FINAL

INSTRUCTIONS

THIS FORM IS FOR LIMITED USE ON SPECIFIC TYPES OF PROJECTS. AIRPORT
SPONSORS MUST CONTACT YOUR LOCAL AIRPORTS DISTRICT OFFICE (ADO)
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SPECIALIST (EPS) BEFORE COMPLETING THIS
FORM.

This form was prepared by FAA Eastern Region Airports Division and can only be used for
proposed projects in this region.

Introduction: This Short Environmental Assessment (EA), is based upon the guidance in Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) Orders 1050.1F — Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures,
and the Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions and 5050.4B — NEPA Implementing
Instructions for Airport Actions. These orders incorporate the Council on Environmental Quality's
(CEQ) regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as US
Department of Transportation environmental regulations, and other applicable federal statutes and
regulations designed to protect the Nation's natural, historic, cultural, and archeological resources.
The information provided by sponsors, with potential assistance from consultants, through the use of
this form enables the FAA ADO offices to evaluate compliance with NEPA and the applicable special
purpose laws.

Use: For situations in which this form may be considered, refer to the APPLICABILITY Section
below. The local ADO has the final determination in the applicability of this form to a proposed
Federal Action. Proper completion of the Form will allow the FAA to determine whether the proposed
airport development project can be processed with a short EA, or whether a more detailed EA or EIS
must be prepared. If you have any questions on whether use of this form is appropriate for your
project, or what information to provide, we recommend that you contact the environmental
specialist in your local ADO.

This Form is to be used in conjunction with applicable Orders, laws, and guidance documents, and in
consultation with the appropriate resource agencies. Sponsors and their consultants should review the
requirements of special purpose laws (See 5050.4B, Table 1-1 for a summary of applicable laws).
Sufficient documentation is necessary to enable the FAA to assure compliance with all applicable
environmental requirements. Accordingly, any required consultations, findings or determinations by
federal and state agencies, or tribal governments, are to be coordinated, and completed if necessary,
prior to submitting this form to FAA for review. Coordination with Tribal governments must be
conducted through the FAA. We encourage sponsors to begin coordination with these entities as
early as possible to provide for sufficient review time. Complete information will help FAA expedite
its review. This Form meets the intent of a short EA while satisfying the regulatory requirements of
NEPA for an EA. Use of this form acknowledges that all procedural requirements of NEPA or
relevant special purpose laws still apply and that this form does not provide a means for circumvention
of these requirements.

Submittal: When using this form for an airport project requesting discretionary funding, the
documentation must be submitted to the local ADO by April 30% of the fiscal year preceding
the fiscal year in which funding will be requested. When using this form for an airport project
requesting entitlement funding, the documentation must be submitted to the local ADO by
November 30 of the fiscal year in which the funding will be requested.
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Availability:  An electronic version of this Short Form EA is available on-line at
http://www.faa.gov/airports/eastern/environmental/media/short-form-ea-final.docx. Other sources
of environmental information including guidance and regulatory documents are available on-line at
http.//www.faa.gov/airports_airtraffic/airports/environmental.

APPLICABILITY

Local ADO EPSs make the final determinations for the applicability of this form. If you have
questions as to whether the use of this form is appropriate for your project, contact your local
EPS BEFORE using this form. Airport sponsors can consider the use of this form if the proposed
project meets either Criteria 1 or Criteria 2, 3, and 4 collectively as follows:

1) It is normally categorically excluded (see paragraphs 5-6.1 through 5-6.6 in FAA Order
1050.1F) but, in this instance, involves at least one, but no more than two, extraordinary
circumstance(s) that may significantly impact the human environment (see paragraph 5-2 in
1050.1F and the applicable resource chapter in the 1050.1F Desk reference).

2) The action is one that is not specifically listed as categorically excluded or normally requires
an EA at a minimum (see paragraph 506 in FAA Order 5050.4B).

3) The proposed project and all connected actions must be comprised of Federal Airports
Program actions, including:

(a) Approval of a project on an Airport Layout Plan (ALP),

(b) Approval of Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funding for airport development,
(c) Requests for conveyance of government land,

(d) Approval of release of airport land, or

(e) Approval of the use of Passenger Facility Charges (PFC).

4) The proposed project is not expected to have impacts to more than two of the resource
categories defined in the 1050.1F Desk Reference.

This form cannot be used when any of the following circumstances apply:
1) The proposed action, including all connected actions, requires coordination with or approval
by an FAA Line of Business of Staff Office other than the Airports Division. Examples
include, but are not limited to, changes to runway thresholds, changes to flight procedures,

changes to NAVAIDs, review by Regional Counsel, etc.

2) The proposed action, including all connected actions, requires coordination with another
Federal Agency outside of the FAA.

3) The proposed action will likely result in the need to issue a Record of Decision.

4) The proposed action requires a construction period exceeding 3 years.
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5) The proposed action involves substantial public controversy on environmental grounds.

6) The proposed project would have impacts to, or require mitigation to offset the impacts to
more than two resources' as defined in the 1050.1F Desk Reference.

7) The proposed project would involve any of the following analyses or documentation:
a. The development of a Section 4(f) Report for coordination with the Department of the
Interior,
b. The use of any Native American lands or areas of religious or cultural significance,
c. The project emissions exceed any applicable de minimis thresholds for criteria
pollutants under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, or
d. The project would require noise modeling with AEDT 2b (or current version).

If a project is initiated using this form and any of the preceding circumstances are found to apply, the

development of this form must be terminated and a standard Environmental Assessment or
Environmental Impact Statement (if applicable) must be prepared.

sfesieslesksiesiesiesfesesk

! A resource is any one of the following: Air Quality; Biological Resources (including Threatened and Endangered
Species); Climate; Coastal Resources; Section 4(f); Farmlands; Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution
Prevention; Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources; Land Use; Natural Resources and Energy
Supply; Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use; Socioeconomics; Environmental Justice; Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks; Visual Effects; Wetlands; Floodplains; Surface Waters; Groundwater; Wild and Scenic Rivers;
and Cumulative Impacts.

