impacts to surrounding 
land owners was also considered.  A Preliminary drainage analysis was conducted to determine 
whether the proposed project would have a significant impact on the surrounding property 
drainage features and surrounding properties.  There is currently a ridgeline that runs east-west 
along the northern portion of the future property.  The size of the existing drainage basin and 

FIGURE 4-4  PROPOSED ACTION 65 DNL NOISE CONTOUR (2021)
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flow patterns would be maintained through the design/grading of the runway in its future location 
(see figure 4-5).   Therefore no significant secondary (induced) impacts are expected a result of 
the Proposed Action. 
 
The No Action alternative would not result in any secondary (induced) impacts. 

FIGURE 4-5 DRAINAGE PLAN
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4.15 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND CHILDREN’S 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS 
 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, the accompanying Presidential Memorandum and 
Order DOT 5610.2, Environmental Justice, require FAA to provide for meaningful public 
involvement by minority and low-income populations and analysis, including demographic 
analysis that identifies and addresses potential impacts on these populations that may be 
disproportionately high and adverse.  Included in this process is the disclosure of the effects on 
subsistence patterns of consumption of fish, vegetation or wildlife and effective public 
participation and access to this information.  The Presidential Memorandum that accompanied 
E.O. 12898, as well as the CEQ and EPA Guidance, encourage consideration of environmental 
justice impacts in Environmental Assessment’s especially to determine whether a 
disproportionately high and adverse impact may occur.  Environmental Justice is examined 
during evaluation of other impact categories, such as noise, air quality, water quality, hazardous 
materials and cultural resources. 
 
4.15.1 Socioeconomic Impacts 
Secondary or indirect impacts involve major shifts in population, changes in economic climate or 
shifts in levels of public service demand.  The effects are directly proportional to the scope of 
the project under consideration. 
 
Induced socioeconomic impacts are usually only associated with major development at large air 
carrier airports.  The socioeconomic impacts produced as a result of the proposed development 
alternatives at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport are expected to be positive in nature and 
would include direct, indirect and induced economic benefits to the local area.  These airport 
improvements are expected to attract additional users and in turn encourage tourism, industry 
and enhance the future growth and expansion of the community’s economic base. 
 
If acquisition of real property or displacement of persons is involved, 49 CFR Part 24 
(implementing the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970), as amended must be met for Federal projects and projects involving Federal funding.  As 
part of the Proposed Action, approximately 56 acres of land would need to be acquired from one 
land owner.  The resulting Runway Safety Area (RSA) and ROFA would not impact the 
landowner’s ability to access the western portion of the parcel. The property has an existing 
private farm road which runs east west along the property boundary which provides access to 
the land as well as other surrounding fields.  No impact to the existing private farm road would 
occur as a result of the proposed action.  Figure 4-6 shows the end of the runway in relation to 
the existing private farm road. In accordance with 49 CFR Part 24 and FAA AC 150/5100-17, 
Land Acquisition, the City is required to pay the landowner just compensation for the land to be 
acquired.  Following the preparation of a survey and legal description, and a Phase I 
Environmental Assessment of the land to ensure there are no hazardous materials, an appraisal 
and a review appraisal will be completed.  The appraisal will consider the value of the land to be 
acquired plus any damages to the remainder of the parcel, taking into account the highest and 
best use of the land using the appropriate appraisal approach such as the cost comparable, 
sales or income approach.  The combination of these values, i.e. the difference of the before 
and after value of the land, constitutes just compensation.  In cases where there is little or no 
value of the remaining portion of the land it may be acquired along with the subject parcel as an 
uneconomical remnant.  An avigation easement would be acquired for approximately 6 acres of 
land located on the southeast end of runway 32.  The land in which the avigation easement 
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would be located is currently farmland, which is considered to be compatible with the airport and 
would therefore continue after the easement was acquired.  An avigation easement is valued in 
a similar manner in which the fair and just compensation is determined by subtracting the value 
of the land after the easement is placed on the land from the value of the land prior to the 
easement.     
 
The No Action alternative would constrain runway length and reduce the utility of the airport. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing Private Farm Road 

State Highway 52 

FIGURE 4-6 PRIVATE FARM ROAD 

EAST-WEST FARMING ACCESS
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4.15.2 Environmental Justice 
The focus of the Environmental Justice evaluation is to determine whether the Proposed Action 
results in an inequitable distribution of negative effects to special population groups, as 
compared to negative effects on other population groups.  These special population groups 
include minority or otherwise special ethnicity or low-income neighborhoods. 
 
The Proposed Action is not expected to result in any significant negative off-airport impacts 
including neighborhoods or residences and therefore would not result in disproportionate 
negative impacts to any special population group.  The Proposed Action would not impact any 
minority or otherwise special ethnicity or low income neighborhoods.  Socioeconomic and 
induced economic impacts are expected to be positive in nature and are expected to benefit all 
population groups in the area. 
 
The No Action alternative would constrain the potential socioeconomic and induced economic 
benefits expected from the Proposed Actions. 
 
4.15.3 Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risk 
Pursuant to Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from the Environmental Health 
Risks, Federal agencies are directed, as appropriate and consistent with the agency's mission, 
to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that 
may disproportionately affect children.  Agencies are encouraged to participate in 
implementation of the Order by ensuring that their policies, programs, activities and standards 
address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks or safety 
risks. 
 
The Proposed Action is not expected to result in any significant negative off-airport impacts and 
therefore would not result in any environmental health risks or safety risks on children.   
 
The No Action alternative would not affect children's environmental health and safety. 
 
4.16 WATER QUALITY 
 
Water quality concerns related to airport development most often relate to increased surface 
runoff, erosion and pollution from fuel, oil, solvents and deicing fluids.  Potential pollution could 
come from petroleum products spilled on the surface and carried through drainage channels off 
of the airport.  State and Federal laws and regulations have been established to safeguard 
these facilities.  These regulations include standards for underground storage tanks, leak 
detection and overflow protection.  The existing Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) and 
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC) would need to be updated to 
account for the new development. 
 
Recommendations established in FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5370-10E, Standards for 
Specifying Construction of Airports, Item P-156, Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil 
Erosion and Siltation Control, would be incorporated into the project design and specifications.  
A copy of this AC can be obtained through the World Wide Web through the following Uniform 
Resource Locator (URL) (http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/media/150-
5370-10E/150_5370_10e.pdf). 
 
The design and construction of the proposed improvements would incorporate Best 
Management Practices (BMP’s) to reduce erosion, minimize sedimentation, control non-
stormwater discharges and protect the quality of surface water features that could potentially be 
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affected.  These practices would be selected based on the site’s characteristics and those 
factors within the contractor’s control and may include: construction scheduling, limiting exposed 
areas, runoff velocity reduction, sediment trapping and good housekeeping practices. 
 
Waste fluids, including oils, coolants, degreasers and aircraft wash facility waste water would be 
managed and disposed of in accordance with applicable Federal, State and Local regulations.  
Correspondence was sent to the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, 
Water Quality Division concerning any actions that should be taken before improvements 
proceed.  The department has not responded to the letter. 
 
The Proposed Action alternative would not result in a significant environmental impact to water 
quality provided the measures described above are implemented. 
 
The No Action alternative would not have negative impacts to water quality. 
 
4.17 WETLANDS 
 
Wetlands are defined in Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, as “those areas that 
are inundated by surface or ground water with a frequency sufficient to support and under 
normal circumstances does or would support, a prevalence of vegetation or aquatic life that 
requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for growth and reproduction. Wetlands 
generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas such as slough, potholes, wet 
meadows, river overflows and natural ponds. Jurisdictional Waters of the United States may 
also include drainage channels, washes, ditches, arroyos or other waterways which are 
tributaries to navigable Waters of the U.S. or other waters where the degradation or destruction 
of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce”. 
 
Correspondence was sent to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Colorado Regulatory Office, 
regarding potential impacts to the wetlands and waters of the United States. The Army Corps of 
Engineers responded in a letter dated October 19, 2010 stating “based on the information 
provided, a Department of the Army (DA) Permit will not be required for this project”. 
 
Therefore, based on the correspondence with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Proposed 
Action alternative would not result in significant impacts to wetlands or Jurisdictional Waters of 
the United States.  
 
The No Action alternative would not result in an impact to wetlands or Jurisdictional Waters of 
the United States. 
 
4.18 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
 
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (PL 90-542) describes those river areas eligible for protection 
from development.  As a general rule, these rivers possess outstanding scenic, recreational, 
geological, fish and wildlife, historical, cultural or other similar value. 
 