Effective 11/19/2015 4



FINAL

Complete the following information:

Project Location

Airport Name: LURAY CAVERNS AIRPORT Identifier: LUA
Airport Address: 1504 AIRPORT ROAD
City: LURAY County: PAGE State: VA Zip: 22835

Airport Sponsor Information
Point of Contact: EDWIN MARKOWITZ, SECRETARY-TREASURER, LURAY-PAGE COUNTY

AIRPORT AUTHORITY

Address: 270 CIRCLE VIEW ROAD

City: LURAY State: VA Zip: 22835
Telephone: (540) 743-6070 Fax: (540) 743-9453

Email: epmarkowitz @ gmail.com

Evaluation Form Preparer Information

Point of Contact: MARY ASHBURN PEARSON, AICP

Company (if not the sponsor): DELTA AIRPORT CONSULTANTS, INC.
Address: 9711 FARRAR COURT, SUITE 100

City: RICHMOND State: VA Zip: 23236
Telephone:  (804) 955-4556 Fax: (804) 275-8371
Email: mapearson@deltaairport.com

1. Introduction/Background:

The Luray Caverns Airport (LUA) is a public-use airport located approximately two miles west of the
Town of Luray, in Page County, Virginia. It is owned by the Luray-Page County Airport Authority
(“the Airport Authority”).

The airport is categorized as a general aviation facility within the 2013-2017 National Plan of
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). According to the FAA 5010 Master Record, there were 10,895
annual operations and 12 based aircraft at the airport in 2015.

There is one runway on the airfield: Runway 4-22 which is 3,125-feet long and 75-feet wide.

The Proposed Action in this EA is development of the terminal area for LUA. The size of the EA study
area is approximately six (6) acres in size. The current terminal building at LUA is outdated and in
poor condition, and in need of replacement.

2. Project Description (List and clearly describe ALL components of project proposal including all
connected actions). Attach a map or drawing of the area with the location(s) of the proposed
action(s) identified:

This project includes the development of the terminal area at LUA. The Proposed Action is to take
place entirely on airport property, with the exception of a portion of the access drive from State Route
652/Airport Road, which is to be constructed within the Virginia Department of Transportation
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(VDOT) right-of-way. No property interest acquisition is anticipated to be needed for this access;
coordination with VDOT was initiated during the 2009 Terminal Study.

The Proposed Action includes the following projects and is depicted conceptually on the approved
Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and the attached Exhibit 1. The dimensions of all proposed development
are to be confirmed in the final design phase:

® New Terminal Building (£ 4,250 square feet)

e Terminal Apron Extension- Extend the existing apron to the new building (£ 28,000 square
feet)

e Terminal Automobile Parking — Construct automobile parking to serve the new building (+
24,500 square feet)

e Terminal Area Access Drive — Construct a drive to provide access from State Route 652 to
the new terminal area (£ 5,000 square feet)

® Relocate AvGas Tanks (£ 1,800 square feet)

® Box Hangars — Construct four box hangars and associated apron frontage, automobile
parking (£ 95,000 square feet)

e  Utilities — Extend utilities (electric, telecommunications, water, and sewer) to the new
development (£ 1,300 linear feet)

The target schedule to implement the development project is from 2018 until 2025. This target
schedule is dependent on many factors, including local support and funding availability.

3. Project Purpose and Need:

Per the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental
Impacts: Policies and Procedures, the Purpose and Need discussion identifies the problem facing the
proponent (the need), the purpose of the action (the proposed solution), and the proposed timeframe
for implementing the action.

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to develop the terminal area at LUA to improve the
functionality, operation, and siting deficiencies of the existing terminal building. The need for the
Proposed Action is the inability of the existing facilities to accommodate both the existing and future
demand.

The existing terminal building is an approximately 1,000 square foot wood structure which was
originally used as a chicken house and was converted to a GA terminal building. The existing building
is not appropriately sized, is in poor condition and does not meet the needs of the Airport. A General
Aviation Terminal Study was prepared in 2009 (“2009 Terminal Study”) and details the functional,
operational, and siting deficiencies of the existing terminal building. The 2009 Terminal Study is
included as Appendix B.

There are currently no conventional (non-T-hangar) hangars on the airfield. Hangar requirements
for a general aviation facility are related to the number of based aircraft, the type of aircraft to be
accommodated, and owner preferences, among other reasons. The ALP update completed in 2007
forecasted an increase of four based aircraft at LUA over the planning period, from 15 in 2005 to 19
in 2024, and identified the need for 9,200 square feet of conventional hangar space over the planning
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period (intended to house five aircraft). Hangar facilities are typically shown on an ALP and
constructed as demand dictates. In 2016, existing tenants who currently store their aircraft in T-
hangars at LUA expressed interest in moving to the four proposed corporate hangars once they are
constructed.

Fueling should be provided in the terminal area for accessibility for airport users. Because the
terminal area is proposed in a different location, the fuel tanks would be located to the new location
as well.

4. Describe the affected environment (existing conditions) and land use in the vicinity of project:

The Luray Caverns Airport (LUA) is a public-use airport located approximately two miles west of the
Town of Luray, in Page County, Virginia. The airport property is developed and is an operating,
general aviation airport. The airport property is bordered by State Route 652/Airport Road and the
Town of Luray to the south and east; Power Dam Road to the northeast; agricultural uses and the
Caverns County Club golf course to the northwest, and State Highway 647 to the west.

The airport is zoned Commercial and is bordered by lands designated as Agricultural, Residential,
and Planned Neighborhood Development. There are residential land uses located immediately south
of the airport property across from Airport Road (see Exhibit 2).

Page County does have an adopted airport zoning ordinance which protects the airspace around the
airport and it is entitled “Airport Safety Zoning.” The airport safety zoning overlay restricts heights
and controls for uses around the airport property which may impact pilot safety, including those uses
which create electrical interference with pilot communications or restrict visibility.

5. Alternatives to the Project: Describe any other reasonable actions that may feasibly
substitute for the proposed project, and include a description of the “No Action” alternative. If
there are no feasible or reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, explain why (attach
alternatives drawings as applicable):

This EA will examine two (2) alternatives: No Action and Build.

No Action: The “No Action” alternative assumes that no terminal area development would occur.
The existing facilities would remain “as-is” and would continue to not meet existing and future
demand of the airport. This alternative does not meet the stated purpose for the project; however, it
has been included in the analysis per NEPA and FAA Order 1050.1F. The “No Action” will result
in no environmental impacts.

Build: The “Build” alternative assumes that the re-development of the terminal area would occur.
This alternative does meet the stated purpose and need as it would allow the airport to accommodate
both the existing and future demand. Therefore, it is selected as the Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action is depicted on Exhibit 1 and identified below. The alternatives marked with
asterisks make up the Proposed Action.

There were two (2) “Build” alternatives analyzed during the 2007 ALP effort that proposed a new
terminal building to be located along the eastern border of the proposed terminal apron and in the
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same row as several corporate hangars. However, the 2009 Terminal Study proposed a different
location for the terminal, north of the terminal apron, to improve the line of site from the terminal to
both runway ends (see Exhibit 3). The new location was coordinated with both the FAA and DOAYV,
and the ALP was updated in 2009 upon acceptance of the 2009 Terminal Study. There are no
immediate plans to demolish the existing terminal building. The structure is an existing penetration
to the 14 CFR Part 77 Primary Surface and should be removed eventually to mitigate the penetration.

In addition to the two build alternatives, rehabilitation of the existing terminal and AvGas Tanks was
analyzed. Rehabilitation of the existing terminal building was not considered feasible as the existing
terminal building is a penetration to the existing Part 77 Primary surface; it will also become a
penetration to the future Runway Object Free Area (ROFA). Rehabilitation of the existing fuel tanks
was not considered feasible for the same reasons. Also, fueling should be provided in the terminal
area for accessibility for airport users. Because the terminal area is proposed in a different location,
the fuel tanks would be relocated to the new location as well.

1. Construct New Terminal Building
® No Action
e Rehabilitate Existing Terminal Building
¢ Build (Construct New Terminal Building)*

2. Construct New Terminal Apron
e No Action
e Build*

3. Construct Terminal Automobile Parking
e No Action
e Build*

4. Construct Terminal Area Access Drive
e No Action

e Build*
5. Relocate AvGas Tanks
e No Action

e Rehabilitate AvGas Tanks in Place
e Relocate AvGas Tanks to Terminal Area*

6. Construct Four Box Hangars and Associated Apron Frontage and Automobile Parking
e No Action
e Build*

7. Extend Utilities to the new development
e No Action
¢ Build*

The staging area will likely be on the existing, Y4-acre gravel automobile parking lot within the study
area (depicted on Exhibit 1).
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6. Environmental Consequences — Special Impact Categories (refer to the Instructions page and
corresponding sections in 1050.1F, the 1050.1F Desk Reference, and the Desk Reference for
Airports Actions for more information and direction. Note that when the 1050.1F Desk
Reference and Desk Reference for Airports Actions provide conflicting guidance, the 1050.1F
Desk Reference takes precedence. The analysis under each section must comply with the
requirements and significance thresholds as described in the Desk Reference).

(A) AIR QUALITY

(1) Will the proposed project(s) cause or create a reasonably foreseeable emission increase? Prepare
an air quality assessment and disclose the results. Discuss the applicable regulatory criterion and/or
thresholds that will be applied to the results, the specific methodologies, data sources and assumptions
used; including the supporting documentation and consultation with federal, state, tribal, or local air
quality agencies.

No, there is no permanent anticipated emission increase from the proposed projects. Emissions as a
result of construction are expected to be temporary.

(2) Are there any project components containing unusual circumstances, such as emissions sources
in close proximity to areas where the public has access or other considerations that may warrant
further analysis? If no, proceed to (c); if yes, an analysis of ambient pollutant concentrations may be
necessary. Contact your local ADO regarding how to proceed with the analysis.

No, there are no anticipated project components that contain unusual circumstances to areas where
the public has access.

(3) Is the proposed project(s) located in a nonattainment or maintenance area for the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established under the Clean Air Act?

No, the project area is not located in a nonattainment or maintenance area. A part of Page County
(Shenandoah National Park) is identified as a Maintenance Area for 8-hour ozone (1997). However,
this area does not include airport property.

4) Are all components of the proposed project, including all connected actions, listed as exempt or
presumed to conform (See FRN, vol.72 no. 145, pg. 41565)? If yes, cite exemption and go to (B)
Biological Resources. If no, go to (e).

No.

(5) Would the net emissions from the project result in exceedances of the applicable de minimis
threshold (reference 1050.1F Desk Reference and the Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook
for guidance) of the criteria pollutant for which the county is in non-attainment or maintenance? If
no, go to (B) Biological Resources. If yes, stop development of this form and prepare a standard
Environmental Assessment.

N/A- the project area is not within a maintenance or nonattainment area.
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(B) BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Describe the potential of the proposed project to directly or indirectly impact fish, wildlife, and plant
communities and/or the displacement of wildlife. Be sure to identify any state or federal species of
concern (Candidate, Threatened or Endangered).

1) Are there any candidate, threatened, or endangered species listed in or near the project area?

A search of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information, Planning, and
Coordination (IPaC) database conducted in May 2016 identified three endangered or threatened
species which may be found with the project area: the Madison Cave Isopod (Antrolana lira), the
Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalist) and the Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septenrionalis), as well as
18 species of migratory birds. No critical habit is within the project area. A coordination package
was submitted to USFWS during the scoping phase which concludes that no impacts are anticipated
to these species because of the Proposed Action (see Appendix C).

A search of the IPaC database conducted during the EA effort in February 2017 identified a newly
listed endangered species: the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (RPBB)-(Bombus affinis). Page County is
not identified as one of the 15 counties and the Town of Luray is not identified as the one of the six
(6) cities that are considered in the historical range of the RPBB. Follow-up coordination with
USFWS confirmed no change in the previously submitted “No Impact” Conclusion (see Appendix C).

(2) Will the action have any long-term or permanent loss of unlisted plants or wildlife species?

No, the proposed project is not anticipated to have any long-term or permanent loss of unlisted plants
or wildlife species.

(3) Will the action adversely impact any species of concern or their habitat?
No, the proposed projects will not adversely impact any species of concern or their habitat.
(4) Will the action result in substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of

native species habitats or populations?

No, the proposed projects are not anticipated to result in substantial loss, reduction, degradation,
disturbance, or fragmentation of native species habitats or populations.

(5) Will the action have adverse impacts on a species’ reproduction rates or mortality rate or ability
to sustain population levels?

No, the proposed projects are not anticipated to have adverse impacts on a species’ reproduction
rates or mortality rate or ability to sustain population levels.

(6) Are there any habitats, classified as critical by the federal or state agency with jurisdiction,
impacted by the proposed project?

No, the proposed project area is not within an area classified as a critical habitat by the federal or
state agencies.
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(7) Would the proposed project affect species protected under the Migratory Bird Act? (If Yes, contact
the local ADO).