According to the Wild and Scenic River list from the National Park Service there is one Wild and 
Scenic Rivers in Colorado the Cache la Poudre River.  The Cache la Poudre River is located 
more than 100 miles to the west of Fort Morgan.  Therefore the Proposed Action alternative 
would not result in an impact to Wild and Scenic Rivers.   
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The No Action alternative would not impact any Wild and Scenic Rivers. 
 
4.19 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Possible conflicts between the Proposed Action and the objectives of Federal, Regional, State 
and Local Land Use Plans, Policies and Controls for the Area Concerned. 
 
1) Community Development 
 
 The Proposed Action would not disrupt or divide the communities nor impede their 

orderly development. 
 
 The No Action alternative would not disrupt or divide the communities nor impede their 

orderly development. 
 
2) Consistency of a Proposed Action with any Approved State or Local plans and laws. 
 
 The Proposed Action alternative is consistent and in compliance with applicable Federal, 

State and Local regulations and environmental standards.  Correspondence was sent to 
Morgan County Planning and Zoning Department regarding the proposed development.  
To date no response has been received from the County.  Historically Morgan County 
has not supported the City in the adoption of Airport Compatible Land Use or Height 
Restriction Zoning nor have they supported land acquisition for the development of the 
airport. 

 
 The No Action alternative would have no impact on applicable Federal, State or Local 

regulations and environmental standards. 
 
4.20 DEGREE OF CONTROVERSY ON ENVIRONMENTAL GROUNDS 
 
The Proposed Action alternative has not been opposed by any Federal, State or Local 
government agency in the past, nor is such opposition present now.  There is no known 
organized and concerted effort by public entities to oppose the action.  A meeting with the 
County, City and affected land owners was held on February 14, 2011 to discuss the project 
and receive input on their concerns.  As a result of the meeting the landowner indicated their 
concern regarding impacts associated with access and drainage associated with the Proposed 
Action. 
 
A public involvement program has been initiated to inform the community about the proposed 
project and the Environmental Assessment study.  The Draft Environmental Assessment report 
was made available for public review and comment for 30 days and a public hearing was held 
on November 2, 2011.  Verbal and written comments were received during and after the public 
hearing and are included in Appendix C. 
 
4.21 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Cumulative impacts are impacts on the environment that result 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 undertakes such other actions. 
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Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time.   
 
Cumulative environmental impacts are most likely to arise when a relationship exists between a 
proposed activity and other projects expected to occur in a similar location, time period and/or 
involving similar actions.  Projects located in close proximity to the Proposed Action would be 
expected to have more potential for a relationship that could result in potential impacts than 
those that are geographically separated. 
 
Based on correspondence with the City, County and State there are no existing or future 
projects located within or near the City of Fort Morgan or the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport that 
would result in the potential creation of significant cumulative impacts.  For each potential 
impact, the cumulative impact assessment focuses on addressing two fundamental questions 
1.) Does a relationship exist such that the impacts from the Proposed Action might affect or be 
affected by impacts from other actions?  2.) If a relationship exists, then does an assessment 
reveal any cumulative significant impacts that are not otherwise revealed when the Proposed 
Action is evaluated by itself?  Based on other known past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, the cumulative impact of the Proposed Action and No Action alternative would 
not result in any significantly adverse impacts as defined by FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B.   
 
4.21.1 Air Quality 
Based on the Proposed Action being located within an area of attainment and the air quality 
emissions inventory of the Proposed Action being far less than de minims levels, the Proposed 
Action would not result in any significant cumulative impacts to air quality when added to the 
other reasonably foreseeable actions within the area.  The No Action alternative would have no 
cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.2 Coastal Resources 
No impacts to coastal resources would occur as a result of the Proposed Action and No Action 
alternative.   
 
4.21.3 Compatible Land Use 
The cumulative impact of the proposed projects would not result in any incompatible land uses, 
nor are there any known reasonably foreseeable developments planned in the vicinity of the 
airport.  As a result, there would be no cumulative impacts relating to compatible land uses.  
The No Action alternative would have no cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.4 Construction Impacts 
The potential for cumulative impacts from the Proposed Action’s construction activities exists; 
however, best management practices would keep construction related impacts for the Proposed 
Action below the level of significance.  No other known past, present or reasonably foreseeable 
construction actions would occur within the area to generate a significant cumulative impact.  
The No Action alternative would have no cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.5 Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) 
The Proposed Action alternative would not require the use or acquisition of any public park, or 
wildlife and water fowl refuge or other Section 4(f) resource.  Therefore the Proposed Action 
would have no cumulative impact on Section 4(f) resource.  The No Action alternative would 
have no cumulative impact on Section 4(f) resources. 
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4.21.6 Farmlands 
The Proposed Action would result in an impact to farmland classified as “farmland of statewide 
importance”.  Based on the results of the farmland impact rating from the USDA the Proposed 
Action would be below the threshold of significance.  No other known past, present or 
reasonably foreseeable developments are planned within the area that would impact additional 
prime, unique or statewide important farmland and generate a significant cumulative impact.  
The No Action alternative would have no cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.7 Fish, Wildlife and Plants 
The Proposed Action and No Action alternative would not result in impacts to Fish, Wildlife and 
Plants.  Therefore, no cumulative impacts to fish, wildlife and plants would occur.   
 
4.21.8 Floodplains 
No impacts to floodplains would occur as a result of the Proposed Action and No Action 
alternative. Therefore, no cumulative impacts to floodplains would occur. 
 
4.21.9 Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention and Solid Waste 
No hazardous material sites would be impacted, nor would there be any substantial increase in 
pollution or solid waste over the long-term as a result of the Proposed Action.  
 
The potential exists for a temporary increase in solid waste during construction; however, the 
combined waste of the Proposed Action’s construction activities within the area would not 
produce a significant impact over time.  No other known past, present or reasonably foreseeable 
actions would occur within the area to generate a significant cumulative impact.  The No Action 
alternative would have no cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.10 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological & Cultural Resources 
The Proposed Action and No Action alternative would have no effect on historical, cultural, 
architectural or archaeological resources.  Therefore, no cumulative adverse effect on historical, 
cultural, architectural or archaeological resources would occur.  
 
4.21.11 Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 
The Proposed Action and No Action alternative would have no impact on light emissions and 
would have no significant visual impacts.  The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative 
visual impacts is generally limited to the localized area and line of sight. Therefore, the 
Proposed Action would not combine with any other projects to create any significant cumulative 
impacts. The No Action alternative would have no cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.12 Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
The Proposed Action would not require any significant increase in natural resource or energy 
supply, nor would it be expected to contribute to any cumulative impacts. The No Action 
alternative would have no cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.13 Noise 
The Proposed Action alternative would not result in significant impacts due to noise exposure.  
The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to noise is generally limited 
to areas within a few hundred feet of the Proposed Action as noise is generally localized.  The 
primary noise source would result from future aircraft operations at the Fort Morgan Municipal 
Airport.  These operations would not combine with any other projects to create any significant 
cumulative impacts. The No Action alternative would have no cumulative impacts. 
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4.21.14 Socioeconomic Environment, Environmental Justice and Children’s 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks 
The Proposed Action alternative would result in facilities that meet the needs of airport users 
and generate a positive cumulative effect on the economy of the City of Fort Morgan and 
Morgan County.  The proposed airport improvements would complement other ongoing and 
anticipated projects within the City of Fort Morgan by providing an airport that meets FAA design 
standards. No other known projects would combine to create a significant cumulative impact. 
The No Action alternative would have no cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.15 Water Quality 
The potential for cumulative water quality impacts from the Proposed Action’s construction 
activities exists; however best management practices would keep construction related impacts 
for the Proposed Action below the level of significance.  No other known past, present or 
reasonably foreseeable construction actions would occur within the area to generate a 
significant cumulative impact to water quality.  The No Action alternative would have no 
cumulative impacts. 
 
4.21.16 Wetlands 
The Proposed Action is located within an upland environment on land that is currently used for 
agricultural purposes.  Therefore the Proposed Action and No Action alternative would have no 
cumulative wetland impact. 
 
4.21.17 Wild and Scenic Rivers 
The Proposed Action and No Action alternative would not result in an impact to Wild and Scenic 
Rivers.  As a result, there would not be any cumulative impacts related to Wild and Scenic 
Rivers.  The nearest Wild and Scenic River is the Cache la Poudre River located more than 100 
miles west of the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  
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4.22 SUMMARY 
 
Table 4-3 presents a summary of environmental impacts for the Proposed Action relative to all 
of the specific categories investigated as part of this Environmental Assessment.  Where noted, 
mitigation would be accomplished to reduce the level of impacts too less than the thresholds of 
significance stipulated in FAA Order 5050.4B. 

 
4.22.1 Mitigation Summary 
The required mitigation for each environmental category is discussed within it s respective 
section and is summarized below in Table 4-4. 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 4-3 POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Categories 
Proposed 
Action 

Remarks 
No 
Action 

Remarks 

Air Quality  
 Dust from Construction 

Short Term 
  

Coastal Resources     
Compatible Land Use     
Construction Impacts 

 Short-term noise, dust 
and exhaust 

  

DOT Act-Section 4(f)     
Farmlands 

 Impacts to farmland of 
statewide importance 

  

Fish, Wildlife and Plants     
Floodplains     
Hazardous Materials, 
Pollution, Prevention and 
Solid Waste 

 
 

 
 

Historical, Architectural, 
Archeological & Cultural 
Resources 

 
 

 
 

Light Emissions and Visual 
Impacts 

  
  

Natural Resources and 
Energy Supply 

  
  

Noise 
 Increased aircraft 

operations 
  

Secondary (Induced) Impacts 
 Farming Access and 

Drainage 
  

Socioeconomic Impacts, 
Environmental Justice and 
Children’s Environmental 
Health and Safety Risks 

 

Positive-direct and 
indirect economic 
benefits.  Land 
acquisition required 

 

Constrained opportunity 
for induced economic 
benefits 

Water Quality  
 

Obtain NPDES and 
Storm Water permit for 
construction 

 
 

Wetlands     
Wild and Scenic Rivers     
 No Impact    Slight Impact – Does Not Exceed Threshold of Significance   Significant Impact 
SWPPP: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

TABLE 4-4 MITIGATION SUMMARY 
Categories Proposed Mitigation
Secondary (Induced) Impacts Maintain the size of the existing drainage 

basin through the design/grading of the 
proposed runway 

Secondary (Induced) Impacts Maintain east-west farming access 
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PREPARERS 
 
Lead Agency 
The FAA is the lead Federal agency for preparation of this EA. 
 
 U.S. Department of Transportation 
 Federal Aviation Administration 
 Denver Airport District Office 
 26805 E. 68th Ave., Suite 224 

Denver, CO  80249-6361 
 
Principal Reviewers 
Responsibility for review of this Environmental Assessment (EA) rests with the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA). Listed below are the identities and backgrounds of the principal FAA 
individuals in accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations and FAA 
Order 5050.4B, Airport Environmental Handbook. 
 
Hans Anker, Environmental Specialist, Airport Division, Denver Airport District Office.  Master of 
Science Degree in Civil and Environmental Engineering, 11 years experience, Responsible for 
Review of Environmental Assessments. 
 
Principal Preparers 
Responsibility for preparation of this Environmental Assessment Report (EA) rests with the City 
of Fort Morgan, Colorado. Listed below are the consultants responsible for preparation of this 
EA.  Armstrong Consultants, Inc. is the primary preparer responsible for the preparation of this 
Environmental Assessment.   
 
Armstrong Consultants, Inc. 
Dennis A. Corsi, President, Armstrong Consultants, Inc. Master of Aeronautical Science 
Aviation Management from Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University and B.S. Aerospace 
Engineering from Boston University. Mr. Corsi prepares Airport Master Plans, Site Selection 
Studies and Environmental Assessments. Within this scope of work, Mr. Corsi develops aviation 
demand forecasts, facility requirements and evaluates development alternatives. Mr. Corsi is 
also responsible for evaluating potential environmental impacts to the proposed development 
area and land acquisition matters. Mr. Corsi has 20 years experience in airport planning, 
operations and management. Specialties include airport master planning, site selection, 
environmental compliance and noise analysis. 
 
Justin Z. Pietz, Planning Manager, Armstrong Consultants, Inc. B.S. Aerospace Studies, with 
minors in Aviation Safety and Aeronautical Science Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University.  Mr. 
Pietz prepares Airport Master Plans, Site Selection Studies and Environmental Assessments.  
Within this scope of work, Mr. Pietz develops aviation demand forecasts, evaluates and projects 
airport facility requirements and analyzes airport development alternatives.  Mr. Pietz is also 
responsible for evaluating potential environmental impacts to the proposed development area.  
Mr. Pietz has 10 years experience in airport planning and airport operations.   
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REFERENCES 
 
Federal Aviation Administration. FAA Order 1050.1E. June 2004.   
 
Federal Aviation Administration. FAA Order 5050.4B. April 2006.   
 
Federal Aviation Administration. Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions October 
2007. 
 
Fort Morgan Municipal Airport Layout Plan, Armstrong Consultants, 2003. 
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861 Rood Avenue Phone: 970-242-0101 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 Fax:     970-241-1769 
www.armstrongconsultants.com  

Memo 
 
To: Justin Pietz, Armstrong Consultants, Inc.  

From:  Todd Cozad, Colorado Division of Wildlife  

Date: 11/5/10  

Subject: Fort Morgan Municipal Airport Threatened and Endangered Species   

 

 
Todd Cozad with the Colorado Division of Wildlife called regarding potential impacts to threatened and 
endangered species from the proposed improvements to the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  Todd stated 
that based on Google Earth photography and the area of potential effect drawing sent with the 
coordination letter that there would be no impact to any state sensitive or threatened and endangered 
species.  Todd stated that the area is disturbed on a regular basis by farming activities including 
cultivation, seeding and harvesting.  Therefore no impacts to threatened and endangered species would 
occur as a result of the proposed action. 
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FORT MOItTh~cN TIMES

State of Colorado
County of Morgan

I, the undersigned agent, do solemnly swear that THE
FORT MORGAN TIMES is a daily newspaper printed, in
whole or in part, and published in the City of Fort Morgan,
County of Morgan, State of Colorado, and which has general
circulation therein and in parts of Logan and Morgan
counties; that said newspaper has been continuously and
uninterruptedly published for a period of more than six
months next prior to the first publication of the annexed legal
notice of advertisement, that said newspaper has been
admitted to the United States mails as second-class matter
under the provisions of the Act of March 3, 1879, or any,
amendments thereof, and that said newspaper is a daily
newspaper duly qualified for publishing legal notices and
advertisements within the meaning of the laws of the State of
Colorado; that a copy of each number of said newspaper, in
which said notice of advertisement was published, was
transmitted by mail or carrier to each of the subscribers of
said newspaper, according to the accustomed mode of
business in this office.

The annexed legal notice or advertisement was published
in the regular and entire edition of said daily newspaper once;
and that one publication of said notice was in the issue of said
newspaper dated October 1, 2011.

/ Agent

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2nd day of
October, 2011 in the County of Morgan, State of Colorado.
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WHO IS CONDUCTING THE STUDY?  

This environmental assessment is being 
conducted by the City of Fort Morgan with 
grant assistance from the Federal Aviation 
Administration and the Colorado Department 
of Transportation Aeronautics Division.  The 
City has retained the services of Armstrong 
Consultants, Inc., of Grand Junction, 
Colorado to conduct the study.  Armstrong 
Consultants is an airport consulting firm with 
extensive experience in airport planning and 
environmental assessments, and airport 
design and engineering. 

The study is just now commencing with the 
completion scheduled for spring or summer 
of 2011.  Information about this study, its 
analysis, findings, and the meaning of those 
findings will be made available periodically 
throughout the study and will include 
responses to input from the public and other 
interested parties.  The final report will be 
delivered to the City, State and Federal 
Agencies. 

CAN THE PUBLIC PROVIDE INPUT? 

Public involvement and participation in the 
environmental assessment for the Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport is encouraged.  An 
open-house and public hearing are planned 
at interim points during the study process.  It 
is hoped these meetings will provide an 
opportunity for all interested persons to 
become informed and provide input.  Notices 
of meeting times and locations will be 
advertised through the media and other local 
means.  

 

“Public participation is encouraged.” 

HOW ARE THIS STUDY AND OTHER 
AIRPORT IMPROVEMENTS BEING 
FUNDED? 

The FAA and CDOT support the National 
and State Aviation Systems with periodic 
grants for airport planning and development.  
This study is being funded by a 95% FAA 
grant, a 2.5% State grant, and by 2.5% local 
funds.  Future improvement projects will likely 
be funded at the same percentages.  State 
and Federal funding for airports comes from 
revenues generated by aviation gas taxes 
and other aviation user fees.  Local sponsor 
funding is most often derived from general 
fund revenues, bond issues, airport-
generated revenues, force accounts, and 
private funds. 

We look forward to your participation.  If 
you have any additional questions about 
the study, please contact: 

 


David Callahan 

Community Development Director 
City of Fort Morgan 

110 Main Street 
Fort Morgan, Colorado  80701 

Phone (970) 524-3924 
 

Justin Pietz 
Senior Airport Planner 

Armstrong Consultants, Inc. 