The IPaC search did identify 18 species of migratory birds which have the potential to be found within
the project area; however, as no tree or habitat removal is proposed and no physical “take” of birds
or nests is proposed, no impact to migratory birds under the Migratory Bird Act is anticipated.

If the answer to any of the above is “Yes”, consult with the USFWS and appropriate state agencies
and provide all correspondence and documentation.

(C) CLIMATE

(1) Would the proposed project or alternative(s) result in the increase or decrease of emissions of
Greenhouse gases (GHG)? If neither, this should be briefly explained and no further analysis is
required and proceed to (D) Coastal Resources.

No, the results of the proposed projects would not result in the increase or decrease of emissions of
GHG. Of the six (6) recognized GHGs, only CO: is a direct aircraft combustion product. It is not
anticipated to increase the amount of vehicle trips by airport users or increase the number of aircraft
operations at LUA. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that no measurable increase in GHG
emissions is anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action.

(2) Will the proposed project or alternative(s) result in a net decrease in GHG emissions (as indicated
by quantitative data or proxy measures such as reduction in fuel burn, delay, or flight operations)? A
brief statement describing the factual basis for this conclusion is sufficient.

N/A

(3) Will the proposed project or alternative(s) result in an increase in GHG emissions? Emissions
should be assessed either qualitatively or quantitatively as described in 1050.1F Desk Reference or
Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook.

N/A

(D) COASTAL RESOURCES

(1) Would the proposed project occur in a coastal zone, or affect the use of a coastal resource, as
defined by your state's Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZMP)? Explain.

No, the Town of Luray and Page County are not located within a coastal zone.

(2) If Yes, is the project consistent with the State's CZMP? (If applicable, attach the sponsor's
consistency certification and the state's concurrence of that certification).

N/A
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(3) Is the location of the proposed project within the Coastal Barrier Resources System? (If Yes, and
the project would receive federal funding, coordinate with the FW'S and attach record of consultation).
No, the project area is not located within the Coastal Barrier Resources System.

(E) SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES

(1) Does the proposed project have an impact on any publicly owned land from a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, or an historic
site of national, state, or local significance? Specify if the use will be physical (an actual taking of
the property) or constructive (i.e. activities, features, or attributes of the Section 4 (f) property are
substantially impaired.) If the answer is “No,” proceed to (F) Farmlands.

No, the proposed action is to take place on the airport property, with the exception of a portion of the
access drive off of State Route 652, and is not anticipated to impact or use (either physically or
constructively) any Section 4(f) Resources.

According to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) online archives, no National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible historic resources are in the vicinity of the project. The
DHR confirmed in its review on January 17, 2017, that no historic properties would be affected by
the proposed project (see Section H and Appendix D).

(2) Is a De Minimis impact determination recommended? If “yes”, please provide; supporting
documentation that this impact will not substantially impair or adversely affect the activities, features,
or attributes of the Section 4 (f) property; a Section 106 finding of “no adverse effect” if historic
properties are involved; any mitigation measures; a letter from the official with jurisdiction
concurring with the recommended de minimis finding; and proof of public involvement. (See Section
5.3.3 of 1050.1F Desk Reference). If “No,” stop development of this form and prepare a standard
Environmental Assessment.

N/A
(F) FARMLANDS

Does the project involve acquisition of farmland, or use of farmland, that would be converted to non-
agricultural use and is protected by the Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA)? (If Yes,
attach record of coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), including
form AD-1006.)

No, the proposed projects would occur on airport property and VDOT right of way and do not involve
the acquisition or permanent conversion of farmland.

(G) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION

(1) Would the proposed project involve the use of land that may contain hazardous materials or cause
potential contamination from hazardous materials? (If Yes, attach record of consultation with
appropriate agencies). Explain.
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The proposed project involves the relocation of the on-airport fuel tanks. The project is to be designed
and bid in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. The use of Best Management
Practices (BMPs) during design and construction would minimize the potential contamination from
hazardous materials. The airport has a Spill, Prevention Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan
for the use and operation of the fuel tanks. Adherence to the SPCC will be required during
construction.

According to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) “Cleanups in my Community” and
“Enviromapper” websites, there are no known hazardous materials on or in the vicinity of the study
area. The closest facility which reports to the EPA is Tractor Supply #1357, located along US
Highway 211 W, approximately 1/3 miles south of the airport.

(2) Would the operation and/or construction of the project generate significant amounts of solid
waste? If Yes, are local disposal facilities capable of handling the additional volumes of waste
resulting from the project? Explain.

No, the proposed action, including the operation and/or construction, would not generate significant
amounts of solid waste. The contractor will be responsible for properly disposing of any waste and/or
debris generated from construction activity. The Battle Creek Landyfill located in Page County can
accept construction debris.

(3) Will the project produce an appreciable different quantity or type of hazardous waste? Will there
be any potential impacts that could adversely affect human health or the environment?

No, the proposed action would not produce an appreciable different quantity or type of hazardous
waste. The proposed action is not anticipated to generate any impacts that may adversely affect
human health or the environment.

(H) HISTORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL
RESOURCES

(1) Describe any impact the proposed project might have on any properties listed in, or eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. (Include a record of your consultation and
response with the State or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (S/THPO)).

According to the DHR online archives, no NRHP-eligible resources are in the vicinity of the project
(see Exhibit 4). Three residences are adjacent to or in the vicinity of the proposed terminal building
and may be included in the Indirect Area of Potential Effect (APE). One of the residences, the
Dofflemeyer House (VDHR #069-5206) has been previously determined to be “Not Eligible” for
listing on the NRHP. The other two residences, Tax Map #41-A-7A (Dofflemyer) and Tax Map #41-
A-7D (Hilliard) were constructed in 1990 and 2009, respectively, according to the Page County GIS;
therefore, they are not eligible to be considered historic properties. These residences have been
depicted on Exhibit 4.

The DHR archives search shows that the project vicinity has already been well documented with a
number of resources in the project area assigned an eligibility determination. A search of the DHR
archives identified several resources on and around the study area, including 069-5205 (a cemetery
which has been relocated); 44PA0252 (historic trash scatter); 069-0053 (Graves cabin which has
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been demolished); 44PA0254 (lithic scatter); and 44PA0253 (lithic scatter), none of which are
eligible for listing on the NRHP.

A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey was conducted in 2001 in support of the 2007 EA for Relocation
of State Routes 652 and 647 and covered a portion of the proposed project site for the terminal area
development. During the survey of the proposed improvements to the Luray Caverns Airport,
including the proposed relocation of State Route 652, five architectural resources were recorded and
three archaeological sites were recorded. None of the resources retain those qualities that meet the
criteria for eligibility for the NRHP. The relocation of State Route 652 will have no effect on historic
properties. Appendix D contains the DHR confirmation (dated January 2002) of its review of the
Phase I Cultural Resources Survey.

The DHR confirmed in its review on January 17, 2017, that no historic properties are to be affected
in the proposed project area (see Appendix D).

(2) Describe any impacts to archeological resources as a result of the proposed project. (Include a
record of consultation with persons or organizations with relevant expertise, including the S/THPO,
if applicable).

The “No Historic Properties Affected” determination received from DHR includes archaeological
resources.

(I) LAND USE

(1) Would the proposed project result in other (besides noise) impacts that have land use
ramifications, such as disruption of communities, relocation of residences or businesses, or impact
natural resource areas? Explain.

The proposed action takes place almost entirely on airport property, with the exception of the portion
of the proposed access drive from State Route 652. The operation of an airport is consistent with
local land use plans for Page County and the Town of Luray.

(2) Would the proposed project be located near or create a wildlife hazard as defined in FAA Advisory
Circular 150/5200-33, "Wildlife Hazards On and Near Airports"? Explain.

No, the proposed project is not located near a wildlife hazard nor create a wildlife hazard as defined
in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33.

(2) Include documentation to support sponsor’s assurance under 49 U.S.C. § 47107 (a) (10), of the
1982 Airport Act, that appropriate actions will be taken, to the extent reasonable, to restrict land use
to purposes compatible with normal airport operations.

The Sponsor is aware of the requirements to take appropriate actions to minimize incompatible land
uses. Page County’s adoption of the Airport Safety Zoning ordinance is a representation of an action
to minimize incompatible land uses with airport operations.
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(J) NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

What effect would the project have on natural resource and energy consumption? (Attach record of
consultations with local public utilities or suppliers if appropriate)

No significant impacts are anticipated from the proposed projects. Electricity and telecommunication
utilities for the proposed projects will be sourced from a transformer and telephone pedestal which
already exist in the area. Water and sewer to serve the proposed terminal building and box hangars
will be extended from the existing T-hangars, which are located to the south. The necessary utilities
for the proposed development would be served by the existing utilities in the area and would not
significantly impact energy consumption. The 2009 Terminal Study noted that the proposed new
terminal is planned to incorporate the most modern and energy-efficient materials possible within
the constraints of the project budget.

(K) NOISE AND NOISE-COMPATIBLE LAND USE

Will the project increase noise by DNL 1.5 dB or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to
noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level, or that will be exposed at or above the DNL
65 dB level due to a DNL 1.5 dB or greater increase, when compared to the no action alternative for
the same timeframe? (Use AEM as a screening tool and AEDT 2b as appropriate. See FAA Order
1050.1F Desk Reference, Chapter 11, or FAA Order 1050.1F, Appendix B, for further guidance).
Please provide all information used to reach your conclusion. If yes, contact your local ADO.

No. The proposed project is not anticipated to change the types or sizes of aircraft using the airport,
nor would it affect the number of annual operations at the airport which may increase the noise
contour around the airport. Any noise impacts as a result of construction would be temporary.
Construction is anticipated to take place only during daylight hours. The Proposed Action may
include noise abatement measures as appropriate during construction to minimize noise generated
from construction activities, such as, but not limited to, proper muffling of equipment noise.

Noise-sensitive (residential) land uses are located immediately south of the airport property, across
from Airport Road. The closest (northernmost) three residences along Cave Hill Road
(approximately 215 yards) are buffered from airport and traffic noises on Airport Road by trees.

(L) SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, and CHILDREN’S HEALTH and
SAFETY RISKS

(1) Would the project cause an alteration in surface traffic patterns, or cause a noticeable increase in
surface traffic congestion or decrease in Level of Service?

No. The project would take place entirely on airport property. The impacts on traffic as a result of
construction on the airport would be temporary. A new terminal entrance from Airport Road is
proposed; however, as the amount of traffic is not anticipated to measurably increase, no noticeable
increase in surface traffic congestion is anticipated.

(2) Would the project cause induced, or secondary, socioeconomic impacts to surrounding
communities, such as changes to business and economic activity in a community; impact public
service demands; induce shifts in population movement and growth, etc.?

Effective 11/19/2015 15
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No, the project would take place entirely on airport property and is not anticipated to cause induced,
or secondary, socioeconomic impacts to the surrounding communities.

(3) Would the project have a disproportionate impact on minority and/or low-income communities?
Consider human health, social, economic, and environmental issues in your evaluation. Refer to DOT
Order 5610.2(a) which provides the definition for the types of adverse impacts that should be
considered when assessing impacts to environmental justice populations.

No, the proposed project would take place on airport property and VDOT right of way, where no
minority or low-income communities are located. According to the EPA EJScreen tool (see Appendix
F), which uses 2008-2012 U.S. Census Data, the population within one mile of the airport runway is
12 percent minority (compared to 4.1 percent in Page County and 31.4 percent in Virginia) and 19
percent of households are considered low-income (compared to 27.7 percent in Page County and
18.8 percent in Virginia), according to United States Department of Health and Human Services
guidelines. Additionally, as no significant environmental impacts are anticipated as a result of the
proposed action, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would present disproportionate
impacts on minority and/or low-income communities.

(4) Would the project have the potential to lead to a disproportionate health or safety risk to children?

No. According to the EPA “EJScreen” tool (see Appendix F), which uses 2008-2012 U.S. Census
Data, within one mile of the airport runway, only 17 percent of the population is under the age of 18
years (compared to 21.6 percent in Page County and 23.2 percent in Virginia). Additionally, as no
significant environmental impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed action, it is not

anticipated that the proposed project would present disproportionate health or safety risks to
children.

If the answer is “YES” to any of the above, please explain the nature and degree of the impact. Also
provide a description of mitigation measures which would be considered to reduce any adverse
impacts.

(M) VISUAL EFFECTS INCLUDING LIGHT EMISSIONS

(1) Would the project have the potential to create annoyance or interfere with normal activities from
light emissions for nearby residents?