861 Rood Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Phone (970) 242-0101 
Fax (970) 241-1769 
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THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT 
PROCESS… 

INTRODUCTION 

In its continuing effort to provide a high level 
of aviation service and to accommodate 
aviation demand, Fort Morgan has 
recognized that its airport facilities needed to 
be evaluated as to their adequacy to meet 
future needs.  An Airport Layout Plan was 
completed in 2003 for the Fort Morgan 
Municipal Airport to identity the long-term 
development needs for the airport.  This 
Environmental Assessment will evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts associated 
with the proposed airport improvements 
which include land acquisition and 
replacement runway construction for Runway 
14/32. 

This brochure is intended to answer 
questions most frequently asked concerning 
the environmental assessment study and the 
process which will be used to evaluate the 
environmental consequences of the 
construction of the proposed runway at the 
Fort Morgan Municipal Airport. 

WHAT IS AN ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT? 

An environmental assessment is the 
product of an evaluation of the 
environmental impacts associated with 
implementing the airport development 
project recommended in the current airport 
layout plan.  The environmental 

assessment process is also used to inform 
the public of the proposed development 
project, and to provide the public an 
opportunity to comment and express their 
interest and concerns. 

Based on criteria set forth by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
the following environmental impact 
categories will be studied to determine 
what (if any) impacts the proposed project 
will have.  These categories include: 

 

 Air Quality 
 Coastal Resources 
 Compatible Land Use 
 Construction Impacts 
 Department of Transportation Act 
 Farmlands 
 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 
 Floodplains 
 Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention 

and Solid Waste 
 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological and 

Cultural Resources 
 Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 
 Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
 Noise 
 Secondary (Induced) Impacts 
 Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental 

Justice and Children’s Environmental 
Health and Safety Risks 

 Water Quality 
 Wetlands 
 Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 
While all of these categories are required 
to be addressed by the FAA and NEPA, 
not all of them are applicable to the Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport.  This study will 
focus on those categories which apply and 
are of interest to the City of Fort Morgan 
and the local community. 

“To evaluate potential impacts, to 
inform the public about the 
project, and to provide an 
opportunity for the public to be 
involved in the process.” 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF 
CONDUCTING AN ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT? 
The Airport Layout Plan completed for the 
airport identified several nonstandard 
conditions associated with the location and 
geometry on Runway 14/32.  As a result of 
the planning it was recommended that the 
airport relocate Runway 14/32.  The 
environmental assessment will include the 
evaluation for the proposed development 
projects including land acquisition of the and 
runway development.  An environmental 
assessment is required prior to the 
acquisition land and the construction of the 
runway to identify, eliminate, and/or mitigate 
potential environmental impacts associated 
with the project. 
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Comments/Questions/Ideas:

Fort Morgan Municipal Airport
Environmental Assessment

Comments
Public involvement is an important part of the planning process far the airport improvements. The City
of Foil Morgan and Armstrong Consultants Inc. invite you to submit your input and/or questions on the
proposed runway shift/extension project. Please write your comments/questions/ideas in the space
provided below so that they may be addressed in the Environmental Assessment Report. (Attach
additional sheets as necessary.)

YOUR INPUT IS GRACIOUSLY REQUESTED AND VERY IMPORTANT! ThANK YOU!

I am new to this project, so lam telling you what I see and asking you
for more clear information.

As I see it, Alternative 5 seems to do about as much good as
Alternative 3. There will be no actual safety gains, and you will end up
with an undesirable 5730 foot runway. The needed 6 acre air
avigation easement to the south-east (shown in figure 2-1 page 2-7)
proves it will interfere with State Route 52, a major road that is
travelled by cars, cattle trucks, oil field trucks with oversize loads, and
of course school busses. The only way Alternative 5 seems preferable
is to complete the 2003 plan, shown on page 1-11 of the EA, which
seems to add to the buildings of the airport, not to better the runway.
I get the feeling this study is based on 2003 information, which is not
necessarily still true today.

Alternative 7, on the other hand, gains both safety AND the desired
6500 foot runway. I realize the FAA will not fund this entire project,
but there are other venues to acquire the funding, such as The City of
Fort Morgan, Morgan County, and private industry. What I do not
understand is why, at your presentation, did you NOT include this
alternative, except that as Mr.Corsi stated, was ruled out in 2003.
Again, there is new information and interest in 2011.

1



I would like to know how exactly the 1041 Regulations for Morgan
County affect Saddle Ridge and why not our farms? If the land use
laws are as you state, then Alternative 5 would lead to the same sort
of situation in the future when the airport needs to expand to the
needed 6500 foot runway, and it cuts the Longacre property in half.
Alternative 7 runs along the west end, not severing it in two.

Also, the projected cost of Alternative 7 was omitted by the
presentation. What would it be?

Thank you for your time.

2



Public involvement is an important part of the planning process for the airport improvements. The City
of Fort Morgan and Arrnstmng Consultants, Inc. invite you to submit your input and/or questions on the
proposed runway shift/extension project. Please write your comments/questionsuideas in the space
provided below so that they may be addressed in the Environmental Assessment Report (Attach
additional sheets as necessary.)

YOUR INPUT IS GRACIOUSLY REQUESTED AND VERY IMPORTANT! ThANK YOU!

Comments/Questions/Ideas:
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Fort Morgan Municipal Airport
Environmental Assessment

Comments

Please submit comments at the Public Hearing. Thank you
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Comments/Questions/Ideas:

Fort Morgan Municipal Airport
Environmental Assessment

________________________________________________________________________ )

Comments
Public involvement is an important part of the planning process for the airport improvements. The City
of Fort Morgan and Armstrong Consultants, Inc. invite you to submft your input and/or questions on the
proposed runway shift/extension project. Please write your comments/questions/ideas in the space
provided below so that they may be addressed in the Environmental Assessment Report. (Attach
additional sheets as necessaiy.)

YOUR INPUT IS GRACIOUSLY REQUESTED AND VERY IMPORTANT! THANK YOU!

We, Wendell and Margurite Wacker, own property adjacent to the
airport to the west and south. lam NOT opposed to the expansion of
the airport. We do believe, if done properly, the proposed upgrade to
the runway could be beneficial to the community. However we
believe that the proposed Alternative 5 would be a safety hazard
because of it’s close proximity to State Highway 52. There are dangers
from low flying aircraft colliding with traffic that uses this highway, as
it is a major route from Fort Morgan to both Fort Collins and Sterling,
and all points north. We believe that Alternative 7 is a better option. It
takes the air traffic away from the highway, and opens up property on
the east side of the airport for land based commerce. The land
required to build Alternative 7 is going to require less dirt work, it will
have plenty of room for the longer runway, and future development.
The proposed runway, Alternative 5, would dump the air traffic into
canyons. These canyons also could possibly cause unpredictable wind
shear, and they will have to be filled for any future expansion of the
runway.

We also do not understand how either alternative affects Saddle
Ridge, because this development has been paid for air avigation
easement in 2002.

1
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919 Pawnee
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Comments
Public involvement is an important part of the planning process for the aiiport improvements. The City
of Fort Morgan and Amistrong Consultants, Inc. invite you to submit your input and/or questions on the
proposed runway shift!extension project. Please write your comments/questions/ideas in the space
provided below so that they may be addressed in the Environmental Assessment Report (Attach
additional sheets as necessary.)

YOUR INPUT IS GRACIOUSLY REQUESTED AND VERY IMPORTANT! ThANK YOU!
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Western Dakota, as well as Southern Idaho and into sout)iern ontan

Please submit comments at the Public Hearing. han you
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Comments
Public involvement is an important part of the planning process for the airport improvements. The City
of Fort Morgan and Armstrong Consultants, Inc. invite you to submit your input and/or questions on the
proposed runway shift/extension project Please write your commentsfquestionsIideas in the space
provided below so that they may be addressed in the Environmental Assessment Report. (Attach
additional sheets as necessary.)

YOUR INPUT IS GRACIOUSLY REQUESTED AND VERY IMPORTANT! THANK YOU!

Comments/Questions/Ideas:

My name is John Longacre. lam the Managing Partner of my family’s partnership, Longacre Ranch, RLLP
and I have been given the authority to speak on behalf of the partnership.

My family’s ranch is the only party affected by the alternative that has been recommended to the
Federal Aviation Administration. We are opposed to this alternative on several grounds.

My family has been seriously misrepresented that we are opposed to any expansion or development of
the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport. We are not. We are opposed to not being treated fairly in the
valuation of the land being taken and the location of the proposed expansion.

As the only affected land owners, we would like to have alternative 7 as described on page 2-3
considered as a better alternative than what has been proposed by the City of Fort Morgan and
Armstrong Consulting.

THE IMPACT MADE ON OUR PROPERTY

After our parents died two years ago, we were forced to sell two quarters of our irrigated land to pay off
our operating loan.

We rely upon the impacted land for feed for our cattle.

We have been able to secure, through a private purchase, enough irrigation water from the Riverside
Irrigation District to irrigate the impacted land.

Fort Morqan Municipal Airport
Environmental Assessment



With the taking of the property this would not allow our operation to irrigate the land as needed.
Although the Environmental Assessment on page 4-6, Section 4.6 considers our farm ground as “not
prime”, this clearly does not allow us to develop this land for purposes of irrigation.

Since it is quite possible that after this Environmental Assessment has been submitted to the FM for
approval, an irrigation system which will serve the land to be acquired under the proposed action and
adjacent property, which planned for the near future, will be implemented for the 2012 crop season.

Would there be a reconsideration of the environmental assessment at the time funding would be
available? By then, our farm ground would be considered prime and the airport would not be funded. It
has taken 8 years to get where we are today.

I have reviewed the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating contained in Appendix D. I am not in favor of
some of the ratings given to evaluate my farm ground. Clearly the compatibility with existing
Agricultural use is not properly rated. Over the past 8 years this has changed and will probably continue
to change before this airport is ever complete. What does the effect of Farm Support Services have on
my operation? When would this be rated any different? As for number 3 of Part VI, 100% of the land
being evaluated is being farmed or grazed.

All the variables that favor the airport are given the top rating; all the variables that favor the land
owner are given a low rating. This is unfair and arbitrary to have one government agency value our farm
ground for the purposes of another government agency.

FUTURE DEVEOLPMENT

At the public hearing, I learned that this is the first phase of development for the airport. In previous
plan submissions within the past 8 years this runway, in the proposed alternative, would substantially
cut our access to our other grazing. This would render our land completely useless if the runway is
lengthened in the future. I have addressed this problem with the airport consultants in great detail. I
believe the submission of our access and drainage proposal would become paramount in preventing the
planned future expansion and this proposed expansion would be a complete waste of money and time.
Again, I am arguing this same dispute 8 years later.

Beginning on page 4-13, section 4.15.1, the issues are incomplete with respect to the proposed
alternative. It is my understanding, from local business men and pilots, the runway needs to be
lengthening to accommodate larger planes and jets. The proposed expansion would not increase the
capacity of this airport beyond what it is today.

Our airport has managed to attract a local crop sprayer and skydivers for its economic development.
The skydivers have had the greatest negative impact.

I hear the runway needs to be 6500 feet or longer to have a positive economic impact. The only way to
achieve that objective is to extend the current runway onto our land or move the runway as suggested
by Alternative 7. I believe we have proven our point on the substantial negative impact that lengthening
the runway in its current configuration is not acceptable.



The statement that this proposed alternative would “...in turn encourage tourism, industry and enhance
the future growth and expansion of the community’s economic base,” is not proven or plausible. If you
read between the lines on page 2-3, Alternative 5, the only real reason this alternative is being taken is
due to the lack of funds to do this project right. And “... this will allow the phasing of the project of
multiply years depending on the availability of funding,” fails to address the impossibility of expanding
this runway due to the substantial impact to our farming operation, and other issues I have addressed
time and time again. If this project is part of a future expansion, then the Environmental Assessment
should include a study on the future expansion. The conclusion will be that the future expansion will
not work.

Again, alternative 7 would put this project on the right track.

AIRPORT SAFETY

What I do not see in this assessment is a complete discussion on safety. The proposed alternative does
not fully address the safety issue created by the close proximity to State Highway 52. Other than the
various county roads in the area, this is a major connecting highway to the farming and ranching
communities to the north. This also serves as a major connection for the ever growing oil and gas
development in the area as well. Every imaginable commercial vehicle uses this highway including
livestock trailers to gas tankers, as well as school busses and commercial busses. Large oversized
equipment uses this highway to move equipment from to field to field. I cannot imagine this very
important issue was not mentioned in this report. I did not find an agency response from the Colorado
Department of Transportation or the Colorado Highway Patrol.

Finally, I do not see any report from the County Commissioners. As it stands right now, there are no
county regulations regarding the airspace use for the existing airport. Only one person has been paid for
airspace use. None of the surrounding land owners have been properly compensated.



























 

 
 

  

 
FORT MORGAN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 

 
 

RECORDS OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
 
 

 
 

 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

PREPARED BY: 
 
 
 

861 ROOD AVENUE 
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81501 

 
 
 
 
 
 

DECEMBER 2011 
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PUBLIC HEARING HELD 

NOVEMBER 2, 2011 
6:00 P.M. – FORT MORGAN CITY HALL 

WRITTEN AND VERBAL COMMENTS WERE ACCEPTED UNTIL NOVEMBER 16, 2011 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The Draft Environmental Assessment was made available for public review and comment on 
September 9, 2011. Copies of the report were placed at Fort Morgan City Hall, Fort Morgan 
Public Library, Fort Morgan Municipal Airport, CDOT Aeronautics Department Office and at the 
Federal Aviation Administration Northwest Mountain Region Airports District Office in Denver for 
public inspection. The Notice of a Public Hearing was published in the Fort Morgan Times on 
October 1, 2011 (Proof of Publication included in Appendix C). A Public Hearing was held on 
November 2, 2011. Approximately 30 people were in attendance and 18 individuals made public 
comments about the project. Ten individuals submitted written comments and eight individuals 
made oral statements with Kelli S Bailey, Professional Shorthand Report and Notary Public 
within the State of Colorado, who attended the Public Hearing to take Public Comments and 
provide a transcript of the hearing (Transcript included in Appendix C).  
 
This document is intended to provide responses to those issues, questions and concerns which 
were raised through the public involvement process. It is not our position to represent one point 
of view or the other with respect to the project, but to provide additional information or 
clarification of specific issues, the results of our analysis and our professional opinion as it 
relates to the issues which have been raised. Several comments were repeated and are 
grouped together into one response, while others are addressed individually. Supporting 
information is provided where appropriate and the narrative of the Environmental Assessment 
has been clarified where necessary.     
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Areas of Question or Concern and Responses to Those Issues 
 
 Why is the proposed runway length 5,730 feet and not 6,500 feet. 

 
Concerns have been raised over the proposed runway length of 5,730 feet.  In the Appendix F 
the original proposed action was described which included the development of a 6,500 foot 
runway.  The original proposed action would correct all of the nonstandard conditions listed for 
Runway 14/32 with the development of the relocated runway.  The purpose and need for 
shifting the runway to the north would be to keep the future RPZ off State Highway 52.  The 
FAA had previously indicated that any significant investment in the runway would require roads 
to be located outside of the RPZ.  During the 2003 Airport Layout Plan a runway length analysis 
was conducted.  The runway length analysis evaluated several factors including temperature, 
altitude and runway gradient to determine recommended runway length.  As a result of the 
runway length analysis a length of 6,500 feet was recommended to accommodate 100 percent 
of the small aircraft fleet and several B-II corporate aircraft including turbo-props and light jets.  
The proposed action was to acquire approximately 97 acres of land for runway development 
and approach protection and to construct a replacement Runway 14/32 (75’ x 6,500’) 1,800 feet 
northwest to meet RPZ standards and the development of a full length parallel taxiway 300 feet 
east of the existing Runway 14/32.  The original proposed action is shown in Figure 1. 
 
The impacted landowner expressed concerns regarding the impacts to access adjacent 
farmland including the private farm road located north of the original proposed action.  The 
original proposed action would require the relocation of the private farm road.  The landowner 
provided a packet showing farm access and entrances.  Four alternatives were evaluated to 
mitigate the impacts to the private farm road. The farmland access alternatives drawing is 
attached as Figure 2.  The landowner stated that all farm equipment is stored at the ranch 
headquarters which is located approximately 2.5 miles east of the airport.  Alternatives three 
and four would provide access to the adjacent farmland; however, these two alternatives would 
add significant time and mileage for the equipment to travel to and from the farm fields.  
Alternative two would provide access to the adjacent farmland; however, the location of 
alternative two would require significant investment in order to provide an access road adequate 
to accommodate farm equipment.  Alternative 1 would provide the least impact to the farmland 
operations and access; however, the road would run through the central portion of the RPZ. 
 
During discussions with the FAA regarding the road and the central portion of the RPZ, the FAA 
stated that funding availability for the 6,500 foot runway was a concern.  Therefore as a result of 
the potential impacts to the farm road and the lack of adequate funding to construct a 6,500 foot 
runway, the proposed action was revised to include only a 5,730 foot runway.  The FAA also 
stated that ideally they would like to see State Highway 52 be located outside of the RPZ, 
however, due to the concerns regarding impacts to the farming operations it would be allowable 
to place the approach end of Runway 32 closer to State Highway 52 provided that the Runway 
Safety Area, Runway Object Free Area and Threshold Siting Surface were kept clear.  The 
reduction in runway length along with allowing State Highway 52 to be located within the RPZ 
reduced the land to be purchased from 97 acres in the original proposed action to 56 acres in 
the current proposed action.  
 