Yes, the residential areas near the airport, other than the two Dofflemeyer Houses and Hillard House,
are already screened from the proposed action by a tree line along State Route 652. The two
Dofflemeyer Houses and Hillard House may be able to see the new development, however, the visual
impacts should not be significant as these residences are already located next to an operating general
aviation airport. The proposed development is consistent with the current airport land use. Exterior
lighting on the terminal building and parking area is likely for both visibility and safety reasons. The
amount of lighting impacts to these residences may increase as it is closer than the previous terminal
area; however, the proposed development is not anticipated to pose a significant annoyance to nearby
residences as there is already existing lighting at the airport and the proposed parking lot lighting
will likely be aimed toward the ground and not angled toward the residences.
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The proposed action would take place on an operating airport with existing buildings, development,
and lighting. There is a farmstead on the parcel adjacent to the terminal building site with six (6)
structures. The residential structure is known as the Dofflemeyer House (VDHR #069-5206), which
has been previously determined to be “Not Eligible” for listing on the NRHP. This parcel is proposed
to be acquired fee simple on the approved Airport Property Map. Considering the intended
acquisition of this proposal in the short-term and the fact that this property is not eligible for listing
on the NRHP, no significant visual or light emission impacts are anticipated.

(2) Would the project have the potential to affect the visual character of nearby areas due to light
emissions?

No. In addition to the response to M(1), a review of the DHR archives notes that there are no buildings
and/or sites in the vicinity that are listed as NRHP-eligible; therefore, it is anticipated that the
proposed project does not have the potential to affect the visual character of nearby areas due to light
emissions.

(3) Would the project have the potential to block or obstruct views of visual resources?

No, the proposed action is to take place on property with existing buildings, development and lighting;
and does not have the potential to block or obstruct views of visual resources.

If the answer is “YES” to any of the above, please explain the nature and degree of the impact using
graphic materials. Also provide a description of mitigation measures which would be considered to
reduce any adverse impacts.

(N) WATER RESOURCES (INCLUDING WETLANDS, FLOODPLAINS, SURFACE
WATERS, GROUNDWATER, AND WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS)

(1) WETLANDS

(a) Does the proposed project involve federal or state regulated wetlands or non-jurisdictional
wetlands? (Contact USFWS or appropriate state natural resource agencies if protected resources are
affected) (Wetlands must be delineated using methods in the US Army Corps of Engineers 1987
Wetland Delineation Manual. Delineations must be performed by a person certified in wetlands
delineation Document coordination with the resource agencies).

A preliminary field review for the presence of wetlands was conducted by Mill Creek Environmental
Consultants, Ltd. on December 16, 2016. This review identified one stormwater ditch within the
project area, which was not determined to be a jurisdictional water, and confirmed the absence of
Jjurisdictional wetlands/waters of the United States within the project area (see Exhibit 5). The report
and a request for confirmation were submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on
December 16, 2016, and confirmation of an approved jurisdictional determination was received from
the USACE on February 23, 2017 (see Appendix E).

(b) If yes, does the project qualify for an Army Corps of Engineers General permit? (Document
coordination with the Corps).

N/A
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(c) If there are wetlands impacts, are there feasible mitigation alternatives? Explain.
N/A

(d) If there are wetlands impacts, describe the measures to be taken to comply with Executive Order
11990, Protection of Wetlands.

N/A
(2) FLOODPLAINS

(a) Would the proposed project be located in, or would it encroach upon, any 100-year floodplains,
as designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)?

No. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for Page
County, Virginia indicate the absence of floodplains in the project area (see Exhibits 6a and 6b).

(b) If Yes, would the project cause notable adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values
as defined in Paragraph 4.k of DOT Order 5620.2, Floodplain Management and Protection?

N/A

(c) If Yes, attach the corresponding FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) and describe the
measures to be taken to comply with Executive Order 11988, including the public notice
requirements.

N/A
(3) SURFACE WATERS

(a) Would the project impact surface waters such that water quality standards set by Federal, state,
local, or tribal regulatory agencies would be exceeded or would the project have the potential to
contaminate a public drinking water supply such that public health may be adversely affected?

No, there are no surface waters in the vicinity of the airport property. The conceptual design
anticipates approximately 17,615 square yards of impervious surface may be added by the Proposed
Action. Final numbers will be ascertained during the final design. The project will be designed to
State stormwater requirements which currently require that stormater runoff after construction be
equal to or less than before development. The use of BMPs during design and construction would
ensure that water quality is not adversely impacted.

(b) Would the water quality impacts associated with the project cause concerns for applicable
permitting agencies or require mitigation in order to obtain a permit?

No, there are no water quality impacts associated with the project area. The use of BMPs during
design and construction would ensure that water quality is not impacted. As part of the General
Permit for Construction Activities (VAR-10), a project-specific Stormwater, Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared by the Contractor.
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If the answer to any of the above questions is “Yes”, consult with the USEPA or other appropriate
Federal and/or state regulatory and permitting agencies and provide all agency correspondence.

(4) GROUNDWATER

(a) Would the project impact groundwater such that water quality standards set by Federal, state,
local, or tribal regulatory agencies would be exceeded or would the project have the potential to
contaminate an aquifer used for public water supply such that public health may be adversely
affected?

No impacts are anticipated to the ground water such that water quality standards set by Federal,
state, local, or tribal regulatory agencies would be exceeded or that the project would have the
potential to contaminate a public water drinking supply and impact public health. The use of BMPs
during design and construction would ensure that water quality is not adversely impacted.

(b) Would the groundwater impacts associated with the project cause concerns for applicable
permitting agencies or require mitigation in order to obtain a permit?

No. The use of BMPs during design and construction would ensure that ground water is not impacted.
As part of the General Permit for Construction Activities (VAR-10), a project-specific SWPPP would
be prepared by the Contractor.

(c) Is the project to be located over an EPA-designated Sole Source Aquifer?

No, the project area is not located over an EPA-designated Sole Source Aquifer.

If the answer to any of the above questions is “Yes”, consult with the USEPA or other appropriate

Federal and/or state regulatory and permitting agencies and provide all agency correspondence as an
attachment to this form.

(5) WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
Would the proposed project affect a river segment that is listed in the Wild and Scenic River System
or Nationwide River Inventory (NRI)? (If Yes, coordinate with the jurisdictional agency and attach

record of consultation).