As a result of the discussions with the FAA and City of Fort Morgan the original proposed action 
was eliminated from further environmental evaluation. 
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FIGURE 1 ORIGINAL PROPOSED ACTION 
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FIGURE 2 FARM ACCESS ALTERNATIVES 
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 Why was Alternative 7 not selected as the preferred alternative? 

 
Alternative 7 was evaluated in the development alternatives chapter of the report and it was 
determined that alternative 7 would result in an impact to two landowners.  Alternative 7 would 
require a higher acreage of land to be acquired for the relocation of the runway to the west than 
the other build-alternatives. Alternative 7 does not provide any operational or environmental 
benefits over the other alternatives.  Alternative 7 requires only slightly less earthwork than the 
other alternatives.  There would also be higher costs for the connector taxiway.  Alternative 7 
would also result in a negative impact upon the Saddle Ridge Subdivision which would be 
entirely encompassed within the Airport Critical Zone and would be considered incompatible 
with Colorado Land Use Commission House Bill 1041 Critical Zone criteria.  Alternative 7 was 
also eliminated from further consideration during the 2003 Airport Layout Plan project as a result 
of the above concerns.  Alternative 7 has therefore been eliminated from further environmental 
analysis. 
 
 How will the overall impacts to the Longacre Ranching operation be mitigated with 

the proposed development? 
 
The proposed action would result in the acquisition of approximately 56 acres of land for the 
runway development and approach protection.  In order to minimize impacts to the surrounding 
ranching operations the proposed action was configured to avoid impacting the existing 
farmland access road.  It is understood that the farmland to be acquired is currently utilized for 
the production of animal feed for the Longacre Ranch. In accordance with 49 CFR Part 24 and 
FAA AC 150/5100-17, Land Acquisition, the City is required to pay the landowner just 
compensation for the land to be acquired.  Following the preparation of a survey and legal 
description, and a Phase I Environmental Assessment of the land to ensure there are no 
hazardous materials, an appraisal and a review appraisal will be completed.  The appraisal will 
consider the value of the land to be acquired plus any damages to the remainder of the parcel, 
taking into account the highest and best use of the land using the appropriate appraisal 
approach such as the cost comparable, sales or income approach.  The combination of these 
values, i.e. the difference of the before and after value of the land, constitutes just 
compensation.  In cases where there is little or no value of the remaining portion of the land it 
may be acquired along with the subject parcel as an uneconomical remnant. 
 
 Will the proposed action be a safety concern regarding the proximity to State 

Highway 52? 
 
The purpose and need for the proposed action is to develop a replacement runway that would 
meet all FAA design standards including runway safety area, runway object free area, threshold 
siting surface, and approach surface dimensional criteria. The existing runway does not meet 
current FAA design standards.  The proposed action, including the proximity to State Highway 
52 will be designed to meet FAA design standards. 
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INTRODUCTION  

As part of the Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Action, a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Emission Inventory was prepared to quantify GHG emissions for existing airport operations and 
that of the Proposed Action at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  Once documented, GHG 
emissions of the Proposed Action can be applied to that of the No Action alternative to 
determine whether or not the Proposed Action would have a significant impact on air quality.  
The Transportation Research Board Guidebook on Preparing Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Emissions was utilized to quantify existing GHG emissions at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport 
and to compare the emissions of the No Action with that of the Proposed Action.  
 
Based on available data, pollutants most commonly evaluated as part of a Level 2 GHG 
emission inventory include those of Carbon dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous Oxide 
(N2O), Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), Hydrofluorocarbons (HFC) and Perfluorocarbons (PFC), also 
known as the six Kyoto pollutants.  For the purposes of this study, only CO2 emissions are 
reflected in this GHG emissions inventory as emission factors for the other Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions were not available for all six Kyoto pollutants.  Table 1 contains a list of the 
conversion factors used to calculate CO2 emissions.   
 
TABLE 1  CO2 EMISSION FACTORS   

Emission Source CO2 Emission Factor 

Aircraft: Jet-A 21.095 CO2/gal fuel 
Aircraft:  AvGas (100LL) 18.355 CO2/gal fuel 
Ground Support Equipment (GSE): Diesel 22.384 lbs CO2/gal fuel 
Ground Access Vehicles (GAV): Motor/Auto Gasoline 19.564lbs CO2/gal fuel 

Source: Guidebook on Preparing Airport Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories 2009  

  METHODS USED TO QUANTIFY GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG)  EMISSIONS  
 
Emissions were quantified for the following four sources at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport: 
 
 Aircraft Emissions 
 Ground Support Equipment (GSE) 
 Ground Access Vehicles (GAV) 
 Facilities/Stationary Sources 

 
Aircraft Emissions 
Aircraft emissions are generally one of the largest producers of GHG emissions at an airport 
due to the quantity of fuel consumed for air travel. Aircraft emissions generally include jet and 
piston driven aircraft, as well as those emissions generated by auxiliary power units (APUs). An 
APU generates electricity and compressed air to operate jet aircraft instruments, lights, 
ventilation, and other equipment and for starting the aircraft main engines. If ground-based 
power or air is not available, the APU may be operated for extended periods when the aircraft is 
on the ground with its engines shut down.  
 
To quantify aircraft emissions the total amount of 2009 fuel sales data for both Jet-A (8,746 
gallons) and AvGas (13,094 gallons) was obtained from airport management and converted 
from gallons to CO2 emissions by using accepted emission factors for both Jet-A (21.095 lbs 
CO2 per gallon of Jet-A) and AvGas (18.355 lbs CO2 per gallon of AvGas).   
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 Existing Jet-A CO2 Emissions (8,746 gal) x (21.095 lbs CO2/gal)  
 
= 184,496.9 lbs CO2 
 

 Existing AvGas CO2 Emissions (13,094 gal) x (18.355 lbs CO2/gal)  
 
= 240,340.4 lbs CO2 

 
The total pounds of CO2 emissions were then converted to metric tons (mt) to obtain a total of 
192.7 mt of CO2 emitted from aircraft sources in 2009.   
 
 Existing Jet A CO2 Emissions (184,496.9 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs) 

 
 = 83.7 mt CO2 

 
 Existing AvGas CO2 Emissions (240,340.4 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs)  

 
= 109.0 mt CO2 
 

 Existing Jet A (83.7 mt CO2) + Existing AvGas (109.0 mt CO2)  
 
= 192.7 mt CO2 from aircraft sources in 2009 

 
The 2009 fuel sales were then extrapolated based on the existing ratio of fuel sales and aircraft 
operations for forecasted aircraft operations for the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives 
as shown in Table 2.  The extrapolated fuel sales were then utilized to calculate aircraft 
emissions for the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives using the same formulas used for 
determining 2009 CO2 aircraft emissions, resulting in the No Action and Proposed Action 
alternative emitting 310.6 metric tons of CO2 emissions from aircraft sources.  This method of 
deriving aircraft emissions is considered to be conservative as it applies all the emissions for 
fuel uploaded at the airport and does not subtract out cruise emissions that are generated 
outside of the airports environment.  
 
TABLE 2  EXTRAPOLATION OF TOTAL FUEL SALES FOR NO ACTION AND PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

PHASE 
Total Aircraft 
Operations 

Jet A  
Gallons Sold 

AvGas 
Gallons Sold 

Total Jet-A and 
AvGas Gallons Sold 

Baseline (2009) 8,300 8,746 13,093 21,839 

Future - No Action (2025) 13,379 14,098 21,105 35,203 

Future - Proposed Action (2025) 13,379 14,098 21,105 35,203 

 
Calculation of Aircraft CO2 Emissions in 2025 
 Jet A CO2 Emissions (14,098 gal) x (21.095 lbs CO2/gal)  

 
= 297,397.3 lbs CO2 
 

 AvGas CO2 Emissions (21,105 gal) x (18.355 lbs CO2/gal)  
 

= 387,382.3 lbs CO2 
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The total pounds of CO2 emissions were then converted to metric tons (mt) to obtain a total of 
310.6 mt of CO2 emitted from aircraft sources in 2009.   
 
 Jet A CO2 Emissions (297,397.3 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs) 

 
 = 134.9 mt CO2 
 

 AvGas CO2 Emissions (387,382.3 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs)  
 
= 175.7 mt CO2 
 

 Jet A (134.9 mt CO2) + 2025 AvGas (175.7 mt CO2)  
 
= 310.6 mt CO2 from aircraft sources in 2025 

 
Ground Support Equipment (GSE) 
Ground support equipment (GSE) at general aviation airports primarily consists of on-airport 
vehicles that an airport operator uses to maintain airport facilities (such as snow removal, 
aircraft tugs, ground power units, maintenance vehicles, etc).  In the case of this study, the GSE 
emission inventory was limited to the airports snow removal equipment.  
 
To quantify GSE emissions the total amount of 2009 fuel usage data for snow removal and 
mowing equipment (500 gallons) was obtained from City and converted from gallons to CO2 
emissions by using an accepted emission factor for diesel engines (22.384 lbs CO2 per gallon 
of diesel).   
 
 Existing and Future Diesel CO2 Emissions (500 gal) x (22.384 lbs CO2/gal)  

 
= 11,192 lbs CO2 

 
The total pounds of CO2 emissions were then converted to metric tons (mt) to obtain a total of 
5.1 mt of CO2 emissions from GSE sources.   
 
 Existing and Future Diesel CO2 Emissions (11,192 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric 

tons/lbs) 
 
 = 5.1 mt CO2 from GSE sources in 2009 

 
GSE emissions are expected to remain relatively constant for both the No Action and Proposed 
Action alternatives and have therefore been kept constant for both alternatives.  Although the 
Proposed Action would increase the airports overall pavement surface area, variables in snow 
fall and more fuel efficient equipment would have the greatest impact on the airports GSE 
emissions emitted by snow removal equipment.   
 
Ground Access Vehicles (GAV) 
Ground access vehicles (GAV) encompass all off-airport vehicle trips generated by the users of 
the airport. GAV include all vehicles traveling to and from, as well as within the airport public 
roadway system (excluding GSE).  For the purposes of this study, GAV includes all off-airport 
vehicles that are privately-owned and used by airport tenants, passengers and the City of Fort 
Morgan for transportation to and from the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport. 
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The first step in calculating the amount fuel used by GAV was to use the published 
Transportation Research Board average daily vehicle trip rate of 2.5 vehicle trips per flight per 
day for general aviation airports and applying it to the airports 8,300 flight operations for 2009 as 
documented by the Airport Master Record 5010 Form, resulting in 20,750 vehicle trips (2.5 
vehicle trips x 8,300 flights = 20,750 vehicle trips).   
 
In addition, to account for City employee commutes a conservative average of 6 trips were 
added for each day of the year resulting in an additional 2,190 vehicle trips per year (365 days x 
6 trips = 2,190) and for a combined total of 22,940 vehicle trips a year (20,750 tenant trips + 
2,190 City trips = 22,940 total trips).  An average commute of 5 miles per vehicle trip was then 
applied to the 22,940 vehicle trips for a total of 114,700 miles being driven annually (5 miles per 
trip x 22,940 trips = 114,700 miles).   
 
Total annual miles driven (114,700) were then divided by the national average of 22.9 miles per 
gallon for a cars fuel economy resulting in a fuel burn of 5,009 gallons over the course of the 
year by GAV’s(114,700 miles ÷ 22.9 miles per gallon = 5,009 gallons). 
 
To quantify GAV CO2 emissions a estimate of the total amount of 2009 fuel used by GAV 
vehicles (5,009 gallons) was calculated and converted from gallons to CO2 emissions by using 
an accepted emission factor for gasoline engines (19.564 lbs CO2/gal fuel).   
 
 Existing Gasoline CO2 Emissions = (5,009 gal) x (19.564 lbs CO2/gal)  
 

= 97,990.9 lbs CO2 
 
The total pounds of CO2 emissions were then converted to metric tons (mt) to obtain a total of 
44.4 mt of CO2 emissions from GAV sources.   
 
 Existing Gasoline CO2 Emissions (97,990.9 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs) 

 
 = 44.4 mt CO2   

 
Out of the 44.4 metric tons of CO2, 4.2 metric tons are contributed to City employee commutes.   
To account for this, City employee commutes a conservative average of 6 trips were added for 
each day of the year resulting in an additional 2,190 vehicle trips per year (365 days x 6 trips = 
2,190).  An average commute of 6 miles per vehicle trip was then applied to the 2,190 vehicle 
trips for a total of 13,140 miles being driven annually (5 miles per trip x 2,190 trips = 10,950 
miles).   
 
Total annual miles driven (10,950) were then divided by the national average of 22.9 miles per 
gallon for a cars fuel economy resulting in a fuel burn of 478 gallons over the course of the year 
by GAV’s (10,950 miles ÷ 22.9 miles per gallon = 478 gallons). 
 
To quantify GAV CO2 emissions a estimate of the total amount of 2009 fuel used by GAV 
vehicles (478 gallons) was calculated and converted from gallons to CO2 emissions by using an 
accepted emission factor for gasoline engines (19.564 lbs CO2/gal fuel).   
 
 Existing City Gasoline CO2 Emissions = (478 gal) x (19.564 lbs CO2/gal)  
 

= 9,351.6 lbs CO2 
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The total pounds of CO2 emissions were then converted to metric tons (mt) to obtain a total of 
4.2 mt of CO2 emissions from GAV sources.   
 
 Existing City Gasoline CO2 Emissions (9,351.6 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs) 

 
 = 4.2 mt CO2   

 
GAV CO2 emissions for the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives were then quantified by 
using the aircraft operations in Table 1, while keeping all other factors constant.  This resulted in 
the No Action alternative and the Proposed Action emitting 69.1 metric tons of CO2 emissions 
from GAV sources.   
 
Calculation of GAV CO2 Emissions in 2025 
To calculate the amount fuel used in 2025 by the No Action and Proposed Action Alternative’s 
GAV, the published Transportation Research Board average daily vehicle trip rate of 2.5 vehicle 
trips per flight per day for general aviation airports was applied to the airports forecasted 13,379 
flight operations for 2025, resulting in 33,448 tenant/public vehicle trips (2.5 vehicle trips x 
13,052 flights = 33,448 vehicle trips).  Annual City vehicle trips of 2,190 were then added to 
obtain the total number of annual vehicle trips of 35,638 for the No Action Alternative.  
 
An average commute of 5 miles per vehicle trip was then applied to the 35,638 vehicle trips for 
a total of 178,190 miles being driven annually (5 miles per trip x 35,638 trips = 178,190 miles).   
 
Total annual miles driven (178,190) were then divided by the national average of 22.9 miles per 
gallon for a cars fuel economy resulting in a fuel burn of 7,781 gallons over the course of the 
year by GAV’s(178,190 miles ÷ 22.9 miles per gallon = 7,781 gallons). 
 
To quantify GAV CO2 emissions, a estimate of the total amount of No Action’s fuel used by 
GAV vehicles (7,781 gallons) was calculated and converted from gallons to CO2 emissions by 
using an accepted emission factor for gasoline engines (19.564 lbs CO2/gal fuel).   
 
 Gasoline CO2 Emissions = (7,781 gal) x (19.564 lbs CO2/gal)  

 
= 152,227.5 lbs CO2 

 
The total pounds of CO2 emissions were then converted to metric tons (mt) to obtain a total of 
69.1 mt of CO2 emissions from GAV sources in 2025 for both the No Action and Proposed 
Action Alternatives.   
 
 Gasoline CO2 Emissions (152,227.5 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs) 

 
 = 69.1 mt CO2 

 
Facilities/Stationary Sources 
Facilities and stationary sources generally consist of the utilities consumed by airport facilities 
for lighting, heating, cooling, etc.  For the purposes of this study, facilities and stationary sources 
consist of emissions resulting from the production of electricity used by City owned airport 
facilities.   
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The total electricity used (80,489 KWh) by the airport in 2009 was obtained from City and Airport 
Management.  Electricity used was then converted to CO2 emissions by using the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPAs) online Power Profiler  
(http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-and-you/how-clean.html) that calculates electricity 
emissions based on how the areas power grid generates electricity.  Natural gas usage was 
converted to CO2 emissions based on an accepted emission factor (53.06 kg CO2 per mmBtu 
of natural gas).   
 
Using the EPA’s online Power Profiler the airports zip code (80701) followed by the selection of 
power grid known as the Morgan County Rural Electric Association and the average monthly 
electrical usage of 6,707 KWh 80,489 KWh ÷ 12 months = 6,707 KWh per month), was entered 
into the Power Profiler to produce an estimate of 159,629 pounds of CO2 emissions for the 
year.  The total pounds of CO2 emissions were then converted to metric tons (mt) to obtain a 
total of 72.4 mt of CO2 emissions resulting from electricity usage.   
 