No, there are no federally-designated Wild and Scenic Rivers in Virginia and no state-designated
rivers in the vicinity of LUA.
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(O) CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Discuss impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects both on and off the
airport. Would the proposed project produce a cumulative effect on any of the environmental impact
categories above? Consider projects that are connected and may have common timing and/or location.
For purposes of this Form, generally use 3 years for past projects and 5 years for future foreseeable
projects.

Cumulative impacts are impacts the Proposed Action would have on a particular resource when

added to impacts on that resource due to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.

According to the Airport’s Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP) and FAA Airport Improvement

Program (AIP) grant records, the recent and reasonably foreseeable projects on the airport (other

than those included in the Proposed Action) include:

2014 FAA Grant History

®  Remove obstructions (Design): This project included safety area improvements and the
relocation of State Routes 652 and 647. This project was reviewed under a 2007 EA/Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI).

2015 FAA Grant History

e  Remove obstructions (Construction): This is the construction phase of the 2014 project.

2016 FAA Grant History

e Conduct Environmental Study (this grant is for the Terminal Area Development EA effort)

ACIP: Proposed projects for the next five (5) years (2017-2021) include the following:

Fiscal Project Type
Year
2017 DBE Plan Update 2017-2019 Administrative
2018 Fuel Tank Relocation Design
2018 Hangar Construction (as demand dictates) Design/Construction
2019 Fuel Tank Relocation Construction
2019 Terminal Building/Parking Lot/Access Drive Design
2019 DBE Plan Update 2020-2022 Administrative
2020 Terminal Building/Access Drive Construction
2021 Parking Lot Construction

The Luray-Page County Airport Authority participated in this CIP plan and is up-to-date on its CIP
to reflect what is listed above. Project phasing is dependent on many factors, including local support
and funding availability.

Effective 11/19/2015 20



FINAL

A review of VDOT projects in Page County does not indicate any planned road improvement projects
near the airport. A private development company that owns land south of the Airport (across Airport
Road) recently donated approximately 6 acres to a local community college for the purposes of
expanding the college’s facilities in that area. The proposed development is in line with existing land
uses in the area (including a Food Lion and Walmart).

The 2009 Page County Comprehensive Plan does not identify proposed projects in the airport
vicinity.

With the exception of the administrative Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) updates, the
projects anticipated in the next five years are covered under this EA. Based on the analysis in this
Short Form EA, the Proposed Action would result in no or negligible impacts to all environmental
categories. Therefore, the impacts from this effort would not create cumulative impacts when
considered with other nearby proposals.

7. PERMITS

List all required permits for the proposed project. Has coordination with the appropriate agency
commenced? What feedback has the appropriate agency offered in reference to the proposed project?
What is the expected time frame for permit review and decision?

Permits/Approvals/Concurrence Anticipated to be Obtained During Environmental Assessment
Item Permit/Approval/Concurrence | Responsible Agencies Remarks/Comments
Jurisdictional .
Determination (JD) Concurrence USACE Received February 2017
Permits/Approvals/Concurrence Anticipated to be Obtained After Environmental Assessment
Permit/Approval/ Responsible When
Item Concurrence Agencies Issued/Conducted Remarks/Comments
NPDES (VAR- . . Owner acquires during the
10) Permit Permit DEQ Design design phase
Erosion and Owner acquires durin
Sediment Approval Page County Design desi qn hase &
Control Plans gnp
Land Contractor acquires prior
Disturbance Permit Page County Construction to construction, after
Permit design and bid phase
Contractor acquires prior
Building Permit Permit Page County Construction to construction, after
design and bid phase
Commercial
Entrance Approval VDOT Design
package
VDOT Entrance Permit VDOT Design
Permit
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8. MITIGATION

Describe those mitigation measures to be taken to avoid creation of significant impacts to a particular
resource as a result of the proposed project, and include a discussion of any impacts that cannot be
mitigated.

As no significant environmental impacts are anticipated, no mitigation measures have been proposed.
9. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Describe the public review process and any comments received. Include copies of Public Notices and
proof of publication.

Agency scoping letters were disseminated to inform applicable public agencies about the proposed
project (see Appendix G). The draft EA was made available to the general public, Page County, FAA,
DOAYV, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Virginia Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries (DGIF), and VDOT for a 30-day review period. No comments were received from
the general public. Agency comments received are included in Appendix H. A meeting with the Town
of Luray and Page County was included in the scope to inform the respective parties about the
proposed terminal area development projects, the Authority determined this was premature and opted
not to hold the meeting.

10. LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

EXHIBIT 1: Proposed Action

EXHIBIT 2 Page County Zoning Map

EXHIBIT 3: Preliminary Site Layout, 2009 Terminal Study

EXHIBIT 4: Virginia Department of Historic Resources: Archives Search

EXHIBIT 5: Wetlands Delineation

EXHIBIT 6a: FEMA Firm Map, 1

EXHIBIT 6b: FEMA Firm Map, 2

APPENDIX A: List of Acronyms

APPENDIX B: 2009 Terminal Study

APPENDIX C: Threatened and Endangered Species Assessment and Agency Coordination
APPENDIX D: Section 106 Assessment and Agency Coordination

APPENDIX E: Wetland Delineation Report and Agency Coordination

APPENDIX F: Socioeconomic, Environmental Justice, & Children’s Health & Safety Risks
APPENDIX G: Agency Scoping Letter and Responses

APPENDIX H: Public and Agency Review and Comments
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Project Title: Terminal Area Development Identifier: LUA

11. PREPARER CERTIFICATION
I certify that the information | have provided above s, to the best of my knowledge, correct.

(MA a 124 o4 foe [17

Signature U Date

Mary Ashburn Pearson, AICP, for Delta Airport Consultants, Inc.
Name

Project Manager

Title
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. 804-955-4556
Affiliation Phone #

12. AIRPORT SPONSOR CERTIFICATION

I certify that the information I have provided above is, to the best of my knowledge, correct. 1 also
recognize and agree that no construction activity, including but not limited to site preparation,
demolition, or land disturbance, shall proceed for the above proposed project(s) until FAA issues a
final environmental decision for the proposed project(s), and until compliance with all other
applicable FAA approval actions (e.g., ALP approval, airspace approval, grant approval) and special
purpose laws has occurred.

@L/\—: - 4 _.ﬁ/’#

T

Signature Date

Edwin Markowitz
Name

SCCI’EtﬂI’!/Tl’BaSUI'EI‘

Title
Luray-Page County Airport Authority 540-687-6301
Affiliation Phone #
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ADO

AlIP

ALP

BMP

CFR

CIP

CzZMmP

DCR

DEQ

DGIF

DHR

DNL

DOAV

EA

EPA

ESA

Airport District Office

Airport Improvement Program

Airport Layout Plan

Best Management Practice

Code of Federal Regulations

Capital Improvement Plan

Coastal Zone Management Program

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries

Virginia Department of Historic Resources

Day-Night Average Sound Level

Virginia Department of Aviation

Environmental Assessment

Environmental Planning Agency

Endangered Species Act



ETS

FAA

FEMA

FIRM

FPPA

FWIS

GHG

INM

IPaC

D

LUA

MSL

NEPA

NPIAS

NRCS

NRHP

Endangered or Threatened

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Flood Insurance Rate Map

Farmland Protection Policy Act

Fish and Wildlife Information System

Greenhouse Gases

Integrated Noise Model

Information, Planning, and Coordination

Jurisdictional Determination

Luray Caverns Airport

Mean Sea Level

National Environmental Policy Act

National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems

Natural Resources Conservation Service

National Register of Historic Places



RPBB rusty patched bumble bee (Bombus affinis)

S/THPO State/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
SPCC Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Services

VSMP Virginia Stormwater Management Program
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DELTA AIRPORT
. CONSULTANTS, INC.

October 16, 2009

Ms. Susan Simmers

Senior Aviation Planner
Virginia Department of Aviation
5702 Gulfstream Road
Richmond, VA 23250-2422

RE:  Terminal Study
Luray Caverns Airport
Luray, Virginia
DOAYV Project No. CS-0067-15
Delta Project No. VA 06132

Dear Ms. Simmers:

Delta Airport Consultants is pleased to present this final report for the above referenced project.
Following this cover are letters of acceptance from the Town of Luray and County of Page.

Thank you for your assistance in this project. We look forward to proceeding with this project in
the near future.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our
office.

Sincerely,

T /////

Brian D. McKeehan, P. E.
Project Manager

BDM:esh

-Cc:  Edwin P. Markowitz, Luray-Page County Airport Commission w/encl.
Kenneth L. Painter, Luray Caverns Airport w/encl.




Town of Luray

45 East Main Street
P. O. Box 629
Luray, Virginia 22835

September 16, 2009

Mr, Edwin P, Markowitz

Luray-Page County Airport Commission
270 Circle View Road

Luray, Virginia

RE:  Terminal Study
Luray Cavemns Airport

Dear Mr, Markowitz,

At its regular meeting on September 14, 2009, the Luray Town Council voted unanimously to accept the
final Terminal Study report prepared by Delta Airport Consultants, Thank you for putting together the
study group and presenting this report to the Council.

This acceptance does not commit any additional funds from the Town of Lyray at this time. As you are
aware, the currerit economy and budget constraints make funding the full amount of the construction
difficult at this time. As noted in the report, the majority of the funding is still several years away. Please
continue to keep the Council informed with your yearly capital improvement program requests so that
budget decisions may be made well in advance of the airport needs.

- Sincerely,

Richard M. Black
Town Manager

pe: ToL Files, Airport, 091609

Phone: 540.743.5511 + Fax: 540.743.1486 » www.townofturay.com

==




COUNTY OF PAGE Board of Supervisors;

Tommy R. LaFrance - Chainnan-At-Large

117 South Court Street Charles M. Hoke - District 1
Luray, Virginia 22835 'Jualf)ry CA- SO“{*;S, -trl‘?itsgid 2
. B, Cave - Lhstric
(540) 743-4142 Gerald M. Cubbage - District 4
Fax: (540) 743-4533 Carol Lee Fischer-Strickler - District 5
County Administrator:
Mark Belton

September 16, 2009

Mr. Edwin P. Markowitz

Furay-Page County Airport Comumission
270 Circle View Road

Luray, Virginia 22833

RE:  Terminal Study
Luray Caverns Airport

Dear Mr, Markowilz,

At its regular meeting on September 15, 2009, the Page County Board of Supervisors voted unanimously
to accept the final Terminal Study report prepared by Delta Airport Consultants, Thank you for putting
together the study group and presenting this report to the Board,

This acceptance does not commit any additional funds from the County at this time. As you are aware,
the current economy and budget constraints make funding the full amount of the construction difficult at
this time. As noted in the report, the majority of the funding is still several years away. Please continue
to keep the Board informed with your yearly capital improvement program requests so that budget
decisions may be made well in advance of the airport needs.

Sincerely,
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INTRODUCTION

This General Aviation Terminal Building Conceptual Study has been undertaken by the
Luray-Page County Airport Commission to develop functional guidelines for a
replacement terminal building for the existing Luray Caverns Airport. This study
establishes the general concepts and layout for a new terminal building, parking lot and
other issues. These concepts will provide the Commission with guidance during final
design and construction.

The study also will be used by the Virginia Department of Aviation (DOAV) for
calculating the anticipated funding level the DOAV will participate in for design and
construction. Current DOAV policy, in general, allows the Depariment to pay for up to
100% of all public use spaces. However, the Department’s maximum funding for the
entire building cannot exceed 90% of the overall cost when non-public and revenue
generating areas are included.

SITE INFORMATION

Existing Facilities

As shown on Exhibit 1, the existing terminal building is located on the southeast side of
the runway and is accessed directly from State Route 652. The existing terminal
building is more than fifty years old and is constructed of thinly insulated lap board,
wood siding construction.

Functiona! deficiencies noted in the existing terminal include:

« The terminal configuration features an approximately 300 square foot passenger
lounge adjacent to the service counter with minimal seating and, which doubles
as the entrance lobby to the terminal.

* There is no pilot lounge, flight planning area, or conference room. The building
features a single office for the airport manager. There are no separate storage
rooms for airport files or supplies. As a result, files are stockpiled in the Airport
Manager's office.

o The terminal features only a single-occupant women'’s restroom and a single-
occupant men’s restroom that are not American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
compliant.

Operational deficiencies in the existing terminal include:

 Terminal power consists of electric heating and cooling from a window air
conditioning unit. Minimal o no wall insulation results in high electricity costs.
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