 Existing 159,629 lbs CO2 x 0.0004536 metric tons/lbs = 72.4 mt CO2 

 
Electricity related CO2 emissions for 2025 are dependent on the future length of Runway 14/32.  
Based on 2009 airport utility records, it was estimated that Runway 14/32 consumed 30,000 
KWh in 2009, an average of 6 KWh per foot of runway (30,000 KWh ÷ 5,220 feet = 6 KWh/per 
foot of Runway).  Applying the existing ratio of 6 KWh per foot of runway to the proposed 
runway length of the No Action (5,220 feet) and Proposed Action (6,500 feet) alternatives 
resulted in the No Action alternative requiring 30,000 KWh and the Proposed Action requiring 
approximately 39,000 KWh of energy in 2025.  The monthly kilowatt hours for both the No 
Action (2,500 KWh/month) and Proposed Action (3,250 KWh/month) were then entered into the 
EPA’s Power Profiler to produce an estimate of 59,501 pounds of annual CO2 emissions for the 
No Action and 77,351 pounds of annual CO2 emissions for the Proposed Action. These pounds 
of CO2 emissions that are dependent on the future length of Runway 14/32 were then 
converted to metric tons (mt) to determine the runway related CO2 emissions that would result 
from the No Action (27.0 mt CO2) and from the Proposed Action (35.1 mt CO2). 
 
 No Action - Runway 14/32 CO2 Emissions 

 (59,501 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs) = 27.0 mt CO2 
 

 Proposed Action - Runway 14/32 CO2 Emissions 
(77,351 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs) = 35.1 mt CO2 
 

To account for the CO2 emissions of the remaining airport electrical demand (50,489 KWh) that 
would not be impacted directly by the No Action and Proposed Action (80,489 KWh 2009 
Electrical Use – 30,000 KWh Runway Lighting = 50,489 KWh remaining airport electrical 
demand) 50,489 KWh was then entered into the EPA’s Power Profiler to produce an estimate of 
100,128 pounds or 45.4 metric tons of annual CO2 emissions that account for the remaining 
airport electrical demand [(100,128 lbs CO2) x (0.0004536 metric tons/lbs) = 45.4 mt CO2]. 
These CO2 emissions were then added to the No Action and Proposed Action Runway 14/32 
CO2 emissions to obtain the total CO2 emissions of the No Action (72.4 mt CO2) and Proposed 
Action (80.5 mt CO2) alternatives. 

 
 No Action (No Action - Runway 14/32 CO2 Emissions = 27.0 mt CO2) + (Remaining 

Airport Electrical Demand = 45.4 mt CO2) = 72.4 mt CO2 
 

http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-and-you/how-clean.html
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 Proposed Action (Proposed Action - Runway 14/32 CO2 Emissions = 35.1 mt CO2) + 
(Remaining Airport Electrical Demand = 45.4 mt CO2) = 80.5 mt CO2 

 
EMISSIONS SUMMARY 
 
Table 3 provides a summary of 2009 GHG emissions produced from airport facilities and 
operations at the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport.  As noted in Table 3, 314.6 metric tons of CO2 
emissions were produced by Fort Morgan Municipal Airport operations in 2009. 
 
In accordance with draft guidance dated February 18, 2010 from the Council of Environmental 
Quality (CEQ), 25,000 metric tons or more of annual CO2 emissions are considered to be an 
indicator of a minimum level of GHG emissions for which a quantitative and qualitative 
assessment may be meaningful to decision makers.  Based on this indicator, existing Fort 
Morgan Municipal Airport operations have little impact on GHG emissions.   
 

TABLE 3 SUMMARY OF GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE AIRPORT IN 2009 

User / Source Category 
CO2                                

(metric tons/ per year) 
Percent of Total 

Aircraft (Based on Fuel Sales) 192.7 61.3% 
Ground Support Equipment (Snow Removal and Mowing Equip.)  5.1 1.6% 
Ground Access Vehicles (GAV)  (On and Off Airport) 44.4 14.1% 
Facilities/Stationary Sources   72.4 23.0% 
Total CO2 Emissions in 2009 (Metric Tons)  314.6 100.0% 

 
To quantify the Proposed Actions long-term impact on Fort Morgan Municipal Airports GHG 
emissions, the projected increase in CO2 emissions were calculated based on projected 
increases in based aircraft and flight operations by the year 2025, for the No Action and 
Proposed Action alternatives.  Based on these projections, the annual CO2 emissions for the 
No Action alternative would result in a total of 457.2 metric tons of CO2 emissions by the year 
2025 and the Proposed Action would result in a total of 465.3 metric tons of CO2 emissions by 
the year 2025. 
 
Table 4 compares the annual CO2 emissions of the No Action and Proposed Action and 
identifies that the Proposed Action would result in an additional 8.1 metric tons of annual CO2 
emissions.  Based on these results and the CEQ’s minimum level of 25,000 metric tons for 
which a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decision makers the 
465.3 metric tons of annual CO2 emissions that the Proposed Action would generate by the 
2025 is more than 24,500 metric tons below the minimum level for which a quantitative and 
qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decision makers.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Actions impact on GHG emissions would be considered to have de minimis impacts on air 
quality. 
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TABLE 4  DISCLOSURE OF PROPOSED ACTIONS EFFECTS ON GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

User / Source Category 

Annual CO2 Emissions (metric tons) 

No Action Proposed 
Action 

Net Post 
Project 
Related 

Emissions 
Aircraft (Based on Fuel Sales) 310.6 310.6 0 
Ground Support Equipment (Snow Removal and Mowing Equip.)  5.1 5.1 0 
Ground Access Vehicles (GAV) (On and Off Airport) 69.1 69.1 0 
Facilities/Stationary Sources 72.4 80.5 8.1 
Total Metric Tons Project Affected Sources 457.2 465.3 8.1 
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ORIGINAL PROPOSED ACTION  
 
The original proposed action would correct all of the nonstandard conditions listed for Runway 
14/32 with the development of the relocated runway.  The need to shift the runway to the north 
would be to keep the future RPZ off State Highway 52.  The FAA had previously indicated that 
any significant investment in the runway would require roads to be located outside of the RPZ.  
During the 2003 Airport Layout Plan a runway length analysis was conducted.  The runway 
length analysis evaluated several factors including temperature, altitude and runway gradient to 
determine recommended runway length.  As a result of the runway length analysis a length of 
6,500 feet was recommended to accommodate 100 percent of the small aircraft fleet and 
several B-II corporate aircraft including turbo-props and light jets.  The proposed action was to 
acquire approximately 97 acres of land for runway development and approach protection and to 
construct a replacement Runway 14/32 (75’ x 6,500’) 1,800 feet northwest to meet RPZ 
standards and the development of a full length parallel taxiway 300 feet east of the existing 
Runway 14/32.  The original proposed action is shown in Figure F-1. 
 
The impacted landowner expressed concerns regarding the impacts to access adjacent 
farmland including the private farm road located north of the original proposed action.  The 
original proposed action would require the relocation of the private farm road.  The landowner 
provided a packet showing farm access and entrances.  Four alternatives were evaluated to 
mitigate the impacts to the private farm road. The farmland access alternatives drawing is 
attached as Figure F-2.  The landowner stated that all farm equipment is stored at the ranch 
headquarters which is located approximately 2.5 miles east of the airport.  Alternatives three 
and four would provide access to the adjacent farmland; however, these two alternatives would 
add significant time and mileage for the equipment to travel to and from the farm fields.  
Alternative two would provide access to the adjacent farmland; however, the location of 
alternative two would require significant investment in order to provide an access road adequate 
to accommodate farm equipment.  Alternative 1 would provide the least impact to the farmland 
operations and access; however, the road would run through the central portion of the RPZ. 
 
During discussions with the FAA regarding the road and the central portion of the RPZ, the FAA 
stated that funding availability for the 6,500 foot runway was a concern.  Therefore as a result of 
the potential impacts to the farm road and the lack of adequate funding to construct a 6,500 foot 
runway the proposed action was revised to include only a 5,730 foot runway.  The FAA also 
stated that ideally they would like to see State Highway 52 be located outside of the RPZ, 
however, due to the concerns regarding impacts to the farming operations it would be allowable 
to place the approach end of Runway 32 closer to State Highway 52 provided that the Runway 
Safety Area, Runway Object Free Area and Threshold Siting Surface were kept clear.  The 
reduction in runway length along with allowing State Highway 52 to be located within the RPZ 
the land to be purchased was reduced from 97 acres in the original proposed action to 56 acres 
in the current proposed action.  
 
As a result of the discussions with the FAA and City of Fort Morgan the original proposed action 
was eliminated from further environmental evaluation. 
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FIGURE F-1 ORIGINAL PROPOSED ACTION 
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FIGURE F-2 FARM ACCESS ALTERNATIVES 
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